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ABSTRACT 

The thesis begins by outlining some of the major findings of 
p o l i t i c a l sociology regarding the demographic characteristics of those 
persons who are typically less inclined to participate i n the p o l i t i c a l 
process within l i b e r a l democratic systems. It has generally been found 
that participation i s positively related to income, education, and oc
cupational status; and that generally men and r a c i a l , ethnic and religious 
majorities tend as well to participate more than women and minorities. 

The third chapter isolates seven alternative explanations of.the 
relative p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the less advantaged from the recent 
literature of empirical social science. There i s then an attempt to show 
that to a considerable extent though by no means universally, the expla
nations of empirical social science can be usefully seen as f i t t i n g 
into a 6-part 'conservative understanding' of the non-participation of 
the less advantaged. Associated claims such as those which state or 
imply that low levels of participation have positive effects for p o l i t i 
cal systems because the less advantaged are less informed or more intole
rant are critiqued by a detailed questioning of research techniques, by 
a gathering of empirical evidence from less familiar sources , and by doubts 
regarding the degree to which some researchers findings follow from their 
own evidence. Included as part of these sections i s an analysis of 
recent introductory texts in p o l i t i c a l science wherein the elements of 
the 'conservative understanding' mentioned above are found, i n some 
cases, to be badly (and erroneously) stated. Lastly, towards the close 
of the fourth chapter there i s some discussion and analysis of recent 
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American i n t e l l e c t u a l h i s t o r y i n an attempt to place i n h i s t o r i c o -

s o c i a l perspective several aspects of the recent study of p o l i t i c a l 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n . At several points there i s a d i s c u s s i o n of aspects 

of the methodology of empirical s o c i a l science and i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p to 

the f i n d i n g s under consideration here. 

Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the contrasts between, on the one hand, 

the analyses of empirical s o c i a l science regarding the r e l a t i v e non-par

t i c i p a t i o n of the l e s s advantaged, and on the other, the explanations of 

Marxists of the seeming d i s i n c l i n a t i o n of the working c l a s s i n 'late 

c a p i t a l i s t ' s o c i e t i e s to pursue p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y ( i n p a r t i c u l a r 

r e v o l u t i o n a r y s o c i a l i s t p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y ) . Chapter 5 i s o l a t e s and dev

elops 13 separate but r e l a t e d explanations found i n the w r i t i n g s of con

temporary Marxists, Chapter 6 o f f e r s a c r i t i q u e of explanations, the 

evidence supporting them, and aspects of the methodology underlying them. 

The assumptions, approaches and methods of Marxism and empirical s o c i a l 

science are treated comparatively. 

Among the conclusions reached i s the view that while Marxism i s 

often imprecise and generally slow to adapt to changing e m p i r i c a l conditions 

i t has an important capacity f o r developing explanations which are compre

hensive, integrated and t h e o r e t i c a l l y u s e f u l . A s e r i e s of suggestions are 

offered whereby Marxist explanations might be, at l e a s t i n part, tested 

e m p i r i c a l l y . The f i n a l chapter discusses some of the weaknesses of both 

empirical s o c i a l science and Marxism and makes some te n t a t i v e suggestions 

about how they might be avoided i n both t h e o r e t i c a l and d e t a i l e d i n q u i r y . 

i i 
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CHAPTER 1 

Whenever a living organism or c o l l e c t i v i t y loses the possi b i l i t y 

of being more than i t i s , i t cannot continue; i t begins to die. Poten

t i a l i t i e s , then, are an intimate and inseparable part of being. For 

human individuals, potentialities are manifest in a complex of biology 

and consciousness. There can be no real understanding of what a human 

individual i s without a knowledge of what she/he might become; the complex 

of biological and mental potentiality is an important part of any such 

understanding. A co l l e c t i v i t y i s less contingent upon biology than i s 

any one individual; but i t s existence i s no less dependent on 

i t s potentialities. Understanding what a society i s , then, i s pari 

passu understanding what i t might become."*" That understanding i s then, 

in turn, related less to biology than to the dynamics of social organi

zation and to societal self-consciousness about societal p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 

Any patterned study of human society which either does not or can

not effectively come to understand social potentialities w i l l not 

XIn this sentence the word 'might' i s important, ^his stress and i n 
my use of the word 'potentiality' I hope to indicate my view that 
social science can never be more than probabilistic science. And I" 
have doubts that in practice rather than i n principle we w i l l ever come 
to the point where the probabilities regarding many major questions can 
be expressed in the form of solvable mathematical equations or precise 
odds. The single most convincing d i f f i c u l t y i s , for me, the fact that 
the objects of study are subjects and can adjust their behavior i n the 
light of previous findings. In this, and perhaps other senses, the 
contingency of human behavior is limited — there is some element of 
human creativity which may well prove impossible to anticipate. I do 
not take this unlikelihood as grounds for not attempting to anticipate 
creativity, for in trying, p a r t i a l l y succeeding and communicating that 
success we continually advance the level at which that process begins. 
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e f f e c t i v e l y understand s o c i a l a c t u a l i t i e s . And, of course, the reverse 

i s also true; any patterned study of human society which does not or 

cannot e f f e c t i v e l y come to understand s o c i a l a c t u a l i t i e s w i l l not e f 

f e c t i v e l y understand s o c i a l p o t e n t i a l i t i e s . Contemporary empirical 

2 
s o c i a l science has often been seen as unwilling or unable to deal ef-

3 

f e c t i v e l y with s o c i a l p o t e n t i a l i t y or s o c i a l change.• Is t h i s claim a 

correct one? If so, i n whole or i n part, what are the roots of t h i s 

shortcoming? Are they necessary l i m i t s of methodology broadly conceived? 

Are they necessary l i m i t s of methodology broadly conceived? Are there 

a d d i t i o n a l p l a u s i b l e explanations — for example, i s there a s o c i o - h i s - • 

t o r i c a l basis for some of the emphasis of contemporary empirical s o c i a l 

science? 

' i w i l l use the term empirical s o c i a l science throughout t h i s i n q u i r y i n 
a quite narrow way, as a term which r e f e r s to a large body of non-Marxist 
s o c i a l science. I am f u l l y aware that the term used more broadly could 
be taken to subsume Marxism, but such a usage i n a comparative inquiry 
such as t h i s would for me r a i s e many questions. For example, why should 
we not on the contrary see a l l empirical s o c i a l science as at l e a s t 
p o t e n t i a l l y a subset of Marxism? 

I take empirical s o c i a l scienc, then, to be that portion of so
c i a l science which seeks to a t t a i n p r e c ise, i d e a l l y q u a n t i f i a b l e , measures 
of human s o c i a l behavior and sees those measures, and t h e i r use i n a pro
cess of disconfirming n u l l hypotheses i n ways subject to r e t e s t by other 
researchers, as the soundest route to the understanding of s o c i a l man. 
I take the term to be only somewhat broader than the term behavioral 
s o c i a l science i n that I might include within i t s scope more l e g a l , i n s t i 
t u t i o n a l and systems studies than are sometimes considered behavioral. 

F i n a l l y , i n general i n t h i s inquiry I w i l l be looking at p r i m a r i l y 
the d i s c i p l i n e s of sociology and p o l i t i c a l science, and to a l e s s e r extent 
s o c i a l psychology and some aspects of economics. I did not, of course, 
wish to be taken to be t r y i n g to generalize beyond those bounds which I 
have c a r e f u l l y examined. 
3 
See, for example: C h r i s t i a n Bay, " P o l i t i c s and Pseudo P o l i t i c s : A C r i 

t i c a l Evaluation of some Behavioral L i t e r a t u r e , " American P o l i t i c a l Science  
Ree;view, LIX 1 (March, 1965), 39-51; Henry S. K a r i e l , Open Systems: Arenas  
for P o l i t i c a l Action, (Itasca, 111.: F.E. Peacock Publishers, 1969); K.W. 
Kim, "The Limits of Behavioral Explanation i n P o l i t i c s , " Canadian Journal of 
Economics and P o l i t i c a l Science, XXXI (August, 1965), 315-327; Mulford Q. 
Sibley, "The Limitations of Behavioralism," i n James C. Charlesworth, Ed., 
Contemporary P o l i t i c a l A n a l y s i s , New York: The Free Press, 1967); and 
Jack L. Walker, "A C r i t i q u e of the E l i t i s t Theory of Democracy," American  
P o l i t i c a l Review, LX, 2 (June, 1966), 285-295. 
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It is perfectly clear that there i s no purely deductive way to 
deal with such questions. We must directly examine some part of the 

4 
body of empirical literature. It i s also perfectly clear that no 
one effort w i l l be able to wholly answer such questions, a l l that can 
be hoped for i s the addition of some further c l a r i t y to earlier efforts. 
This I hope I w i l l be able to do by undertaking here a study of how 
empirical social science has come to understand and explain"* an issue 
which has been both of general theoretical importance and the subject 
of extensive empirical research. The area of research I have chosen 
is p o l i t i c a l participation: more particularly the relative lack of 
participation by socio-economically disadvantaged persons. 

I do not believe, however, that an examination in isolation of 
this one pattern i s a sufficient means of answering or clarifying the 
questions I have asked. I propose to look as well at an alternative 
attempt to understand and explain, i n this case, a particular form of 
p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the disadvantaged: contemporary Marxist ex
planation^) of the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the* working class i n 
developed and late capitalism.^ In looking at Marxist explanations 

In doing so I w i l l to some extent draw as well on secondary summaries 
prepared by both behavioralists and their c r i t i c s (see Chapters 2 and 3). 
"*For a c l a r i f i c a t i o n of the particular meanings I have given these two 
terms in this study see below the closing section of this Chapter. 
^'Late capitalism' is a term current i n Marxism which carries the im
plication that the capitalism of the contemporary West has extended 
i t s e l f beyond i t s 'appropriate' departure from history by a variety of 
devices ranging from imperialism to militarism to easy consumer credit and 
Keynesian economics. Accordingly, those who use this term hold the view 
that this formation is due or overdue for transformation and are then 
l e f t to account for the behavior and 'non-behavior' of the working class. 
Thereby those Marxists who are inclined to use this concept are, among 
others, of great interest in this inquiry. 



of this question and the forms or lack of evidence which contemporary 
Marxists have offered i n support of their explanations I hope that i n 
this comparison and contrast I can deal more effectively with my 
original questions. 

There seems to be a good prime facie case that Marxism might 
serve as a means of gaining further understanding of empirical social 
science. For example, i n terms of our opening concern, i f empirical 
social science could be said to underestimate the importance of and/or 
be unable to effectively measure the potentiality 'portion' of social 
r e a l i t y , Marxism could equally f a i r l y be said to look at social reality 
through, i f you w i l l , a potentiality prism. Marxist measures of past 
and present tend to be made i n terms of their a b i l i t y to serve as the 
basis for understanding the prospects of a transformation toward an 
approximated future. 7 If empirical social science tends at times to 
sacrifice scope and depth of explanation for precision, Marxism's forte 
is explanatory scope, i t s nadir conceptual c l a r i t y . Social science seeks 
quantified evidence and ty p i c a l i t i e s , Marxism i s more often concerned 
with portents and indications of possible trends. If empirical social 
scientists have been restricted i n their a b i l i t y to incorporate his
tor i c a l materials many Marxists have blurred the details of years for the 
patterns of decades and centuries. If social scientists have too often 
lacked theoretical grounding for detailed research projects,Marxists 
have often been trapped i n a spir a l of ever more abstracted and reified 

7Whether or not Marx himself or many Marxists would accept this charac
terization is a complex question; I do not necessarily take i t to be 
'their' view. 
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theorizing. There are further interesting differences, of course, 
but I w i l l offer them i n later Chapters when I can begin to deal with 
their complexities i n greater detail. Suffice i t to say here that 
Marxist analysis and empirical social science are two well-developed 
methods of coming to some understanding of social r e a l i t y , their 
perspectives can be usefully counterposed, and they each have devoted 
considerable attention and considerable theoretical centrality to the 
concrete research area within which I w i l l attempt to cl a r i f y the. 
limits of these two methodological perspectives. 

The Significance of P o l i t i c a l Participation 
If asked to choose one concept by which to best judge the relative 

presence or absence of democracy in a society's p o l i t i c s most of us would, 
I expect, choose "participation". If we were seeking the knowledge nec
essary to locate the means to increase the degree of democracy we would 
attempt to determine the varieties of individuals for whom participation 
i s uncommon or ineffective and the systemic-institutional, social-
cultural, and individual-psychological explanations of that i n e f f e c t i 
veness. Such knowledge could provide a beginning point for the posing 
of alternatives. 

How can one best get at the meaning of the concept 'participa
tion 1 ; what are i t s indicators? Are hours spent, or dollars spent, a 
valid measure? Is intensity of involvement — the depth of emotions 
f e l t , the salience of poli t i c s — a useful measure? Or wouldn't we 
better seek to determine the 'quality' of participation via measures 
of levels of p o l i t i c a l sophistication (knowledge)? Or is there a 
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dimension missing in the usual measures of participation — must we not 

deal with the questions of effectiveness of participation. That i s , 

is the essence of participation less in the quantity or quality of 

energy and resources expended than in the effectiveness of that ex

penditure? Surely activity utterly without effect on the social order 

is not f u l l participation; i t i s , depending on the intentions of the 

actors, either a game or a deception. A l l these are surely important 

matters, but on balance what should be remembered i s that there i s as 

well much to be gained in making separate measurements of activity and 

of effectiveness of activity. Each can be seen to be a part of demo

cratic participation. 

The question of participation then implies some need to make com

parisons among Burkean v i r t u a l representation, the dictatorship of the 

proletariat, Philippine electoral shoot-outs and the mass organization 

production of coalition government in post-war Austria. Within that 

complex of questions and unavailable answers we must in turn confront 

an often-avoided yet real conceptual-theoretical problem: does pa r t i -
g 

cipation necessarily imply activity? More significantly, does a mere 

activity increase imply greater participation? If we conclude that i t 

does — that the concept would most usefully be taken to do so — we 

must realize that we have thereby lessened i t s usefulness as a necessary 

Not necessarily, of course, the same thing as measurable activity. 
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indicator of the presence, absence or degree of democracy. Not a l l 
students of participation have been f u l l y aware that they have made 
this assumption. 

We should perhaps indicate briefly at this point the importance 
of p o l i t i c a l participation as a part of the classical conception of 
democracy. An elaborate demonstration of that importance is not 
necessary here, the case has been well made elsewhere."^ The nature 
of that importance w i l l be discussed further shortly. The importance 
of such harkenings back, to classical democratic theory can be very 
easily overdrawn; I offer i t as a useful i n i t i a l context, not as canon. 

In this latter regard one point should be clearly made here y 

^1 follow C.B. MacPherson The Real World of Democracy,(Toronto: 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1965) on the theoretical possibility 
of non-liberal democracy and i t follows for me that a non-participatory 
democracy i s also a possibility (rarely actualized). Democracy i n i t s 
broadest possible conception can be a useful concept. Government of, 
by and for (taken one at a time) the people allows one to come to mixed 
conclusions in comparing the democracy of an acknowledgedly authoritarian 
workers' state which genuinely sought to engage i n a rapid improvement 
of the condition of the less advantaged majority of i t s population to 
another state i n which the interests of a relatively active majority 
chose to systematically disadvantage a minority within, or large numbers 
of persons outside i t s borders. 

"^This is very effectively dealt with i n Carole Pateman Participation  
and Democratic Theory (Cambridge: At the University Press,1970), es
pecially pp. 16-44. It is also a part of many of the other 'post-
behavioral' critiques of the study of p o l i t i c a l participation including 
Graeme Duncan and Steven Lukes, "The New Democracy," P o l i t i c a l Studies.XI 
(1963), pp. 156-177; Peter Bachrach, The Theory of Democratic Elitism: 
A Critique, (Boston: L i t t l e , Brown and Company, 1967); Lane Davis, "The 
Cost of Realism: Contemporary Restatements of Democracy," Western P o l i  
t i c a l Quarterly f XVII (March, 1964), pp. 37-46. 
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that i s , that what might be seen as i m p l i c i t i n some of the 'post-

behavioral' c r i t i q u e s of 'democratic revisionism' I would agree that 

none of the t h e o r i s t s of l i b e r a l democracy generally held to be c e n t r a l 

to the formation of the ' c l a s s i c a l ' theory of l i b e r a l democracy could 

be c o r r e c t l y described as unequivocal democrats.^ In f a c t none i s a 

consistent advocate of even the degree of p a r t i c i p a t i o n common to the 

contemporary Western l i b e r a l democracies. Locke, f o r example, was 

p r i m a r i l y concerned with the r u l e of law, l i m i t e d government, and the 

r i g h t of r e v o l u t i o n against tyranny. He objected to absolute monarchy, 

but beyond that was unclear as to the proper locus of sovereignty: 

"...Locke has no c l e a r view of the nature or 
residence of sovereignty. He speaks at one 
time of the supreme power of the people, or 
i n other words the community; he speaks at 
another of the supreme power of the l e g i s l a t i v e 
— which may, i t i s true, be the community, but 
also may be a body of representatives appointed 
by the community; and i n s t i l l another context 
he remarks that "where...the executive i s vested 
i n a s i n g l e person who has also a share i n the 
l e g i s l a t i v e then that s i n g l e person, i n a very 
t o l e r a b l e sense, may also be c a l l e d the supreme v 

power. "-^ 

" C e r t a i n l y Duncan and Lukes are c l e a r about the very l i m i t e d nature of 
J.S. M i l l ' s c a l l for democratic p a r t i c i p a t i o n (see p. 164 and p. 170 i n 
Charles A. McCoy and John Playford, A p o l i t i c a l P o l i t i c s (New York: 
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1967)). They are also c l e a r that he had 
greater hopes f o r future p o t e n t i a l , etc. On the other hand Lane Davis 
seems a b i t l e s s cautious when he r e f e r s to p e r i o d i c e l e c t o r a l chores 
as p a r t i c i p a t i o n " . . . at best, a pale and rather p a t h e t i c version of the 
responsible and active p a r t i c i p a t i o n which was the a s p i r a t i o n of c l a s 
s i c a l democracy" ( i n McCoy and Playford at page 193). I do not o f f e r 
the b r i e f discussion which now follows as a r e b u t t a l . Rather I simply 
wish to make cl e a r that my c r i t i q u e does not depend i n large part on 
'eternal values' expressed i n democratic theory. 

12 
Barker, Ernest i n S o c i a l Contract (New York: Oxford U n i v e r s i t y Press, 

1962), p. xxv. 
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Locke did not deal with questions of suffrage, or with the patterned 

regular recurrence of e l e c t i o n s or popular decision-making beyond hoping 

that the people would overturn those tyrannies which were consistent, 

enduring and i n t o l e r a b l e . Further, he had l i t t l e d i f f i c u l t y accepting 

a s o c i a l assignment which might be c a l l e d q u a l i f i e d slavery (slaves 

could be owned but not murdered and, i n rare cases, s l a v i c i d e , too, 

was a c c e p t a b l e ) . ^ 

The very l i m i t e d nature of the democratic aspects of the p o l i t i c a l 

forms c a l l e d f o r by other o f t e n - c i t e d 17th and 18th century democratic 

t h e o r i s t s are also well-known. Montesquieu's separation of powers was 
14 

designed i n part to check the power of elected representatives. The 

ambivalence and ambiguity of Rousseau are well-known.^ De Tocqueville, 

13 
Locke, John, "Second T r e a t i s e on C i v i l Government," i n op. c i t . , pp. 

15-16. For a thorough d i s c u s s i o n of the work of Locke i n t h i s context 
see Frank M a r i n i , "John Locke and the Revision of C l a s s i c a l Democratic 
Theory," Western P o l i t i c a l Quarterly, XXII (March, 1969), pp. 5-18. 
Marini e f f e c t i v e l y makes se v e r a l important points; f o r example he argues: 
"Locke's p o l i t i c a l theory bears l i t t l e resemblance to the ' c l a s s i c a l 
theory of the c r i t i c a l arguments. The c i t i z e n s Locke describes are not 
the pure, p e r f e c t l y r a t i o n a l , informed and ac i v e c i t i z e n s which the 
c r i t i c s found i n c l a s s i c a l theory." (The quote i s at p. 17.) The c r i t i c s 
to whom Marini r e f e r s are l a r g e l y b e h a v i o r a l i s t p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s . ) 
Marini f e e l s that Locke's viewpoint has been d i s t o r t e d i n t o a strawman 
and that Locke i n a c t u a l i t y i s "not at a l l democratic i n the sense that 
' c l a s s i c a l democratic theory' i s usually represented as being democratic." 
(Also, p. 17.) In my view most of the ' c l a s s i c a l ' t h e o r i s t s are f a r 
les s democratic than they have been taken to be. Many empirical s o c i a l 
s c i e n t i s t s , ^ as T j v i l l discuss-* i n Chapters 3 and 4, have i n e f f e c t taken 
modest b e l i e f i n human improvability as wild-eyed idealism. 
14 . . 
Newmann, Franz, i n t r o d u c t i o n to Baron de Montesquieu, The S p i r i t of  

the Laws, New York: Hafner Publishing Company, 1962, p. i x . 

"''"'The best evidence f o r that ambiguity i s the widely d i f f e r i n g views of 
Rousseau's democratic consistency. Two sharply diverging i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 
are J.L. Talmon The Origins of T o t a l i t a r i a n Democracy (London: Seeker 
& Warburg, 1952), and Pateman, op. c i t . , Chapter 2. 
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of course, was highly fearful and even primarily concerned with the 
tyranny of the majority and the dangers of social leveling. And to 
reach nearer the time-bounds of anything we might c a l l 'classical' 
democratic theory J.S. M i l l i n Considerations on Representative Govern 
ment i s often doubtful of popular recognition of eminence and consis
tently fearful of both citizens and representatives attempting matters 

16 
beyond their limited competence. M i l l i s an explicit proponent of 
truncated democracy; he argues for tests of literacy and arithmetic 
competence and for the debasement from the francise of those who are i n 
receipt of parish r e l i e f (and thereby make no tax contribution however 
small or indirect)."'"'' Finally, and probably most convincingly here i s 
M i l l s ' direct c a l l for weighted voting to accompany the then oncoming 
introduction of nearer universal (male) suffrage. He calls for the 
granting of multiple votes to those of greater "education" either as 
directly measured in a national test, or as, i n his view,approximated 
by occupation ("A banker...is l i k e l y to be more intelligent than a trades-

18 
man...") professional status or university graduation. 

Few, i f any, then, of the "classical" democratic theorists were 
sanguine about the appropriateness or even, in some cases, the eventual 
desirability of universal participation, or even further, i n other cases, 
16 

M i l l , J.S., Considerations on Representative Government,(Indianapolis : 
The Bobb-Merrill Company, Inc., 1958),see particularly introduction by 
Currin V. Shields, Ed., p. xiv and xix. 
"^Regarding tests of literacy, see i b i d . , p. 132; regarding the dis-
enfranchisement of those receiving r e l i e f see the same source at p. 134. 
1 R Ibid., pp. 135-140. 
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the eventual desirability of universal participation in even the i n d i  
rect participation of the representative democracy. Yet i t i s generally 
held that widespread participation is the heart of any truly democratic 
theory. This seeming limitation i n the early statement of the theory 

19 
can only be understood by reference to the hi s t o r i c a l specificity of 
the theories. In a l l cases the theorists were semi-consciously advo
cating pieces of a more or less integratable theory of l i b e r a l democracy. 
In most cases the pieces each of them emphasized, whether the rule of 
law, the extension of suffrage, or the limitation of absolute powers can 
be imagined/constructed from this point in time as advocated steps towards 
a coherent theoretical whole. 

But the dimension of potentiality i s not an aspect of democratic or 
any other social theory merely retrospectively. Social theory can be 
seen as an attempt to engage in more than 'mere' explanation (logic and 
fact in combination) more than a communication of meaning of a hoped-

20 
for universal intersubjective transmissibility; i t i s an attempt to 
communicate understanding: explanation in concert with an evaluative, 

21 
prescriptive and broadly theoretical dimension. In the expression of 

19 
For an appreciation of the meaning of this term see C. Wright M i l l s , 

The Sociological Imagination, New York: Oxford University Press, 1959, 
pp. 143-164, and particularly p. 149. 
20 

This term is most clearly discussed i n Arnold Brecht, P o l i t i c a l Theory 
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1959), especially 
pp. 113-116. 
21 J 

Just as explanation might be described as something more than description, 
understanding might be described as something more than explanation. The 
something more in each case, i t seems to me, i s some greater involvement of 
and/or appreciation by a subject. Explanation can be seen as a description 
which 'makes sense,' understanding a f u l l appreciation of an explanation or 
set of explanations. (On the relationship between description and explana
tion see Michael Scriven in Herbert Feigl and Grover Maxwell, Eds., Min
nesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol. I l l (Minneapolis: Uni
versity of Minnesota P r e s s , 1962), pp. 174-176.) 
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the understandings of s o c i a l theory are, at l e a s t i m p l i c i t l y , p o s s i -

b i l i s t i c p r e d ictions f o r major dimensions of the s o c i a l order and 

thereby p r u d e n t i a l modes for i n d i v i d u a l a c t i o n . S o c i a l theory i n c o r 

porates explanations of empirical r e a l i t y i n t o a form which allows them 

to be not merely measures of s o c i a l behavior but i n turn measured by 

the making of h i s t o r y . 

I am now to a point where I may more meaningfully take up the 

matter deferred above, namely, the nature of the importance of p o l i t i c a l 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n to c l a s s i c a l democratic theory. The c l a s s i c a l l i b e r a l 

democratic t h e o r i s t s have been 'shown by h i s t o r y ' generally to have 

constructed perspectives which, however progressively p r e s c r i p t i v e they 

might have been i n t h e i r h i s t o r i c context, now seem at most minimalist 
22 

f o r the democraciesoof the Adyaneed.West; P o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , i n 

s p i t e of the tentativeness and l i m i t s of the a s s e r t i o n , was seen as the 

primary component of democracy, thereby i t was an end f o r societ y and, 

as w e l l , the means of further advance: both i n d i v i d u a l human develop

ment and, thereby, further s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l advance: greater democra

t i z a t i o n . This c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n of p a r t i c i p a t i o n and democracy was most 

f u l l y and c l e a r l y developed by J.S. M i l l ; i n t h i s assessment I follow 
23 24 Lane Davis and e s p e c i a l l y Graeme Duncan and Steven Lukes. As 

I do not of course assert that h i s t o r y i s u n i l i n e a r i n t h i s (or any 
other) regard. That my statement i s more or less c r e d i b l e i n s p i t e of 
the r i s e of c e n t r a l i z e d bureaucracies of a l l d e s criptions gives further 
weight to the modesty of early democrats' estimates of human p a r t i c i p a 
tory p o s s i b i l i t i e s . Neither do I underestimate the d i v e r s i t y of democratic 
t h e o r y , c l a s s i c or otherwise. That the more r a d i c a l democrats such as 
the L e v e l l e r s are not more prominent i n 'our' contemporary conception of 
what the main body of c l a s s i c a l democratic theory 'jLs_' i n d i c a t e s to some 
extent the complexity of issues of h i s t o r i c a l s p e c i f i c i t y . 
23 

Davis, op. c i t . 

Duncan and Lukes, op. c i t . 
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Duncan and Lukes have put i t : 

"Although he (J.S. Mill) feared that an enfran
chised working class would misuse i t s powers and 
suggested certain safeguards to secure the author
it y of the enlightened, he had great faith in the 
c i v i l i z i n g effects of p o l i t i c a l participation i t 
s e l f . He described the franchise as 'a potent 
instrument of mental improvement' and followed 
Tocqueville i n explaining the conscientious 
citizenship of the Americans by their democratic 
institutions. Self-government is i n this sense 
self-sustaining: through the possession of legal 
rights men became capable of properly exercising 
them "25 

M i l l , then, not only saw democratization as h i s t o r i c a l l y evolutionary, 

but saw i t s evolution —* through the vehicle of participation — as at 

least i n part self-advancing. 

Thus i t is the case that one cannot speak simply of a single 

'classical democratic theory' which is unqualifiedly democratic. And 

further one can easily be struck at how many of those theorists 

generally taken to be the most important articulators of the traditions 

on which our institutions are founded ex p l i c i t l y reject even f u l l i n  

direct suffrage and, i n fact, accept, j u s t i f y or construct institutional 

instruments which, in effect or by conscious design, restrain p a r t i c i 

pation. They can be reasonably seen to be par t i a l formulators of 

'classical democratic theory' only when considered in historic context. 

They are certainly then not merely articulators of 'universal democratic 

ideals', rather they are more crucially articulators of levels of demo

cratic awareness appropriate to their current or impending historic 

I b i d . , i n A p o l i t i c a l P o l i t i c s , op. c i t . , p. 164. 
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situations. M i l l is a significant departure i n democratic theory in 
great part because he i s at least partially self-conscious about the 
evolutionary process having taken and taking place both in individuals 
and i n the social order. Through him we can see participation not 

26 
merely as a (or even the) key aspect of democraticization, but even 
more importantly we can begin to see participation as an at least po
tential h i s t o r i c a l force: an active agency of individual and social 
transformation. 

A Definition of Participation 
In addition to the above attempt to convey an impression of the 

meaning and significance of p o l i t i c a l participation, I would l i k e as 
well to attempt to delineate a reasonably precise definition of the 
concept. I can begin with a tentative acceptance of Myron Weiner's usage: 

"...I shall use the concept of p o l i t i c a l participa
tion to refer to any voluntary action, successful or 
unsuccessful, organized or unorganized, episodic or 
continuous, employing legitimate or illegitimate methods 
intended to influence the choice of public policies, the 
administration of public a f f a i r s , or the choice of po
l i t i c a l leaders at any level of government, local or 
national. 

In this definition there i s a clear choice for activity over effect — 
i n making such a choice as I noted above, i t i s clear that something 
is lost: participation is thereby less demanding a measure of demo
cracy. But the gains in this usage i n the relative ease of judging 
whether or not any given empirical event i s an instance of p o l i t i c a l 

26 
This, of course, i s an important 'merely.' 

27 
Weiner, Myron, " P o l i t i c a l Participation: Crisis of the P o l i t i c a l Pro

cess," in Leonard Binder et a l . , Crises and Sequences in P o l i t i c a l De 
velopment, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1971), 
p. 164. 
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participation are very important. One must simply verify that (1) 
an action has occurred, (2) that i t was voluntary, (3) that i t had a 
specific intent to influence the choice of public po l i t i c s [and/or] 
the administration of public affairs [and/or] the choice of p o l i t i c a l 
leaders at any level of government, local or national. 

Of the three aspects of the definition I have isolated i t seems 
to me that 'voluntariness' i s the least problematic. Weiner comments 
that "(I)nvoluntary acts, such as serving i n the armed forces (through 
conscription) or paying taxes, are excluded. Belonging to organizations 

28 
or attending mass r a l l i e s under government orders i s also excluded." 
The phrase 'under government orders' i s very vague and even perhaps 
Cold War-ish. Are those attending Castro's speeches 'under government 
orders' i f they came in an army vehicle from the countryside? Are 
American schoolteachers and schoolchildren who "take time out" to see 
the President or the Pope pass by i n a limousine? What of activity 
beyond mere card-holding i n an involuntary association such as a trade 
union in the U..S.S.R.? What of involuntary union membership i n a legally 
supported closed-shop situation in a l i b e r a l democracy? What, lastly 
here, of obedience to a conscription law in the face of widespread ex
p l i c i t l y p o l i t i c a l disobedience? But a l l of these questions merely i n 
dicate complexity and c a l l for caution and subtlety. They do not cause 
any fundamental problems for this inquiry. 

More d i f f i c u l t are questions relating to matters of the intention-
a l i t y and explicitness of actions. Weiner notes, 
2 8 I b i d . 
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" . . . ( f o r our purposes) p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i s defined as a c t i o n , i n c l u d i n g verbal a c t i o n , 
not simply at t i t u d e s or subjective f e e l i n g s . 
In a l l p o l i t i c a l systems people have a t t i t u d e s 
towards government and p o l i t i c s , but unless 
there i s some a c t i o n i t would be inappropriate 
to use the term " p a r t i c i p a t i o n " . A l i e n a t i o n 
i s an act of p a r t i c i p a t i o n only i f i t i s 
v e r b a l l y expressed." 

In a consideration of these matters one quite quickly must come to deal 

with a concept c e n t r a l to Marxist p o l i t i c a l thought: p o l i t i c a l con

sciousness. One must also, as do Marxists and others, consider as w e l l 

d i s t i n c t i o n s between the perspectives of the actor and the observer. 

Can one t o t a l l y 'trade' consciousness f o r e x p l i c i t action? What of 

conscious i n a c t i o n conceived as passive re s i s t a n c e ; e.g., not buying 

a given product or i n t e n t i o n a l l y not voting or s i l e n t l y not performing 

expected s o c i a l , p o l i t i c a l or economic duties . Further, what q u a l i f i e s , 

to use Weiner's example, as a v e r b a l expression of a l i e n a t i o n ? One can 

hardly expect consciousness s u f f i c i e n t to cause an utterance l i k e 'My 

gosh, I'm alienated' to be commonplace^and even i f they were they might 

be no more than a s o c i a l r i t u a l . To be more s p e c i f i c then — the p o l i 

t i c a l nature of a given act such as p a r t i c i p a t i o n by a Black American 

i n a l o o t i n g r i o t or by a worker i n a union or a neighborly d i s c u s s i o n 

of women's -.rights.'-over coffee could be seen to depend on both the 

degree of p o l i t i c a l consciousness of the p a r t i c i p a n t and the h i s t o r i c a l l y 

s p e c i f i c context of the i n c i d e n t . That i s , under c e r t a i n circumstances 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n r a c i a l l y - b a s e d l o o t i n g could have enormous p o l i t i c a l 

I b i d . 
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effect even i f the consciousness of those effects was very, very unclear 
in the mind of the participant. The rioter might not be aware of f e l t 
oppression and might have no knowledge of the p o l i t i c a l system beyond 
an a b i l i t y to differentiate between police and non-police. Thus I 
would argue that many acts, perhaps especially the acts of the dis
advantaged, might usefully be 'granted some latitude' w±th regard 
to the conscious intentionality i f their, i f you w i l l , objective ef-

30 
feet is clearly p o l i t i c a l . 

On the other hand, and here Weiner's definition might also have 
d i f f i c u l t y : what of a case where an act has less obvious 'objective' 
p o l i t i c a l effect but might be a very clear element of socio-political 
intentionality. Let us examine here the case of women informally dis
cussing women's rights. Is the disadvantaged status of women a public 
policy? Is i t p o l i t i c a l i f i t is neither an issue i n an election nor 
an identifiable practice with public administration? What i f at least 
one of the women saw her actions as a conscious choice of p o l i t i c a l 
tactics to avoid the politico-legal route? What we would have ihen i s 
an instance of p o l i t i c a l intention manifesting i t s e l f i n an indirectly 
p o l i t i c a l manner. The same judgement, whatever i t might be, would also 
be useful in considering most trade union activity. Such activity can 
be seen as an option to more acts more obviously and directly p o l i t i c a l . 

Thus i t might be preferable to am£nd Weiner's definition to a broad
ening such as the following. P o l i t i c a l participation i s any conscious 
or quasi-conscious action or conscious non-action which in i t s historic 

30 
This is a Marxist usage of the term objective. It can be taken by a l l 

to mean at least an observer rather than an actor view. 
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context is directly or indirectly p o l i t i c a l in i t s effect and/or intent. 
This greatly broadens the definition, but does not I hope leave i t utterly 
unbounded. It allows for consideration of more of the actions of the 
disadvantaged whose level of p o l i t i c a l consciousness i s generally 'lower' 
than those whose place in society and polity is more assured. However, 
whatever definition might be preferable i t i s the case that most empirical 
studies have centered on concrete, v i s i b l e , intentionally, directly p o l i 
t i c a l acts as voting,electoral campaigning, making donations to candi
dates or p o l i t i c a l parties, discussing p o l i t i c s with friends, and con
tacting public o f f i c i a l s . Marxist writers have tended to more often i n 
clude some more indirect activities such as trade union organizing and, 
of course, such non-electoral act i v i t i e s as demonstrations and revolu
tionary or quasi-revolutionary activity. For the most part I w i l l not 
belabor the question of definition i n my explication of the writings 
of either group; I merely note that this matter i s worth keeping i n 
mind as we proceed. 

In choosing to use the term ' p o l i t i c a l participation' I have 
self-consciously rejected such related terms as p o l i t i c a l involvement/ 
non-involvement, p o l i t i c a l apathy/interest and p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y / i n -
activity. Some of my doubts about the term include the impression that 
p o l i t i c a l participation seems to carry with i t a subtle implication 
that there are channels available for carrying on an activity i f only 
individual or groups w i l l choose to use them. The concept 'participation' 
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carries with i t a notion that there i s a process already going on that 
is somehow other than systematically limiting and exclusionary. The notion 
of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y / i n a c t i v i t y , for example, would be more neutral i n 
this matter. There i s even, I think, at least in common usage of the 
concept ( p o l i t i c a l participation) an implication that the individuals 
and groups carrying on this activity together are doing so i n an at-
least quasi-cooperative fashion; that i s that in 'participation' there 
is some sharing by a l l with a l l . Each of these three conceptually car
ried intimations i s i n contradistinction to the Marxist view of the 
functioning of liberal-democratic p o l i t i c a l systems. Since this inquiry 
w i l l focus on these systems this seems a heavy burden for a central con
cept to carry into what I hope w i l l be an open inquiry into the relative 
merits and shortcomings of the two perspectives. 

However, many of the other possible terms also carry certain dis
advantages. Most obviously the concept participation 'has' a whole 
body of literature conducted under i t s heading; to seek a separate term 
usable throughout this inquiry i s to run the risk of altering the meaning 
of the original statement. A l l of the matters we cited i n the preceding 
paragraph may well be part of what those who use the term wish to convey. 
To avoid altering meanings i n various sections of this inquiry I w i l l 
simply use the term ' p o l i t i c a l participation' when I am dealing with 
empirical social science. And i n these sections I w i l l avoid using other 
characterizations to which p o l i t i c a l scientists have been prone, for 
example, p o l i t i c a l involvement or p o l i t i c a l apathy. Neither of these 
terms (or their opposites) could with ease be used as Weiner uses 
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participation; they carry far too many moral and psychological im

plications extraneous to our discussion to be useful in this analytic 

context. 

In the protions of this study in which I examine the Marxist 

perspective on 'participation' there might be d i f f i c u l t i e s i f I were 

to attempt to 'impose' a term where i t had not been used — even 

though, as I w i l l discuss again shortly below, much of the Marxist 

literature i s directed at very similar phenomena. The single most 

commonly used Marxian concept which relates closely to the p o l i t i c a l 

science concept of participation is " p o l i t i c a l consciousness". 

Clearly, what i s meant by the term i s different from what i s meant by 

'po l i t i c a l participation'; most exp l i c i t l y i t does not signify only 

'activity'. On the face of i t i t represents a 'state of mind'. How

ever, just as Marxists found i t necessary to create the concept of 

praxis from the separate notbns of theory (mind) and practice (action), 

p o l i t i c a l consciousness implies p o l i t i c a l activity. The implication 

is seen to be a necessary one in many historical contexts. Further, 

while, p o l i t i c a l consciousness can be and has been analytically separated 

as a (or the) cause or effect of p o l i t i c a l activity, in some usage i t 

virtua l l y subsumes what p o l i t i c a l science would describe as p o l i t i c a l 

participation — much as I argued above that p o l i t i c a l participation 

should be broadened to subsume at least some aspects of p o l i t i c a l con

sciousness (and historical circumstance). In sum, the terms p o l i t i c a l 

participation and p o l i t i c a l consciousness are most surely not inter

changeable, but observations about'the presence, absence or character 
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of one of them could, i f valid, be seen to say something about the 

presence, absence or character of the other. But the concepts are 

dissimilar enough i n intent to suggest that i n this study i t would 

be best in the sections which attempt" to identify and c l a r i f y the 

Marxist understanding of political'participation' to use only the 

term p o l i t i c a l consciousness. 

It w i l l also be useful and convenient at this point to make 

mention of two additional possible confusions with regard to the term 

p o l i t i c a l consciousness as used by Marxists. At times the term is used 

with reference to individual p o l i t i c a l consciousness, but more often i t 

refers to either the class consciousness of a social class or to the 

p o l i t i c a l consciousness of a social class. In general at this point 

I think we need only introduce a general rule of thumb — references 

to consciousness or p o l i t i c a l consciousness refer to class,social 

groupings or even whole societies and not to individuals unless context 

clearly indicates that to be .the case; references to p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i 

pation would more li k e l y be to individuals unless otherwise specified. 

Some of the problems caused for comparative study by this difference i n 

approach w i l l be discussed further as we proceed. 

The second confusion which may be troublesome at times i s the 

varying use of the term p o l i t i c a l consciousness to refer either to (a) 

the coming, of an individual or class, to a very general awareness of 

the socio-political world or their (one's) disadvantaged position within 

i t , or (b) coming to a quite explicit and detailed p o l i t i c a l viewpoint, 

namely that of revolutionary Marxism or at least to an 'awareness' of 
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the (presumed) need for a revolutionary social transformation of a 

Marxian variety. The latter, of course, could simply be seen as a 

'higher level' of the former — however i t i s sometimes the case that 

i t is d i f f i c u l t for the reader to discern which i s being discussed. 

Forewarned readers w i l l , I hope, be less prone to confusion. 

Finally.here, I would like to indicate that in the latter 

portions of this inquiry I w i l l use a third term: p o l i t i c a l activity 

(inactivity). This i s a term which I hope, i n as neutral a way as 

possible, subsumes both p o l i t i c a l participation as generally used by 

p o l i t i c a l scientists and p o l i t i c a l consciousness as generally used 

by Marxists. And, ; the term can be taken to include as well 

the massive variety of other expressions — especially i n Marxist 

usage — e.g., mass action, praxis, p o l i t i c a l movement, advances i n 

class solidarity and so forth. It Is not offered as a means of fusing 

(and thereby confusing) the two separate concepts. It i s merely taken 

as a convenient usage in cases when I must refer to those phenomena to 

which either or both of the concepts might apply and wish to indicate 
31 

that I am doing so from outside both perspectives. 

Comparing P o l i t i c a l Science and Marxism' 

Having resolved for the moment doubts raised by central termi

nology l e t me then face an even more fundamental doubt, namely, the 

central enterprise of this project. That i s , can p o l i t i c a l science and 

31 
•I w i l l attempt to use the term only when I am, as in the t i t l e of this 

inquiry,, speaking at once of both concepts. 
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Marxism be meaningfully and u s e f u l l y compared and contrasted with regard 

to t h e i r respective views on what i s taken to be one question? Do they, 

to be p e r f e c t l y c l e a r , ever ask the same question? Could i t not be the 

case with regard to the ' p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y of the l e s s advantaged' 

that what one sees as p o l i t i c a l the other doesn't, and that they never 

look at any common groupings, or, f o r that matter, tha t^ftbtf-n" would 

charge that the other's categories were f a l s e and/or meaningless? 

There i s , I think, some credence i n each of these doubts. For 

example, some Marxists would surely say that n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 

liberal-democratic p o l i t i c s i s a p o s i t i v e sign of p o l i t i c a l conscious

ness. Further, l i k e l y a l l Marxists (and l i k e l y , of course, some non-

Marxists) would say that under some conditions, some kinds of non-par

t i c i p a t i o n i n liberal-democratic p o l i t i c s would be c l e a r signs of p o l i 

t i c a l consciousness. I t i s equally true too that many empirical s o c i a l 

s c i e n t i s t s would not h e s i t a t e to equate an acceptance of Marxism or 

a 'following' of Marxists with a d e n i a l of p o l i t i c s i t s e l f . This problem, 

I think, i s l a r g e l y d e a l t with f o r our purposes i n an acceptance of 

Weiner's d e f i n i t i o n of p a r t i c i p a t i o n : but t h i s by no means helps us 

regarding the wider problem of comparison of the perhaps uncomparable. 

Each of these developed patterns of understanding of the p o l i t i c a l 

i n a c t i v i t y of the less advantaged address themselves to questions to some 

degree oblique to ' p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y ' i n i t s f u l l e s t conceptual sense. 

That i s , some of the b e h a v i o r a l i s t s considered speak almost e x c l u s i v e l y of 

e l e c t o r a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n — even of voting p a r t i c i p a t i o n — and t h e i r under

standing often does not pretend to be more broad than that. Others have 
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dealt with other forms of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y , e.g., interest groups or, 
more recently,violence, but have less often made any systematic effort 

32 
to relate their findings to democratic theory. On the other side 
the Marxists' understanding i s usually of the non-participation of the 
working class33 ±n a particular kind of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y : activity 
that i s class self-conscious and self-interested, ' l e f t ' i n i t s inten
tions and effects and, l i k e l y , outside 'normal' p o l i t i c s . 

These, of course, are not the only relevant qualitative differences 
in the two enterprises. P o l i t i c a l science, and particularly behavioral 

These are not the grounds on which I give non-electoral studies some
what less consideration; rather I have limited myself to the question of 
the relative non-participation of the disadvantaged and only discuss 
these other studies when they consider or are relevant to that issue. 
Some are; and some of these are discussed in Chapters 2 and 3. One ex
ample of the kind of study that must be l e f t unconsidered i s H. Eulau et 
a l . , "The Role of the Representative: Some Empirical Observations on 
the Theory of Edmund Burke," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 53 
(September, 1959), pp. 742-56. While i t clearly relates effectively to 
an aspect of democratic theory (whether a representative i s a 'delegate' 
or a 'trustee') i t does not relate either overall or more especially to 
the one question to which I must restrict myself. 
33 
Some p o l i t i c a l scientists refer to the 'less educated', some to the 

manual workers (occupational strata), some to the poor, and many to 
'the marginal' (some combination of the previous three). Marxists gen
erally speak of the working class, but sometimes mean by that an entity-
fur sich (class), sometimes one an sich (strata). To confuse matters 
further 'marginality' at times broadens to include as well sex and 
rural/urban factors. Further, Marxists generally are highly variant i n 
the percentage of the population appropriately included in the working 
class or strata (from 20-85%). And f i n a l l y there are innumerable d i f 
ferences among p o l i t i c a l scientists with regard to defining class ac
cording to property, l i f e style, work style or individual subjective at
tribution of class. I w i l l discuss many matters relating to these ques
tions throughout this study, particularly in Chapter 5. Suffice i t to 
say here that I w i l l in general discussion adopt the broad, loose and more 
or less neutral term 'the less advantaged' and note that . I am looking 
at patterned understanding more than at detailed explanations, and that many 
of these problems of variation tend to 'wash out' at long range. 
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p o l i t i c a l science, has generally maintained that i t s enterprise i s and 

should be p o l i t i c a l l y n e u t r a l . For Marxism, of course, the task i s 

not merely to understand the world but to change i t , p o l i t i c a l n e u t r a l 

i t y i s seen to be neither p o s s i b l e , nor d e s i r a b l e . This i s something 

which g r e a t l y a f f e c t s every aspect of i n q u i r y . More narrowly, with 

regard to our p a r t i c u l a r area of concern i t i s generally the case 

that Marxists are attempting to explain why almost no one ' r e a l l y ' 

p a r t i c i p a t e s while behavioral p o l i t i c a l s c i e n c i s t s are often t r y i n g 

to explain why there are (and sometimes tr y i n g to j u s t i f y why there 

should be) d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n the degree and kind of p a r t i c i p a t i o n between 

various s t a t i s t i c a l categories of i n d i v i d u a l s . F i n a l l y here, though 

the di f f e r e n c e s may be endless, Marxists derive t h e i r conclusions on 

the matter at hand l a r g e l y from and f o r Western Europe, p o l i t i c a l 

s c i e n t i s t s l a r g e l y from and f o r America. Both on t h i s point lapse on 

occasion i n t o unworthy overgeneralization and each might w e l l come a b i t 

nearer to understanding the other i f they exchanged l o c i . 

Having stated a l l these doubts I can say at this point no more than 

that they a l l should be taken as cautions to be heeded both by myself and 

by the reader. I w i l l attempt throughout to acknowledge and to c l a r i f y 

and assess the importance of these di f f e r e n c e s of perspective and i n t e n t . 

Further whatever the differences i n the two enterprises there remains a 

34 
c e r t a i n overarching commonality: both p o l i t i c a l science and Marxism 

have a deep t h e o r e t i c a l commitment to explaining the r e l a t i v e i n a c t i v i t y 

( r e l a t i v e i n both cases both to other s o c i a l groups and to what might be 
34 As has, of course, l i b e r a l democratic theory. 
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desired and/or expected) of the l e s s advantaged i n the l i b e r a l demo

cracies of the advanced c a p i t a l i s t nations. Further both have committed 

considerable e f f o r t s — i n each case by some of t h e i r most widely 

respected p r a c t i t i o n e r s — to explaining these phenomena. On balance 

I take i t to be a u s e f u l project to, with some i n t e r p r e t i n g , transposing 

and t h i s acknowledgement of d i f f e r e n c e s , presume that the two perspectives 

can be u s e f u l l y taken to be dealing with roughly the same question. 

It i s my hope that an inqui r y i n t o the conclusions and methods of each 

can o f f e r some wider understanding to the other. 

EXPLANATION AND UNDERSTANDING: A PRELIMINARY NOTE 

The goal of science i s generally taken to be explanation by means 

of generalizations c a l l e d theories or laws and both p o l i t i c a l science and 

Marxism make claims to being sciences. I w i l l not at t h i s point t r y to 

elaborate or assess these claims, but I w i l l attempt to c l a r i f y here 

my usage of some of the terminology w i t h i n which I w i l l deal with these 

issues. I w i l l attempt to adopt usage which w i l l be acceptable to both 

Marxists and p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s . 

I t i s perhaps best to begin with the elemental p a r t i c l e of 

science: the f a c t . 

"Facts" are taken herein to be i n a l l cases evidence with empirical 

referents. Evidence implies both the t h e o r e t i c a l ordering of some part 

of the universe and some stated method of f a c t u a l determination. I am 

f u l l y comfortable with David Easton's d e f i n i t i o n of a f a c t as "...a 
35 

p a r t i c u l a r ordering of r e a l i t y i n terms of a t h e o r e t i c a l i n t e r e s t . " 

35 
David Easton, The P o l i t i c a l System (New York: A l f r e d A. Knopf, 

1953), p. 53. 
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I see his j u s t i f i c a t i o n of this definition as one of the grounds for 

undertaking this study: 
"It is obviously impossible l i t e r a l l y to describe 
an event however long we might take or however 
limited the event in time and space. There i s an 
in f i n i t e level of detail possible about any event. 
The aspect of the event selected for description 
as the facts about i t , is determined by the prior 
interest of the observer; the selection i s made 
in light of a frame of reference that fixes the 
order and relevance of the facts. When raised 
to the level of consciousness this frame of ref
erence is what we c a l l a theory." (p. 53) 

A theory can perhaps best be seen i n turn as an instrument able to 
36 

produce useful explanations. Explanations are answers to 'how can i t 
be' or 'why' questions; that i s they communicate either possibility or 
necessity. For the most part I w i l l use the term explanation to refer 
to predominantly causal empirical explanations and theories rather 
than explanations which are predominantly subjective-normative. Causal 
explanation might, of course, include reference to the values held and 
purposes intended by the actors whose behavior i s being explained. 
This sort of thing f i t s well within Arnold Brecht's guidelines for "what 
Scientific Method Can Do Regarding Values" and i t i s that model which 
I accept as being the clearest statement of the position of p o l i t i c a l 

37 
seience. 

In adopting such a usage I do not, at this point at least, wish 
to go so far as to accept the view that facts and values can be use
f u l l y seen as two tidy categories. Rather I am simply at this point See Eugene J. Meehan, Explanation i n Social Science: A System Para 
digm (Homewood, I l l i n o i s : The Dorsey Press, 1968), p. 53. 
37 

Arnold Brecht, P o l i t i c a l Theory: The Foundations of Twentieth-Century  
P o l i t i c a l Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press,1959), pp.121-26. 
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accepting that most who write on p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y , participation or 
consciousness, most of the time see themselves as dealing i n the 
modalities of empirical research, empirical generalization, empirically-
based theory, histo r i c a l and/or dialectical materialism, and thereby, 
for different but not altogether dissimilar reasons, avoid at least 

38 
normative-subjectivist grammatical constructions. I accept at least 
then that one can in principle and often in practice analytically dis
tinguish between causal and value theory. But I then must immediately 
add my agreement with Easton that i n practice each i s involved with the 
other. 

I am, however, most interested i n isolating the overall, wider 
understandings of p o l i t i c a l activity-inactivity expressed or implied by 
on the one hand p o l i t i c a l science and on the other hand Marxism. I 
take the term 'understanding' to refer to those forms of theory and ex
planation which as fu l l y and generally as possible offer an integrated 
grasp of a subject of study i n both i t s normative and causal aspects. 
Understanding is often expressed i n a mode which fuses explanation and 
evaluation. I w i l l attempt as a part of the process of analyzing the 
view(s) of p o l i t i c a l science and Marxism on the subject of the p o l i t i c a l 
inactivity of the disadvantaged to delineate some characteristics of 
their respective understandings of this question. I w i l l also attempt 

The correctness of such an intention w i l l be dealt with at some length 
elsewhere in this inquiry. 
39 Easton, op. c i t . , particularly pp. 219-232. 
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to determine what, i f any, are the relationships between those under

standings and on the one hand the more detailed explanations and findings 

contained i n their respective bodies of literature on the subject and 

on the other hand their respective methodologies. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Before I proceed to the explanations used in empirical social 
science for the relative non-participation of the less advantaged, I would 
li k e very briefly to i l l u s t r a t e the extent of that relative non-partici
pation. In doing so, hopefully, I w i l l also c l a r i f y a b i t more the 
bounds of meaning for the term "less advantaged." In this chapter I 
simply want to indicate some findings which i l l u s t r a t e lesser participa
tion for several categories of disadvantaged persons, i n several p o l i 
t i c a l systems, for several different measures of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y , at 
several different points in time. Many readers w i l l be familiar with 
this material and i f this i s the case, can freely proceed to the more 
detailed and analytic considerations which begin i n the following 
chapter. For those who are not, thls'Cchapter,, hopefully., w i l l provide 
a useful additional introduction to later discussions and analysis. 

The measures of advantage/disadvantage I w i l l i l l u s t r a t e briefly 
here are occupational status, income, education, sex, and race. 
Occupation 
Basel, Switzerland, 1908, Voter Turnout:''' 

Labourers 49.6% 
Merchants, Manufacturers 63.6% 
Officials and Canton employees 70.0% 

Tingsten, Herbert, P o l i t i c a l Behavior, Studies in Election Statistics 
(Totowa, N.J.:' The Bedminster Press, 1963), p. 120. 
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Basel, Switzerland, 1911, Voter Turnout: 
Workers 66.8% 
Salaried, artisans 71.1 
Professionals, o f f i c i a l s , owners 77.5 

Selected Nations, 1960s, Multifactor Participation Scale: 
England Germany Italy USA 

Unskilled and Farming 5.6% 6.1% 3.3% 4.9% 

Skilled and Semi-skilled 7.0 7.1 4.7 7.0 

Small Business and White Collar 8.3 7.9 5.6 9.5 

Professional and Managerial 10.1 9.6 7.3 10.8 

Great Britain, 1966, Level 4 
of Interest in P o l i t i c s : 

Working Class Middle Class 

Very Interested 14% 17% 

Interested 30 52 

Not really interested 38 22 

Not at a l l interested 18 9 

'Tingsten, p. 120. 
*Di Palma, Guiseppi, Apathy and Participation, (New York: The Free 
Press. 1970), p. 144. The multifactor participation scale, which 
w i l l be used several times shortly below, includes such factors as 
voting, interest, attention,knowledge, attempts to influence local 
and national p o l i t i c s , talking with others about p o l i t i c s , and following 
accounts of p o l i t i c a l events. 

Rush, Michael, and Althoff, P h i l l i p , An Introduction to P o l i t i c a l  
Sociology, (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, Ltd., 1971), p. 102. 
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Elmira, New York, 1948, Voter Turnout: 
Age Business and White Collar Wage Workers 

21-24 
25-34 
35-54 
54+ 

74% 
75 
85 
80 

35% 
65 
79 
82 

Income 
Copenhagen, Denmark, 1913, Voting Turnout: 

Free Professionals- 800-1000 Crowns 
1000-1200 " 
1200-1500 
1500-3000 
3000-6000 
6000+ " 

Men 
67.3% 
76.5 
74.7 
81.2 
86.7 
86.8 

Women 
67.9% 
67.4 
69.7 
72.8 
75.7 
80.0 

Workers 800-1000 
1000-1200 
1200-1500 
1500-2000 
2000+ 

65.2 
76.5 
82.0 
79.8 
82.9 

Lipset, S.M. P o l i t i c a l Man, (Garden City, New York: 
Company, Inc., 1963), p. 221. 

^Tingsten, p. 147. 

54.0 
59.0 
67.5 
65.0 
65.4 

Doubleday & 
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Selected Nations, 1960s, M u l t i f a c t o r P a r t i c i p a t i o n S c a l e : 7 

Low Income 

England Germany I t a l y USA 

5.7% 5.2 3.7% 5.2% 

6.3 5.8 4.5 6.2 

7.5 6.7 5.0 7.0 

8.8 7.5 6.1 7.2 

10.4 8.1 6.5 8.7 

8.8 7.9 9.6 High Income 

New Haven, Connecticut, 1961, General P a r t i c i p a t i o n i n Local P o l i t i c a l 

A f f a i r s : 8 

Highly Inactive Highly A c t i v e 

Under $2000 per annum 82% 4% 

$2000-$5000 71 17 

$5000-$8000 59 20 

Over $8000 42 38 

Education 

United States, 1952 and 1956 E l e c t i o n s , P r e s i d e n t i a l Vote P a r t i c i p a t i o n : 

Some GS GS Some HS HS Some College College 

Non-South 70% 68% 77% 87% 92% 93% 

South 32 50 50 63 80 85 

9 

7 D i Palma, p. 144. 
g 
Dahl, Robert,' Who Governs? (New Haven, Yale U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1961), 
p. 283. 
9 
Campbell, Angus et a l . , The American Voter, (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc., 1960), p. 477. 
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g 
United States, 1950s, Stated Attempts to Influence Others: 

GS HS College GS HS College 
Yes 20% 29% 45% 19% 27% 34% 
No 80 71 55 81 73 66 Ohio Community, 1924, Voting Participation:"*"^ 

College 78.1% 
High School 69.6 
Elementary 57.2 
None 34.9 

Selected Nations, 1960s, Multifactor Participation Scale 
England Germany Italy USA 

Elementary or less 6.4% 6.9% 3.4% 5.9% 
Secondary 7.7 9.2 6.0 8.1 
Some college 10.0 11.0 9.2 10.7 

12 
West Germany, 1966, Level of Interest in P o l i t i c s : 

Primary Education Secondary Education 
Less More Less More 

Very deeply/deeply 6% 13% 19% 26% 
Rather Interested 11 23 29 43 
Somewhat Interested 22 27 25 12 
Hardly Interested 21 20 13 14 
Not at a l l Interested 40 17 14 5 

9 
Campbell, Angus, et a l . , The American Voter, (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc., 1960), p. 477. 

"^Tingsten, p. 158 
1 : LDi Palma, p. 143. 
12 
Rush and Althoff, p. 102. 
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13 

Norway, Selected Years, National Voting: Men Women 
1909 67.5% 55.3% 
1924 76.4 64.0 
1933 81.8 71.2 

14 
Norway, Selected Years, Voting in Local Elections: 

Men Women 
1910 59.8% 36.9% 
1925 69.9 56.2 
1934 76.8 65.0 

Iceland, Selected Years, Voting in National Elections:'' 
Men Women 

1916 69.1% 30.2% 
1927 81.5 62.5 
1933 80.4 63.2 

16 
Estonia, Selected Years, Voting in Referenda: 

Men Women 
1923 68.4% 64.8% 
1933 82.9 73.9 

13 
Tingsten, p. 14 

14 
Tingsten, p. 15. 

1 5Tingsten, p. 20. 
"^Tingsten, p. 26. 



Selected Nations, 1960s, Multifactor Participation Scale 
England Germany Italy USA 

Female 6.1% 6.1% 3.1% 7.1% 
Male 8.0 8.6 5.8 8.7 

18 
West Germany, 1966, Interest in P o l i t i c s : 

Men Women 
Very deeply/deeply 16% 8% 
Rather interested 28 14 
Somewhat interested 17 20 
Notatall interested 11 37 

36 

17 

Race 
19 

U.S., 1960s, Multifactor Participation Scale: 
Unadjusted for Other 
Socio-economic Factors Adjusted 

Negro 5.7% 7.1% 
Other Races 8.3 8.2 

20 
U.'S., 1950s, Voter Turnout: 

Negroes White... 
Law Governing Suffrage 

Restrictive Moderate Restrictive Moderate 
Voted in a l l elections 3 10 26 34 
Voted in most elections 0 10 22 19 
Voted in some elections 12 20 24 19 
Never voted 85 60 28 28 

^ 7Di Palma, p. 134. 
1 8Rush and Althoff, p. 102 

Di Palma, p. 183 
on 

Campbell, et a l . , p. 278 
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The figures presented above are meant merely to indicate the 

general tendency of those who are less advantaged in occupational 

status, income, education, sex and race to participate less in p o l i t i c s . 

This tendency holds in many p o l i t i c a l systems, for a variety of 

histo r i c a l times, and for a wide variety of forms and measures of par

ticipation. This is not to say that i t is universal, nor that i t s 

degree is either constant or consistent. On the contrary I w i l l argue 

below that the variations are highly significant and that those wishing 

to understand p o l i t i c a l participation should examine these variations 

more closely. For example, I would suggest a close look at recent 

tendencies in the relative p o l i t i c a l participation by women to deter

mine i f the rapidly changing attitudes of women in many- cultures have 

decreased sexual differences i n participation. 

This chapter is meant to show no more than the roughest of 

outlines of the bounds of the phenomena with which I w i l l deal through

out this study. I leave to those later chapters the attempts to dis

cuss variations, explain the sources of differences, and to analyze 

the attempts of others to explain them. 
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CHAPTER 3 
I 

In this chapter I w i l l attempt to offer a very brief summary of 
the methods, findings and conclusions of empirically oriented p o l i t i c a l 
science with regard to the relative non-participation of the disadvantaged 
This i s , I think, a necessary, i f a b i t tedious, exercise. It has been 
done before for the f u l l range of p o l i t i c a l participation research, but 
the most recent of these studies was published i n 1968;"*" the most com
plete with regard to the particular sub-question with which we are con-

2 
cerned i n 1959. Clearly some updating of the pattern of methods, 
findings and conclusions i s needed before we proceed further and deal 
with the so-called post-behavioral critique of that literature. I w i l l 
begin my next chapter with the c r i t i c a l presentation of that critique 
and w i l l u t i l i z e much of the material in this chapter in that exercise 
and as well i n the more elaborately analytical questions which are then 
raised but for the moment here l e f t implicit. The present chapter i s i n 
general a presentation which i s c r i t i c a l largely only i n the sense of 
c r i t i c i z i n g the connection between conclusions and the data presented 

"Tlerbert McClosky, " P o l i t i c a l Participation," i n The International Ency 
clopedia of the Social Sciences, 1968 edition, vol. 12, pp. 252-265. 
2 
Robert E. Lane, P o l i t i c a l L i f e , (New York: The Free Press, 1959), es

pecially Chapter 16, pp. 220-234. The third study i s Lester W. Milbrath, 
P o l i t i c a l Participation (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1965). There 
is also, of course, the earlier summarization by S.M. Lipset, Paul F. 
Lazarsfeld, Alan Barton, and Juan Linz entitled "The Psychology of Voting: 
An Analysis of P o l i t i c a l Behavior," in Handbook of Social Psychology, G. 
Lindzey, Ed., Volume II (Cambridge: Addison-Wesley, 1954) pp. 1124-70, 
updated as chapter 6 of S.M. Lipset, P o l i t i c a l Man, (Garden City: Double-
day & Company, Inc., 1960) pp. 183-229. 
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in the particular study i n question. The next chapter will .draw 

in a wider range of extra-textual matters. 
The structure of this chapter is largely chronological, I have 

proceeded i n this way because I plan i n the next and later chapters 
to d r a w conclusions which depend i n part on the development of 
empirically based explanations of the relative inactivity of the less 
advantaged over time and, as well, in relation to specific h i s t o r i c a l 
periods. However, at another point in the later chapters, I w i l l need 
as well an analytic summary of these explanations (and at that point I 
w i l l refer the reader back to this section). I offer this summary now 
so that the reader might consider i t in the course of the next two 
chapters as the data accumulates i n other formats. 

The various explanations offered within empirical social science 
are l i s t e d under seven headings. The f i r s t and second headings are 
perhaps the most commonly put forth, especially, as we w i l l see, i n 
the period 1950-65. I will discuss these elements of explanation at 
length when I consider what I w i l l c a l l the conservative understanding 
of the relative inactivity of the less advantaged. The next two ele
ments (3) and (4), are also put forward quite often; the latter of them 
has been used with much greater frequency in the last few years than i n 
the pre-1965 period. Explanations (5) and (6) are clearly of lesser 
importance and are less often e x p l i c i t l y stated. Item (7) has only very 
rarely been mentioned by empirical social scientists; the two or three 
instances which w i l l be cited later i n this chapter are a l l quite recent 
(post-1965). In contrast we w i l l see that explanations of this nature 
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are central to Marxists. 
The seven alternative explanations of low participation by the 

less advantaged are: 

(1) The less advantaged tend to be -uninformed, i r r a t i o n a l , uninterested 
or simply ignorant. 

(2) Non-participation i n some cases is a sign of a general feeling of 
satisfaction with the functioning of the p o l i t i c a l system. 

(3) Low socio-economic status i s often related to l i f e experiences which 
are not conducive to attitudes, such as p o l i t i c a l efficacy or 
feelings of citizen duty, which are supportive of at least some 
forms of participation. 

(4) There are a variety of structural constraints to the active par
ticipation of the less advantaged; for example, i n some systems 
a marked lack of organized p o l i t i c a l structures. 

(5) The effects of some other demographic variables with the more central 
measures of lack of advantage (income, race, sex, occupation and 
education). For example, young adults and the elderly tend to be 
somewhat less well-off than other age groups and tend as well, for 
other and obvious reasons, to participate less. 

(6) Some non-participants are expressing consciously some anti-system 
feelings by withdrawing their support. 

(7) The p o l i t i c a l system i s actually unresponsive to the less advantaged 
or may, in some cases, actually permit or encourage acts of repression 
of some of the less advantaged. 
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My summary discussion of the empirical literature, which follows now, 

has three parts: the f i r s t i s a brief c r i t i c a l extraction of the relevant 

material from the three summaries mentioned above; the second a more 

detailed c r i t i c a l look at several selected major studies; and the third 

an up-dated literature survey for the years 1969-1973 with some emphasis 

on changes in approach and on the evolution of methodology. This sum

mary i s not meant to be comprehensive, but rather to offer a sufficient 

basis for later comments and comparisons. 
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II 

There can be l i t t l e doubt that in the United States and i n -most 
developed Western democracies i n most times and circumstances there has been 
a consistent tendency toward a positive relationship between socio
economic advantage and p o l i t i c a l participation. Woodward and Roper found 
that the socio-economic groups which scored the highest on a composite 
index of p o l i t i c a l participation were: Executives, Professionals, Stock
holders, those in the "A" Economic Level, and those college-educated; 
those groups which scored the lowest were Laboring people, Housewives, 

those with only grade school education, Negroes and those in the ";P" 
3 

(lowest) economic level. As Milbrath puts i t , citing twenty-eight con
forming studies: 

"One of the most thoroughly substantiated proposi
tions in a l l of social science i s that persons near 
the center of society are most l i k e l y to participate 
in p o l i t i c s than persons near the periphery."^ 

and further he observes that: 
"(N)onatter how class is measured, studies consis
tently show that higher-class persons are more 
lik e l y to participate i n p o l i t i c s than lower-
class persons." 

McClosky, however, i s somewhat more careful and precise i n his generali
zation than i s Milbrath; he states: 

3 
Julian L. Woodward and Elmo Roper, " P o l i t i c a l Activity of American Cit

izens," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 44 (1950), p. 877 reported i n 
Lane, p. 221. 
4 
Milbrath, p. 113; 'periphery' incorporates SES, length of time at a given 

residence, amount of group activity, urban-rural residence and integration 
into the community. (p. I l l ) 

5Milbrath, p. 115. 
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"In general, p a r t i c i p a t i o n tends to be higher 
among the better-educated, members of the higher 
occupational and income groups, the middle-aged 
the dominant ethnic and r e l i g i o u s groups, men 
(as opposed to women), s e t t l e d r e s i d e n t s , urban 
dwellers, and members of -voluntary a s s o c i a t i o n s . 

" I t should be emphasized, however, that the 
c o r r e l a t i o n s between p a r t i c i p a t i o n and some of 
these v a r i a b l e s are low and unstable and that they 
may vary from one c u l t u r a l - p o l i t i c a l context to 
another. Thus, education and socio-economic 
status and p a r t i c i p a t i o n c o r r e l a t e strongly i n the 
"United States but weakly i n Norway...."** 

He further cautions that "the v a r i a b l e s i n t h i s category are so broad 

as to be f a i r l y l i m i t e d i n t h e i r explanatory power," and that "(S)ince 

the relevant v a r i a b l e s are subject to i n t e r a c t i o n e f f e c t s , the same demo

graphic factors may have dramatically d i f f e r e n t consequences i n d i f f e r e n t 

p o l i t i c a l - c u l t u r a l c ontexts." 7 F i n a l l y , i n t h i s regard he notes s i t u a t i o n s 

of opposite findings with regard to ethnic m i n o r i t i e s and r u r a l vs. urban 

v a r i a b l e s and reports the conclusion of Campbell and Valen that the d i s 

p a r i t y i n the c o r r e l a t i o n s between occupational l e v e l and p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

i n Norway and the United States r e s u l t s at l e a s t i n part from greater 

class consciousness and class organization i n the Norwegian as opposed to 
g 

the American working c l a s s . 

The findings then are as consistent as one gets i n the m u l t i v a r i a t e 

world of s o c i a l phenomena. The l i m i t e d exceptions must temper the gener

a l i z a t i o n s but can a d d i t i o n a l l y be used as a route to a p a r t i a l explanation 

of the r e l a t i o n s h i p v i a i n d i c a t i n g some fa c t o r s which aren't part of the 

explanation. If we are to get at what indeed are the explanations f o r 

McClosky, p. 256. 

7Both observations, p. 256. 

8Pp. 256-7. 
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n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n we can u s e f u l l y begin by looking b r i e f l y at those o f 

fered by M i l b r a t h , Lane and McClosky, 

Within the main body of h i s book M i l b r a t h makes few attempts at ex

p l a i n i n g c l a s s p a r t i c i p a t i o n d i f f e r e n t i a l s beyond o f f e r i n g some f i r s t -

order psychological explanations. One example here w i l l s u f f i c e : 

" I t i s easy to understand why r i c h people would 
be more l i k e l y to give money than poor people; 
i t i s not so c l e a r why they should be more l i k e l y 
to wear a button or d i s p l a y a s t i c k e r . The data 
do not suggest a l i k e l y i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but one 
can speculate that p u b l i c a l l y i d e n t i f y i n g one's 
p a r t i s a n or candidate preference requires high 
self-esteem, and high-income persons are more 
l i k e l y to have high self-esteem. I t was sug
gested by another scholar that higher-income 
persons are not only more l i k e l y to give money, 
but they also are l i k e l y to i n i t i a t e d i r e c t con
t a c t s with p u b l i c o f f i c i a l s (Lane, 1959), which 
again suggests high self-esteem." (p. 121) 

He does not seem to consider such obvious p o s s i b i l i t i e s as the simple 

straightforward r e j e c t i o n of strong commitments to any candidate by some 

lower-income persons regardless of l e v e l s of self-esteem. He o f f e r s no 

evidence of the self-esteem/non-participation r e l a t i o n s h i p . Further, 

neither he nor Lane i n the o r i g i n a l suggest the obvious, though d i f 

f i c u l t to demonstrate, p o s s i b i l i t y that o f f i c i a l a c c e s s i b i l i t y i s r e l a t e d 

more to the a b i l i t y to contribute money than to the self-esteem l e v e l s of 

the supplicant. Rather, and generally f o r M i l b r a t h , shortcomings are 

seen to l i e with and i n the i n d i v i d u a l rather than with or i n h i s t o r i c 

a l l y conditioned systemic v a r i a b l e s . This p o s i t i o n i s an important 

part of the understanding of n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n common to many, e s p e c i a l l y 

" e a r l i e r " b e h a v i o r a l i s t s which I w i l l discuss fu r t h e r below. 
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M i l b r a t h , generally, i s far les s adept than e i t h e r McClosky or 

Lane i n incorporating systemically, s o c i a l l y and h i s t o r i c a l l y relevant 

v a r i a b l e s into h i s o v e r a l l assessment of research findangs.^ However, 

he does report without comment or emphasis a v a r i e t y of fi n d i n g s of s i g 

n i f i c a n c e i n these regards. For example the fo l l o w i n g : 

" . . . i n countries with status p o l a r i z e d party 
s y s t e m s . . . p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n , especially-
v o t i n g turnout, i s higher i n communes which 
are homogeneous i n p o l i t i c s , socio-economic 
status, and economic a c t i v i t y . . . . " (p. 119) 

"In s o c i e t i e s with r e s i d e n t i a l segregation 
by SES, the normal tendency f o r high SES persons 
to be more l i k e l y to p a r t i c i p a t e i s reduced." 
(p. 119) 

"As i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n progressed more persons 
with middle-class o r i g i n s were elected to the 
Federal Assembly." (p. 120) 

and, 

"...no r e l a t i o n s h i p s (was found) between de
pressions and voting turnout." (p. 120) 

If these appear random here i t i s because they appear so i n Mi l b r a t h . 

M i l b r a t h presents his data i n such a way that he does not d i s t i n g u i s h 
between the r e l a t i v e s i g n i f i c a n c e of the various f i n d i n g s , nor does he 
e x p l i c i t l y temper broad generalizations by discussing modifying f i n d i n g s . 
This i s perhaps then a s t y l e of presentation problem of a s t y l e which i s 
us e f u l as a "catalog" of bald f i n d i n g s , a guide to the l i t e r a t u r e and not 
an a n a l y s i s thereof. A more appropriate c r i t i c i s m , relevant to l a t e r d i s 
cussions, might be the emphasis of space and l o c a t i o n he seems to give to 
oft-times t r i v i a l , "purely" p s y c h o l o g i c a l , f i n d i n g s . For example, (p. 39) 
he reports the f i n d i n g that "persons with a p o s i t i v e a t t r a c t i o n to p o l i t i c s 
are more l i k e l y to receive s t i m u l i about p o l i t i c s and to p a r t i c i p a t e more." 
A good deal of h i s Chapter I II " P o l i t i c a l P a r t i c i p a t i o n as a Function of 
Personal Factors" i s of that order; i t stands of course, l e s s perhaps as 
witness to Milbrath's shortcomings as to the excessive psychologism of 
early behavioral explanations of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 
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I am not attempting to build a comprehensive summary of explanations, 
but merely to offer material i l l u s t r a t i v e for later discussion. 

In general, the earlier summarization of research on participa
tion by Robert Lane shows greater explanatory inclination than does 
Milbrath. Lane i s usually far from the simplistic psychologism to which 
Milbrath sometimes seems prone. As Lane puts i t elsewhere, 

"If you ask a man why he believes what he does, 
why he is a l i b e r a l or a conservative..., he i s 
li k e l y to t e l l you about the world and not about 
himself...."...He might say...that he sees things 
that way because things are that way. "These two 
ways of explaining a belief, by referring outward 
to the world and inward to t e l l of the self, are 
complementary features of .a total explanation for 
the simple reason that belief i s inevitably an i n 
teraction between self and world.... "^ 

Thus disadvantaged persons might well have low feelings of p o l i t i c a l ef
ficacy for the to Milbrath (and Almond & Verba)'''"'' largely 
unconsidered cause that the p o l i t i c a l system systematically rejects 
their influence or would i f ' i t ' were given the opportunity. Likewise 
Milbrath's low income citizen without the ego-wherewithal to put on a 
bumper-sticker might be disinclined not because he doesn't understand 
but precisely because he does understand the way things really are. 

In P o l i t i c a l L i f e , Lane's f i r s t explanation and most of the others 

Robert E. Lane P o l i t i c a l Thinking and Consciousness (Chicago: Markham 
Publishing Company, 1969) pp. 1-2. "The world i n my view, as I hope w i l l 
become clearer below, has more explanatory power than 'the s e l f . Lane 
is more inclined than I am to evenly balanced dualism; his acknowledgment 
of the existence of the world is, however, refreshing. 

See below 
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which follow his question "Why are social status and p o l i t i c a l participa
tion so closely linked in the United States?" suffer from few of the 
defects which I w i l l later identify as an understanding of participation 
common to many behavioralists. The explanations selected by Lane in this 
brief chapter (written 15 years ago) indicate that behavioral research 
had even by that time seemed to have generated the basis for considerable 
explanatory power. Lane's analysis begins strongly, 

"The gains from governmental policy for lower income 
groups must be collective gains, gains granted to 
classes or groups of people, which may or may not 
accrue to any one individual. In contrast to this, 
a large category of middle-income persons, business
men, are i n a position to gain some specific i n d i v i 
dual advantage from government....As a consequence, 
the relationship between p o l i t i c a l effort and per
sonal gain is usually closer for businessmen than 
for working-class people." (p. 221) 

He then itemizes and stresses the means differentials between rich and 
poor: money, and the fact that the worker's "individual social and oc
cupational position (do not) l i k e l y give him, as an individual, much 
influence over government actions." "Poor people can exert influence 
only by collective action...." (p. 221) 

Lane then offers eleven additional possible explanations for the 
participation differentials of relative advantage. However, many of 
these explanations are, as I w i l l show shortly below, separable from the 
basic findings of the behavioral research which he has considered. They 
are not, i n most cases, demonstrated by that research but rather, post 
hoc, 'make sense of i t . ' These comments are not meant as a criticism 
of either Lane or behavioral methodology. Rather I merely want to make 
clear at this point a distinction between a 'report of findings' which 
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i n some cases, might be said to, with an original research question, of
fer explanations, and an 'explanation of findings'; the former i s the 
research at hand, the latter can be usefully seen as a link between that 
research and some wider understanding external, though related, to the 

12 
research. That is,research findings make sense i n terms of and i n 
relation to that wider understanding. For example, Milbrath, as was noted, 
rarely attempted explanations of findings; when he did he generally did 

13 
not go beyond first-order psychological explanations. However, and here 
we begin to deal with an additional concept; i n his f i n a l chapter Milbrath 
'jumps past' explanations of findings into a presentation of an 'under
standing,' again, . an overview, an appreciation; necessarily 
general, theoretical, speculative and value-relevant. 

To be more clear about what i n actual practice an understanding 
looks l i k e , l et us consider here a shortened statement of Milbrath's f i n a l " 
two paragraphs: 

"Recapitulation of the foregoing argument, i n 
brief form, may help the reader to see where i t 
i s leading. (1) Most citizens i n any p o l i t i c a l 
society do not liv e up to the classical demo
cratic prescription to be interested i n , informed 
about, and active i n p o l i t i c s . (2) Yet, demo
cratic governments and societies continue to func
t i o n adequately. (3) It i s a fact that high 
participation i s not required for successful 
democracy. (4) Howeyer, to insure responsiveness 

1 o 
This i s only a preliminary comment, further discussion of the relation

ship between explanation and understanding w i l l be offered in succeeding 
chapters. 
13 
Most Marxists would, of course, consider a l l psychological explanations 

as easily reduceable to social explanations. I w i l l discuss this a b i t 
further i n Chapters 5 and 6. 



49 

of o f f i c i a l s , i t is essential that a sizable per
centage of citizens participate i n choosing their 
public o f f i c i a l s . (5) Maintaining open channels 
of communication i n the society also helps to 
insure responsiveness of o f f i c i a l s to public 
demands. (6) Moderate levels of participation 
by the mass of citizens help to balance citizen 
roles as participants and as obedient subjects. 
(7) Moderate levels of participation also help 
balance p o l i t i c a l systems which must be both 
responsive and powerful enough to act (8) Fur
thermore, moderate participation levels are 
helpful in maintaining a balance between con
sensus and cleavage i n society.(9) High p a r t i c i 
pation levels would actually be detrimental to 
society i f they tended to p o l i t i c i z e a large per
centage of social relationships. (10) Constitu
tional democracy is most l i k e l y to flourish i f 
only a moderate proportion of social relationships 
(areas of l i f e ) are governed by p o l i t i c a l consider
ations. (11) Moderate or low participation levels 
by the general public place a special burden or 
responsibility on p o l i t i c a l elites for the success
f u l functioning of constitutional democracy. (12) 
Elites must adhere to democratic norms and rules of 
the game and have a live-and-let-live attitude 
toward their opponents. (13) A society with wide
spread apathy could easily be dominated by an un
scrupulous e l i t e ; only continuous vigilance by at 
least a few concerned citizens can prevent tyranny. 
(14) E l i t e recruitment and training i s an especially 
important function. (15) To help insure f i n a l control 
of the p o l i t i c a l system by the public, i t i s essential 
to maintain an open communications system, to keep 
gladiator ranks open to make i t easy for citizens to 
become active should they so choose, to continue moral 
admonishment for citizens to become active, and to 
keep alive the democratic myth of citizen competence." 
(pp. 153-4) 

This statement i s not an explanatory link to a wider understanding; 
i t is a presentation of the elements of an understanding particularly un
grounded i n empirical research. Not one of the fifteen assertions follow 
from or are even, in any obvious way, related to the findings reported i n 
the book. Milbrath, of course, i s aware of this and asserts i n a masterful 
understatement: 
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"It would be d i f f i c u l t to prove the va l i d i t y of the 
above argument with research findings. For lack of 
evidence, many of the asserted relationships must 
remain hypothetical for the time being." (p. 154) 

Points (6) and (14) are largely tautological; point (11) i s a truism, 
and point (2) i s meaningless; those remaining are a l l so general as to 
exceed the scope of any research conducted to that date or, for that 
matter, for the foreseeable future. None can be demonstrated without 
broad cross-cultural and h i s t o r i c a l comparisons being made. It i s not 
my purpose to systematically critique these assertions here, merely 

14 
to c l a r i f y my terminology in the context of the pertinent data. 

If an understanding such as that offered by Milbrath can be said 
to be largely ungrounded i n empirical findings, what of the more findings-
related explanations presented by Lane in P o l i t i c a l Life. Earlier I sug
gested that Lane's explanations were of a form analytically separable 
from the empirical research whose conclusions they were presented to 
explain. The wider setting on which his explanations are based i s a 
general socio-political understanding which i s i n turn strongly grounded 
in a wealth of empirical research. 

In trying to explain why the less advantaged tend to participate less 
Lane considers eleven possible explanations: 
(1) differentials of leisure time and uncommitted energy are seen as 

having an ambiguous relation owing to empirical data showing lower 
14 

In general, I prefer that such statements be made a part of most studies 
especially those which seek to order a large corpus of research findings. 
Whatever the weaknesses of this or other versions of this understanding, 
they opened up discussion of issues which more recently have been less 
often discussed. Implicit consensus i s not a route to effective research. 
This, too, w i l l be considered again i n later chapters. 
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voter turnout among the retired in contrast to other elderly; 
showing lower voter turnout among well-paid long-hour workers 
than among lower-paid shorter-hour workers in the same city i n 
the same year; the especially low involvement of the unemployed; 
and the general information that "the executive or professional 
man...perhaps carries his occupational burdens with him rather 
more than the manual or c l e r i c a l worker — he i s more preoccupied." 
(p. 223) Thus "general understanding" offers an explanation and 
empirical data and impressions combine to offer a variety of 
qualifications; 
differentials of economic security are seen to be less ambiguous. 
Lane concludes that "On the whole, i t seems ju s t i f i a b l e to say that, 
the lack of financial worry which i s generally associated with a 
better income provides one cause for substantial socio-economic 
class differences i n p o l i t i c a l activity." (p. 225) This conclusion 
is largely based on studies which showed a relationship between 
feeling quite secure financially and feeling p o l i t i c a l l y effective. 
I am, however, very skeptical of this form of explanation; here 
may well be many intervening variables between the two feelings 
in question, most-particularly a 'reality' variable. That • 
i s , those who are financially secure are p o l i t i c a l l y effective, not 
because theyfeel well-off, but rather because they are well-off. 
Further, this view must be tempered by Lipset's well-documented 
assertion that those of insecure income tend to be more politicized 
to the l e f t (and that many of these same groups tend as well to 
higher voting rates). 

15S.M. Lipset, P o l i t i c a l Man (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., Inc., 
1960) pp. 243-248 and 224-225 
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(3) the higher stake i n government policy f e l t by those who own 
property — the policy benefits attendant to prosperity are more 
visi b l e and this, as Lane sees i t , is suggested (but not proved) 
by "the fact that the proportion of the working class vote Repu
blican i s larger than the proportion of the middle-class who vote 
Democratic." (p. 226) 

(4) the differential distribution of the complex of attitudes of self-
confidence — this i s the quite well documented variation i n f e e l 
ings of p o l i t i c a l effectiveness and i s commonly taken to be i n turn 
related to and caused by lack of education and status. This finding 
i s rarely explained by differentials in responsiveness by public 
o f f i c i a l s or by p o l i t i c a l systems. 
The remaining seven explanatory factors are similar i n nature and 

effect and include differentials i n child-rearing (unclear as to degree 
or effect); differentials i n role expectations and 'sense of responsibility 1 

for nation af f a i r s ; variations in distribution of cross-pressures (espe
c i a l l y the tendency to identify with interests and values of higher classes 
than one's own); differentials of effect of inter-strata contact; d i f 
ferentials i n distribution of p o l i t i c a l l y relevant s k i l l s ; and differen-

16 
t i a l s in distribution of feelings of social alienation. Were we to 
treat a l l eleven variables in the detail we treated the f i r s t four we might 
come to the following general indicative and very tentative conclusions: 
(1) Much of the data used as evidence i s reasonably well-founded 

Lane, pp. 226-234 
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empirically. There are some exceptions to this, e.g.,Lane's mention 
of the "the fringe movements - which draw...the lower socio-economic 
classes." On this and other matters in Lane's list see Chapter 3, section I I . 

(2) With a l l of the variables considered, the empirical actualities 
are 'mixed' (e.g., differentials i n child-rearing practices (pp. 227-8), 
free-time availability) and/or of 'mixed' effects (e.g., differen
t i a l s i n feelings of alienation or feelings of economic security). 

(3) There i s very limited consideration given to historic and systemic 
variations"'"7 and more especially actual systemically-rooted effects 
(e.g., the possibility of ju s t i f i a b l e differences i n self-confidence 
with regard to system accessibility). Further here, because of this 
there i s a general tendency to offer explanations of a limited level 
of generalization (that i s many of the explanations offered could 
themselves be explained by such variables as systematic (in both 
senses of the word) discouragement of participation by the ideological 
apparatus of society — from schools, from media, etc., — or by broad 
historico-systemic variables such as centralization of power or bureau
cratization which might tend to deny access to real power to a l l but 

' a very few citizens). Such variables are, of course, far more d i f f i 
cult to identify, measure and understand and lend themselves far 
less to study using empirical methodology. Even i f I am correct i n 
the assertions of this paragraph, i t does not follow directly, of 

17 
In fairness Lane's question relates to class-relative participation 

in the United States only. Elsewhere, e.g., Milbrath and others to be 
discussed below, there i s a lesser appreciation of 'American exception-
alism 1 and a correspondingly greater tendency to over-generalization. 
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course, that any lesser or greater relative commitment of i n t e l 
lectual energy should be relegated -to any given approach. It simply 
means that, i f (and we w i l l deal with that ' i f at length throughout 
this inquiry) this is the case, there must be'means found either to 
use approaches other than those customary to empirical inquiry or 
traditional forms of empirical inquiry must be modified to gain that 
higher order of generalization. 

(4) Lane, and here he is typical of many of the empirical social scien
t i s t s whom I w i l l look at, has a tendency (less pronounced than i n 
many) to overlook the f u l l meaning and effect of social class. One 
example here w i l l suffice for the moment: 

18 
"This study finds that active p o l i t i c a l roles 
are rarely assumed by Class I (upper class) i n 
dividuals, but instead such persons delegate 
(emphasis added) this function to those at an 
intermediate level of society who serve their 
interests in return for various psychic (and 
sometimes economic) rewards. Financial p a r t i 
cipation, on the other hand, is more appropriate 
for Class I persons....On the other hand, the 
lower economic groups tend to delegate (emphasis 
added) then, p o l i t i c a l responsibilities to those 
who have somewhat more education and somewhat more 
income than they themselves possess...to some ex
tent, perhaps, this may explain the pragmatic 
similarity of the major parties." ( P o l i t i c a l  
L i f e , p. 229) 

The arrangements, both described by the word 'delegate', are qualitati-^ 
vely different, one akin to a "hiring", the other to an "abdication". 
Class behaviors are profoundly variant and i t is only rarely that they 

Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee, Voting 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954). 
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can be effectively described using the same language. This is a relatively 

t r i v i a l example of an appreciation of Marxism not usually common i n 

empirical social science. It is meant simply as a warning to be wary of 

overgeneralization in this regard. 

To this point I have concerned myself with more or less quantitative 

differences i n participation between social strata (and the explanations 

of those differences). 14any have asserted that there exist, as well, a 

variety of qualitative differences. More specifically here i t i s often 

argued that less advantaged groups and strata have been shown to be more 

i l l i b e r a l , less tolerant, less knowledgeable about p o l i t i c a l issues, more 

prone to authoritarian, demagogic p o l i t i c a l leaders and movements, and, 

in general, less inclined to attitudes and behaviors conducive to the 

support of l i b e r a l democracy. This view i s another, and crucial element 

in Milbrath and others' understanding of differentials in participation. 

It is largely this range of findings which allow c r e d i b i l i t y to the view 

that increased participation can be (or, even, w i l l be) a threat to 

democracy (or, more obscurely, "democratic s t a b i l i t y " ) . 

Throughout this study I w i l l at many points critique 

largely p o l i t i c a l science's explanations for and understanding of the 

quantitative aspects of participation differentials the grounds on which 

I object to the treatment of the qualitative differences are different. 

I do not accept that in this case the data f u l l y j u s t i f y the reports of  

findings. I propose to critique these reports on three grounds: 
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(1) that the conclusions are often on their face grossly over
drawn from the given data; 

(2) that the methodologies employed i n specific cases are somewhat 
more limited than they are taken to be by the researchers and others; 

(3) that there i s a wealth of less commonly cited empirical material 
which indicates that the results i n these matters are far more mixed 

19 
than they are often taken to be. 
These are very broad generalizations and do not mean to imply that the 
claims i n matters of qualitative participation are utterly groundless. 
There i s a wide range of. 'grounding' dependent of course on the kind and 
degree of claim made. Reasonably well supported (generally) i s the r e l 
ationship between issue familiarity and education; almost totally un
reliable i n my view is the claim that there i s a strong relationship 
between "class" and "authoritarian personality." 

The earliest and probably s t i l l the most influential of the a r t i 
cles which attempt to base this view firmly i n the findings of empirical 
social science is S.M. Lipset's "Working-class Authoritarianism" which 

20 
f i r s t appeared in 1955.. Lipset, of course, was quite aware of the 

"'This aspect of the critique w i l l be presented i n Chapter 4, Part II 
as the data are also useful to an additional point which cannot usefully 
be made u n t i l that time. Readers might skip ahead and look at that 
section at this time as well. 
20 

An early version of this paper was f i r s t presented at a Congress for 
Cultural Freedom conference on "The Future of Liberty" held i n Milan, 
Italy,in September, 1955. While this i s evidence for absolutely 
nothing, i t perhaps can be noted i n passing that both the Congress and 
Encounter, a quotation from which Lipset opens his discussion, were 
funded extensively by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency. This i n 
i t s e l f says nothing about the validity of his argument; since I do i n the 
next chapter discuss the Cold War in relation to some aspects of the ex
planation of empirical social science, I thought i t pertinent to mention 
this here. 
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p o l i t i c a l implications of the argument he was attempting to document. 
In several places in the a r t i c l e he laments this i n his findings as a 
sad truth which must nevertheless be faced and elsewhere in his writings 
he makes the following reference: 

"As early as 1928, the American p o l i t i c a l scientist 
W.B. Munro argued that increased participation might 
threaten the workings of democracy since non-voting 
was largely located among the most ignorant part of 
the electorate."21 

Lipset's claims are well enough known to need no presentation here. 
The best single critique of Lipset's a r t i c l e i s that presented by S.M. 

22 
Mil l e r and Frank Reissman. Miller and Reissman conclude their c r i 
tique i n this way: 

The sad and complex truth seems to be that no 
class has a monopoly on pro- or anti-democratic 
attitudes. Neither class, we believe, i s psy
chologically authoritarian, but both classes 
have values which could be turned i n the direction 
of p o l i t i c a l authoritarianism under certain 
conditions."23 

In building to this conclusion, they offer a variety of tempered c r i t i 
cisms; especially pertinent here are the following: 
(1) One of Lipset's major bases for asserting the relative authorita

rianism of the working-class is the response to a p o l l taken i n 

"S.M. Lipset, P o l i t i c a l Man, p. 228 referring to W.B. Munro, "Is the 
Slacker Vote a Menace?", National Municipal Review, 17 (1928), pp. 80-86. 
Munro, of course, i s hardly the earliest to doubt the capacities of the 
masses; few before, however, were dignified (?) by the t i t l e ' p o l i t i c a l ' 
scientist. 

^S.M. Miller and Frank Reissman, "'Working Class Authoritarianism': 
A Critique of Lipset," British Journal of Sociology,(Sept.1961),pp.263-76. 
2 3 I b i d . , pp. 271-2. 
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West Germany in 1953. The actual question asked was: "Do you 
think that i t would be better i f there were one party, several 
parties, or no party?" The detailed results of that p o l l are 
presented broken down by occupation arid under the following 
headings: "Several parties," "One Party," "No Party," and "No 
Opinion." Ten pages later i n the study, Lipset represents the 
data under one such heading "Per Cent Favoring the Existence of 
Several Parties," and therein there i s a moderate difference in 
response indicated. However, i n "Miller and Reissman's words: 

"Comparison of the two classes i s d i f f i c u l t , 
however, because the 'no opinion' responses are 
particularly high among the working-class groups. 
If we take favourable attitudes towards the 'one-
party' or 'no party' alternatives as better indi-r 
cators of possible authoritarianism (than the non-
selection of the multi-party system choice) then 
i t appears that these choices are minority positions 
within the working class. (Among semi-skilled 
workers, 35 per cent favour either a one-party or 
no-party situation; among unskilled workers, 38 per 
cent, and among skilled workers, 27 per cent, 
roughly the same percentage found among small 
businessmen and lower white collar groups)." (p. 265) 

Even i f the response Lipset derived via the arrangement of the data had 
been as sharp as he took i t to be, there are real doubts about the use
fulness of this one question as a basis for any broad conclusion about --
let alone one which seems at times to place a whole social group cross-
culturally on the extreme pole of an authoritarianism — democratic con
tinuum. Miller and Reissman argue: 

"Criticism of or doubt about the practice of 
multi-party systems or other democratic i n s t i 
tutions may indicate the need for the imagin
ative development of new approaches and prac
tices rather than serving as an indication of 
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anti-democratic attitudes." (p. 266) 

(2) A second of the studies which Lipset offers as supportive is that 
24 

of Samuel A. Stouffer (Communism, Conformity and C i v i l Liberties) 
wherein "community leaders" were found more committed to c i v i l 
l iberties than were the "general public." Miller and Reissman 
suggest the possibility that the middle-class (including the com
munity leaders) might appear more tolerant because they are less 
punitive rather than because they are more committed to c i v i l 
l i b e r t i e s . They do not pretend that this 'explains away' the 
response, merely that i t puts i t in a different light. I would 
add here that the further possibility that "community leaders" are 
more conscious of the need to publicly espouse the "conventional 
wisdom" might produce further limitations on generalizations from 
these findings. Further there also may be differentials in the 
differences between "measurable attitudes" and "situational 
behaviors." (Both these factors w i l l be developed below). Fin
ally here Miller and Reissman note a finding by Bordua regarding 

25 
class differences on questions similar to those asked by Stouffer: 

"Bordua offers an intriguing finding concerning 
the determinants of intolerance and authorita
rianism. If religion is held constant, class 

24 
Samuel A. Stouffer, Communism, Conformity and C i v i l Liberties, (New 

York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966) f i r s t published i n 1955. We w i l l 
consider this work further shortly below. 
25 
Reference i s to David Joseph Bordua Authoritarianism and Intolerance, 

A Study of High School Students, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, Department 
of Social Relations, Harvard University, 1956, p. 228 (cited in footnote 
9 df Miller and Reissman, p. 274). 
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differentials in p o l i t i c a l tolerance and authori
tarianism are insignificant." 

(3) Miller and Reissman also present a critique of Lipset's use of F-
scale based data on the grounds that such scales have limited ap
p l i c a b i l i t y to the working class. This can be related to one of 
-my above comments on Lane. One empirical basis for this claim i s 
from an earlier study by Reissman who found that working-class 
respondents low on authoritarianism did not have more 'people-
oriented' responses to an independent open-ended question than 
did those who were high on authoritarianism. However, middle-
class respondents who had scored high on the 'authoritarian' scale 
did have a response significantly different from those who scored 

low. One gets the impression then that the 'authoritarianism' scale 
26 

-might -measure something different in the different class groups. 
(4) Lipset uses to a considerable extent differentials i n child-rearing 

practices as a basis for arguing for working-class intolerance. 
Miller and Reissman sharply tenuate the usefulness of his claims 

27 
by a re-examination of the very studies which Lipset cites. 
What we are l e f t with i n the way of evidence after a l l this is 

l i t t l e more than the following from Lipset: 
"The poorer strata everywhere are more l i b e r a l or 
l e f t i s t on economic issues; they favour more wel
fare state measures, higher wages....But when 
liberalism i s defined in non-economic terms — 
as the support of c i v i l l i b e r t i e s , internation
alism, etc., — the correlation i s reversed. The 

Study cited (on page 268) i s Frank Reissman Worker's Attitudes Towards  
Participation and Leadership, unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Columbia 
University, 1955. I w i l l offer further doubts about the F-scale below 
and in the next chapter. 
27 

Miller and Reissman, pp. 269-70. 
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more well-to-do are more l i b e r a l , the poorer are 
more intolerant. 

29 In support of this categorical assertion Lipset cites but two studies. 
On a re-reading of these sources i t i s found that Smith, to whom he 
refers in both cases, did not deal with class levels at a l l , rather his 
data was concerned with relative information (and i n one case education) 
levels. In the f i r s t of these studies, Smith used no c i v i l liberties 
questions, merely indicators of "internationalism." In the second on 
questions regarding women's rights (equal pay for equal work), Anti-
Semitism, and greater power for the U.N. i t was found that there was no 
relation between liberalism-conservatism and either education or inform
ation levels. On only two questions (one on women and one on freedom of 
the press) was there any 'expected' difference on even the information 
level variable. Lipset's broad conclusion hardly seems supported by the 
data reported. 

Lipset's study was critiqued here at length because i t has been most 
often i n turn been cited as the empirical grounding for doubts about the 
effects on democracy attendant to a rise in the participation of the 
relatively less advantaged. Other studies commonly referred to in this 
regard include that by Stouffer, and those done later by Prothro and 

28 
Lipset, P o l i t i c a l 'Man, p. 92 

29 
G.H. Smith, "Liberalism and Level of Information," Journal of Educa 

tional Psychology, 39 (1948), pp. 65-82; and "The Relation of 'Enlight
enment' to Liberal-Conservative Opinions," Journal of Social Psychology, 
28 (1948), pp. 3-17. 
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Grigg , by McClosky and the several major U.S. presidential years 
32 

voting studies. In the following section of this chapter, we w i l l 
discuss their and some other major findings on participation, i n a l l 
cases both with regard to quantitative and qualitative strata differentials 
i n participation. In some cases, we w i l l offer comments on the generaliza
b i l i t y of those findings. 

I l l 

The f i r s t of the studies to be considered br i e f l y here i s that by 
Samuel Stouffer mentioned above i n our discussion of Lipset. Stouffer's 
study i s a careful and intelligently conceived piece of research. The 
research was conducted i n the summer of 1954 i n the hope of providing some 
information for those "responsible citizens" who were taking a "sober 
second look" at McCarthyism and the Communist threat. As Stouffer put 

James W. Prothro and Charles M. Grigg, "Fundamental Principles of 
Democracy: Bases for Agreement and Disagreement," Journal of P o l i t i c s , 
22 (May, 1960) pp. 276-94; reprinted in Charles F. Cnudde and Deane E. 
Neubauer, Empirical Democratic Theory (Chicago: Markham Publishing 
Company, 1969) pp. 236-51. 
31 
Herbert McClosky, "Consensus and Ideology i n American P o l i t i c s , " Amer 

ican P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 58 (June, 1964), pp. 361-82; also reprinted 
in Cnudde and Neubauer, pp. 268-302. Also relevant is Herbert McClosky, 
Paul J. Hoffman and Rosemary O'Hara, "Issue Conflict and Consensus Among 
Party Leaders and Followers," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 54 (June, 
1960), pp. 406-427. 
32 

Particularly Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William N. 
McPhee, Voting (University of Chicago Press, 1954) and Angus Campbell, 
Philip E. Converse, Warren E. M i l l e r and Donald E. Stokes The American Voter, 
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1960). 
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i t i n his f i r s t chapter: 
"...so today do some alarmed citizens feel that the 
country cannot risk the luxury of f u l l c i v i l liberties 
for nonconformists. But there are others who disagree. 
They are convinced that our protection from Communist 
espionage and sabotage can be safely entrusted to the 
F.B.I, and other branches of• an alert government, and 
that the diminishing risks of conversion of other 
Americans to Communism can be met by an alert public 
opinion." (p. 14) 

Lest such words seem shocking to the reader, and they might well have 
been at the time — the whole work was quite bold i n i t s assumption that 
tolerance was a good thing, Stouffer f e l t constrained to add immediately 
that: 

"the stark fact remains that for unknown years the 
free Western world must l i v e under a menacing shadow. 
Vigilance cannot be relaxed against either p e r i l 
from without or varieties of perils from.within." 

I think an appreciation of the times — the fieldwork was done while the 
Army-McCarthy hearings were being conducted — i s necessary to appreciate 
that any of the findings of this or any other such study should hardly be 
taken prima facie as immutable. The tone of the comments, and Stouffer 
himself can be presumed to be a relatively enlightened "community leader," 
would hardly be appropriate today — their tone i s unmistakably paranoid, 
time has shown the F.B.I, more inclined to and adept at domestic espionage 

than has been the "menacing shadow." 
These comments do not in any way devalue Stouffer's findings, they 

merely place the whole study i n an historic context. The study u t i l i z e d 
a large national random sample and a somewhat smaller and quite carefully 
derived selected sample of "community leaders" i n middle-sized American 

ci t i e s . The community leaders were composed of mayors, school board 
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presidents, library board presidents, Republican and Democratic County 
Chairmen, labour union and Chamber of Commerce presidents, newspaper 
editors, and leaders of specified social, patriotic and civic organiza
tions. Newspaper editors were the editors of the largest paper i f there 
was more than one paper and so forth, thus assuming a prestigious group 
to be compared against the population at large. The findings indicated 
a considerable difference i n level of tolerance between the "leaders" 
and the "general public". The extent of the difference is most apparent 
i n the differences in scores on the "scale of willingness to tolerate 
nonconformists." The average number of "Community Leaders" "relatively 
more tolerant" on the scale was 66%; the average of the population cross-
section for the same cit i e s 32%. The bulk of the cross-section (50% of 
the total) f e l l into the category of " i n between" relatively tolerant 
and relatively intolerant. When one examines the details of Stouffer's 
Guttman Scale construction contained i n the appendix, i t becomes apparent 
that one of the two questions depending on religious tolerance must 

be answered 'li b e r a l l y ' i n order'for the respondent to be placed i n 
33 

the "relatively more tolerant" category. - This i s especially 

To "qualify" for the "relatively more tolerant" category, a respondent 
must be i n either rank group 5 or rank group 4; to qualify for rank group 
four, the respondent must give the tolerant response to 2 out of 3 of 
the following: 
"Should an admitted Communist be put in j a i l , or not?" 
"There are always some people whose ideas are considered bad or dangerous 
by other people. For instance, somebody who i s against a l l churches and 
religion. 
"If such a person wanted to make a speech in your city (town, community) 
against churches and religion, should he be allowed to speak, or not?" 
and l a s t l y , 
"If some people i n your community suggested that a book he wrote against 
churches and religion should be taken out of your public library, would 
you favor removing this book or not?" (pp. 263-4) 

(continued on following page) 
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unfortunate as no control for religion was u t i l i z e d . (Recall the comments 
of Miller and Reissman discussed above*) The one religious question for 
which data was produced separately showed the sharpest difference between 
"leader" response and "cross-section" response (of the four questions 
detailed i n this way). Also indicative i s the considerable differences 
found between "church-goers" and "non-church-goers" (pp. 140-152). 

This does not refute that there i s a considerable leader-citizen 
relative difference on this scale i t merely indicates that there are at 
least two reasons for not taking the degree of difference to be anything 
l i k e "66"-"32." The combining of categories is quite arbitrary and i t 
would make just as much sense to combine rank groups 0, 1 and 2 on the 
one hand and groups 3, 4 and 5 on the other. (This would, as well,lessen 
the weighting of the "religious" factor as i t is between groups 3 and 4 
that respondents are divided by this particular factor.) Or, one could 
look at a combined category of those "relatively moderately or highly 
tolerant" (rank groups 2, 3, 4, 5) and the numerical balance i s then: 

"leaders" 95% 
"cross-section" 82% 

Such a grouping makes no more or less sense than any other. Again, however, 
this does not dispel the fact that the responses d i f f e r , but i t certainly 
modifies the sorts of generalizations that might be made therefrom. How
ever, a further consideration i s also worth mentioning here with regard 

25 (continued from previous page) 
The Guttman Scale had a coefficient of reproduceability of 

.96. Figures are then presented i n most of thejbook grouped into three 
categories "more tolerant","in-between" and "less tolerant." The r e l i 
gious question might have been the dividing line for the more Catholic 
lower status and educational categories. 
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to the degree of differences between the "leaders" and the national 
cross-section. There i s , I think, one weakness in the handling of the 
two separate samples. In Stouffer's words: 

"The leaders...were not told that they were chosen 
as representative of a particular group, but rather 
that they were chosen simply as "prominent members 
of the community." In this way, i t was hoped their 
responses would come i n terms of their individual 
opinions rather than the " o f f i c i a l l i n e " of their 
particular group — labor, business, Republican... 
or whatever." (p. 246) 

People called on as "prominent members of the community" would, i t would 
seem,be more l i k e l y (than i f they had been otherwise addressed) to be 
inclined to answer as they would think the "community" would have i t 
rather than as they themselves candidly f e l t . I t might well be the case 
that "leaders" are more inclined than ordinary citizens to speak as they 
think others would want to hear^.them even i f they were not reminded of their 
"respectability." 

Finally, we come to the finding i n the Stouffer study which bears on 
the kind of meanings which Milbrath, Lipset and others have read into the 
whole study. The overwhelming bulk of the data presented relate to the 
"leader" vs. "cross-section" dichotomy which in i t s e l f says very l i t t l e 
about whole-strata or any kind of class categories (the "leaders" are a 
very particular sub-group). The relevant finding i s a breakdown by educa
tion of the national cross-sectional sample (I have inserted a total of 
the "tolerant" extreme and the "in-between" positions): 
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Less Tolerant In-Between More Tolerant Combination 2 & 3 

College Graduates 5 29 65 95 
Some College 9 38 53 91 
H.S. Graduates 12 46 42 85 
Some High School 17 54 29 81 
Grade School 22 62 16 78 
This finding should not be minimized; there was in mid-1950s America a 
significant difference by education with regard to measurable attitudes 
of willingness to tolerate certain kinds of non-conformity. 

There was, however., a far less sharp strata difference on another, 
This was the scale scores of the national cross-section on the perceptions 
of an internal communist threat. The highest percentage "seeing a r e l 
atively great threat" was as follows: 

Grade Some H.S. Some College 
School H.S. Graduate College Graduate 

More Interested in.Issues 
See Relatively Great Threat 37 40 40 35 28 
In-Between 47 42 45 46 46 

See Relatively L i t t l e Threat 16 18 15 19 26 

N = 792 576 758 319 308 

Less Interested in Issues • -

See Relatively Great Threat 19 26 22 28 22 

In-Between 62 56 54 47 47 

See Relatively L i t t l e Threat 19 18 24 25 31 

N = 1050 446 440 141 68 
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It is unfortunate that the data were not broken down by other 

measures of social strata. There is one, but only very indirect, 

indication of occupational (or class) breakdown in the study. That is 

in the attitudes of local labor union leaders on the 'tolerance scale' 

and on four of the particular questions within that scale. On the 

tolerance scale the union leaders scored "62%", the average of commu

nity leaders "66%". One of the larger differences was on the religious 

tolerance question; on tolerance of suspected communists there was no 

difference. The labour leaders were not in this case (see p. 245) 

distant and perhaps bureaucratic labor "executives," but elected local 

leaders whose attitudes should not too often be drastically different 

from those of their rank-and-file members. Labor union members, then, 

may have been more tolerant than non-members, not less. This i s , of 

course, highly speculative, but does indicate that Stouffer's study singly 

is not conclusive evidence of 'working-class authoritarianism.' In sum, 

Stouffer's study does contain some evidence of the potential for strata-

based differences in the "quality" of participation, i t ' s results are not 

so clear-cut in this regard as they are generally taken to be. Evidence 

on the other side of the scale of this question then weighs relatively heavier 

than i t has for Lipset and others. 

There are several other important studies bearing on the potential 

for "qualitative" participation that should be b r i e f l y considered here. 

The f i r s t is the well-known study by Prothro and Grigg, who consider a 

wider range of questions than did Stouffer and who did break down response 

by income (and a variety of other variables). They considered ten specifics 
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of democratic principle characterized as: "only informed vote, only 
taxpayers vote, bar Negro from office, bar Communist from office, AMA 
right to block voting, allow anti-religious speech, allow socialist speech, 
allow communist speech, bar Negro from candidacy, and bar Communist from 
candidacy," (p. 243, Cnudde and Neubauer). The difference by education 
was considerable, the difference by income was far less sharp with the 
largest gap on the religious question (with no differentiation made with 
regard to religious background). The average difference for the nine 
questions (excluding that on free religious speech) was 7%. The overall 
response (Prothro and Grigg were primarily concerned with the absence of 
consensus) indicated no strong overall conformity to specific democratic 
norms. This contas ted with an almost univeral agreement on more general democratic 
norms, for example, the right to free speech. A l l groups supported the 
general.statements. Prothro and Grigg's conclusion most relevant to our 
concern here is the following: 

"Education, but not community (Ann Arbor or Talla-
hasee) or income, held up consistently as a basis 
of disagreement when other factors were controlled. 
We accordingly conclude that endorsement of demo
cratic principles is not a function of class as much 
(of which income is also a criterion), but of greater 
acquaintance with the logical implications of the 
broad democratic principles." (p. 248) 

Again i t seems i t i s not appropriate to take this study as hard evidence 
of anything approaching a hypothetical working-class authoritarianism. 
The most supportive possible interpretation for those who wish to dem
onstrate the "undemocraticness" of the less advantaged i s as follows: 
persons of lower income levels in certain locales in the United States, 
without controlling for religion which might well make a difference, 
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tended in the 1950s to show a somewhat (from -1% to 20% only in the case 
of religious speech averaging 8.5%) greater likelihood of showing i n a 
readily measurable way, attitudes which can be characterized as less 
democratic. Further, i f this difference were controlled for difference 
in education, i t would presumably decline further in significance. 

Another of the careful, effective, and often cited studies of this 
34 

nature i s that by Herbert McClosky. McClosky's central concern i s 
similar to that of Prothro and Grigg; he is interested primarily i n the 
degree of consensus on the various aspects of democratic ideology between 
a group identified as the " p o l i t i c a l influentials" and the general public. 
His findings are not applicable, at least not without great caution, to 
more generalized or other social divisions. As he puts i t at the out
set of his a r t i c l e : 

"I mean them ("political influentials" and other 
terms of similar meaning) to refer to those people 
who occupy themselves with public affairs to an 
unusual degree, such as government o f f i c i a l s , elected 
office holders, active party members, publicists, of
ficers of voluntary associations, and opinion leaders. 
The terms do not apply to any definable social class 
or the usual sense, nor to a particular status group 
or profession...."Articulates" or "influentials" can 
be found scattered throughout the society, at a l l i n 
come levels, in a l l classes, occupations, ethnic 
groups, and communities, although some segments of the 
population w i l l doubtless yield a higher porportion of 
them than others." (p. 363) 

Some of the basic findings include the following: 
"On 'totalitarianism,' a scale measuring the readiness 
to subordinate the rights of others to the pursuit of 

Page references are to American P o l i t i c a l Science Review art i c l e of 
1964, op. c i t . 
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some collective p o l i t i c a l purpose, only 9.7 per cent of 
the p o l i t i c a l actives score high compared with 33.8 per 
cent of the general population." (p. 364) 
"On a scale of willingness to flout the rules of pol
i t i c a l integrity, the proportions are 12.2 per cent 
and 30.6 per cent respectively." (p. 364) 

However, on "responses to items expressing support for a series of 
general statements of free speech and opinion, there i s not a great 
discernable difference (as i s the case for Prothro and Grigg with 
regard to general assertions.) For example: "I believe i n free 
speech for a l l no matter what their views might be": influentials 
86.9%; general electorate 88.9%. (p. 366) On some more specific 
applications of free speech and fundamental rights differences emerged, 
but on others there were none, e.g., "no matter what crime a person i s 
accused of, he should never be convicted unless he has been given the 
right to face and question his accusers: influentials, 90.1%; gen
eral electorate, 88.1%. 

Particularly interesting are the findings on "social and ethnic 
equality" questions which showed no difference on three questions and 
only a small difference on two and on "economic equality" which showed 
the general electorate considerably more "democratic" than the i n f l u 
entials. Probably most interesting when considered in the light of our 
rather than McClosky's concerns are the following (grouped by McClosky 
under the heading of "expressions of p o l i t i c a l cynicism") (p. 371): 

P o l i t i c a l 
Influentials 

General 
Electorate 

Both major parties in this country are 
controlled by the wealthy and are run 
for their benefit 7.9 32.1 



Item 
P o l i t i c a l General 
Influentials Electorate 

Most politicians can be trusted to do 
what they think i s best for the country 77.1 58.9 

The laws of this country are supposed 
to benefit a l l of us equally, but the 
fact i s that they're almost a l l "rich 
man's laws" 8.4 33.3 
A poor man doesn't have the chance he 
deserves i n the law courts 20.3 42.9 
One can very easily interpret a l l of these responses as indicating that, 

are the influentials. That i s , there seems to be a healthy distrust of 
authority expressed and a general streak of egalitarianism and inclina
tion to due process. What could be of clearer benefit to democracy than 
an apparent doubt that i t s present actuality i s not l i v i n g up to i t s 
democratic potentialities? It would be most interesting to try these 
kinds of questions — and a variety of variations on them —> i n a sample 
to be s t r a t i f i e d by occupation and/or income. Perhaps a scale of 
"democratic cynicism" could be developed. 

Even, perhaps, more intriguing i s the following response which 

elic i t e d the widest differential i n the study: 
Item (grouped under ' p o l i t i c a l f u t i l i t y ' ) Influentials Electorate 

Nothing I ever do seems to have any 
effect upon what happens in p o l i t i c s 8.4 61.5 

Needless to say " p o l i t i c a l influentials" could hardly respond otherwise, 
nor l i k e l y could a r e a l i s t i c general public. It would be interesting to 
see how this question fared i n an income or occupational breakdown and 
i t would be useful to attempt to develop the line of question further. 
For example, attempt to discuss levels of desire for greater influence, 
levels of belief that "people li k e oneself should have more p o l i t i c a l 

i n one sense at least the general electorate i s more "democratic" than 
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effect," and relative levels of belief i n equality of influence. I am 
convinced that the range "democratic" attitudes has not been f u l l y ex
plored and that questions pursued to date have had a tendency to get 
responses which skew "against" the less advantaged. Further I suspect 
(and w i l l present some indications i n the next chapter) that question-
phrasing carries a good deal more weight than i s often considered to 
be the case. 

I have, to this point, looked b r i e f l y at some of the most central 
of the studies of differentials i n "qualitative" participation and, via 
several of the best secondary analyses, at some of the basic data on 
differentials in quantitative participation. I would l i k e to turn now 
to look c r i t i c a l l y at three generally excellent works which within their 
broad research and analysis present findings and come to conclusions 
which encompass in single works both aspects of participation. As 
earlier, I have chosen these works as they seem to be representative 
of the discipline, have been widely referred to, and are s t i l l widely 
accepted i n many regards. 

The f i r s t work to be brie f l y considered here i s Voting by Berelson, 
Lazarsfeld and McPhee. Its methodology and locus, repeated-interview 
"panel" study of 1000 Elmira, New York citizens in the 1948 U.S. Pres
idential elections, are too well-known to need any elaboration. What I 
primarily want to do here is to itemize and comment on some of the most 
relevant findings and then look at the speculative conclusions which 
Berelson comes to in his well-known f i n a l chapter. The selected r e l 
evant findings are as follows: 
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26% of Republican voters interviewed and 32% of Democratic voters 
interviewed f e l t that "Jews are generally dishonest in business 
dealings;" while 43% of the Republicans and 31% of the Democrats 
believed that "Negroes are generally lazy and ignorant." (p. 190) 
"Not only do many of the so-called isolationist and hypernational-
i s t attitudes form a common cluster with some i l l i b e r a l c i v i l rights 
opinions, but both sets of attitudes rest partly on certain person
a l i t y characteristics rather than on p o l i t i c a l considerations as 
such. For example, people who feel that they "have to struggle 
for everything in l i f e " are more l i k e l y than their counterparts 
to be anti-Semitic (37 to 23 %) or anti-foreign-born (42 to 25%). 
Thus i t may be that opinions on such style issues are in good part 
expressive or symbolic of matters of personal temperament and 
private experience having l i t t l e or nothing to do with the r e a l i t i e s 
of the issues..."issues of frustration"...attract opposition from, 
among others, frustrated personalities found in a l l parts of the 
population." (p. 191) 
A neuroticism index ("admittedly a crude and inadequate measure of 
'neuroticism'" p. 373, appendix B) was constructed from one four-
part question with each part scoring equally: agreement with the 
following is taken as the measure of neuroticism: 

I have to struggle for everything I get in l i f e . 
Prison i s too good for sex criminals; they should 
be publicly whipped. 
A lot of people around here ought to be put in 
their place. 
I often find myself worrying about the future. 

Most people were found to be at least a l i t t l e neurotic. 
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(4) "The 'joiners' the better-educated, the better-off, the men, the less 
troubled (as measured by neuroticism index) — these are the people 
who pay most attention to the p o l i t i c a l campaign as presented through 
newspaper, magazines, and radio." (p. 241) 

(5) "Less than half the voters agreed with their own party's position 
on major Position issues l i k e Taft-Hartley and price control." (p. 213) 

(6) "Party preference does not particularly affect the voter's perception 
of where the candidates stand on the issues." (p. 233) 

(7) "Partisans tend to perceive the candidates stand on the issues as 
favorable to their own stand." (p. 233, seems to contradict (6)) 

(8) "Only about one-third of the voters are highly accurate i n their 
perception of where the candidates stand on the issues" and "ac
curacy of perception i s affected by communication exposure, 
education,interest and cross-pressures...." (p. 233) 

(9) Consistent and concentrated media exposure was found to be con-̂  
ditioned by...membership in community organization, education, class, 
sex, and (crudely) freedom from personality disorders. (p, 241) 
What might reasonably be concluded from these findings (given a 

proper appreciation of methods underlying them)?. Is i t that a lot of 
people are neurotic, and ignorant and don't pay proper attention? I 
think not. The "admittedly crude" index of neuroticism — except per 
haps for the second of the four questions does not appear to me to 
measure anything except perhaps d i f f e r i n g social r e a l i t i e s . Some l i f e 
situations, l i k e l y most in 1940-America were perfectly reasonable grounds 
for struggle and worry. A case could just as easily be made that those 
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who didn't agree with two or three of the assertions were "neurotic." 
Clearly many people i n Elmira, New York, i n 1948 had a bigoted view of 
the world. Many persons were unable to correctly identify three or four 
out of four candidate issue positions. A reading of the "evidence" of 
what those positions "objectively were" (presented i n a condensed form 

to the voters ,, „ not available Ain 1948.(p. 217) l e f t this reader unable to get the right" 
(yes-no) answer on but two of the four pairs. In the heat of campaigns, 
without television coverage, given the very•-smaM- ideological differences 
in American po l i t i c s and the exceptional issue obscuring "non-stand" of 

35 
candidate Dewey whom everyone in New York State, at least, "knew" was 
honest, and tough and f a i r , I find i t most impressive that the scores on 
this measure were above those of random selection. That i s , misperceptions 
might abound for reasons other than "lack of attention" and "lack of at
tention" might be present for reasons other than " i n a b i l i t y " to conform 
to the citizens' democratic expectations of (unnamed) "democratic theorists." 

But those, of course, are precisely the kinds of conclusions which 
Berelson tends to draw in his f i n a l chapter. For example, 

"If the democratic system depended solely on the 
qualifications of the individual voter, then i t 
seems remarkable that democracies have survived 
through the centuries, After examining the detailed 
data on how individuals misperceive p o l i t i c a l reality 
or respond to irrelevant social influences, one wonders 
how a democracy ever solves i t s p o l i t i c a l problems.... 
Where the rational citizen seems to abdicate, never
theless angels seem to tread." (p. 311) 

I f a i l to see anywhere i n the hard data of this study any evidence which 

Noted carefully by the authors themselves. 
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might j u s t i f y such a "conclusion." That-many vot e r s d i d not agree with 

" t h e i r party's" stand on a given " i s s u e " ( i n t h i s case p r i c e controls 

and Taft-Hartley) might be a r e f l e c t i o n of, f o r example: (1) that 

there are other issues they see as more important (or as i n many cases 

they agreed on one but not the other); (2) that t h e i r reasonable per

ception that American p a r t i e s are mixed bags allows them to conclude 

that no issue stance by any candidate i s a "sure thing" or anything 

l i k e i t ; (3) that other people i n t h e i r party were saying other things 

and they thought i t a p o s s i b i l i t y that those others might i n the end 

p r e v a i l ; (4) that as they (a large majority) were not i n a union, they did 

not care about Taft-Hartley however much the media and others who make 

"is s u e s " d i d ; (5) that they were i n a union and s t i l l didn't care; (6) 

that they cared about p r i c e s , but saw " p r i c e c o n t r o l s " as a gimmick 

though they generally trusted Truman; (7) that they voted f o r "the man" 

and not "the party" as the p a r t i e s were h i s t o r i c a l l y i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e ; 

and any one of innumerable other judgements more important and c e r t a i n l y 

no le s s " r a t i o n a l " or " i n t e l l i g e n t " c r i t e r i a Berelson has seemingly 

established. Further here, i t i s most i n t e r e s t i n g to note that despite 

Truman's v i c t o r y , the Taft-Hartley act was hot repealed; nor f o r that 

matter was i t even amended. This is not only fur t h e r evidence that there 

are never issue-mandates i n American p o l i t i c s , but further i t could be 

sa i d that the voters were more astute i n t h e i r "ignorance" than the 

observers i n t h e i r " s o p h i s t i c a t i o n . " 

There i s no doubt that the findings ofthe study i n these matters 

are i n t e r e s t i n g , but to claim thatthe above statement i s somehow based 
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on "detailed data" is patently absurd. This statement has been critiqued 
36 

elsewhere on a variety of grounds and there i s no need to develop 
arguments further; nowhere, were Berelson's broad conclusions been counter-
posed to his data and methods, and i t might be profitable for this to be 
developed further. Suffice i t to say here that Berelson goes on from 
the above point which does not follow from the relevant data he presents, 
to make a number of statements which have no referents at a l l within his 
study. That i s , of course, no grounds for not making them. I w i l l offer 
here only brief excerpts as they w i l l be discussed further below and in 
that context, i t would be helpful that i t be clear that there i s no data 
i n the study which relates to them in any but the most remote manner. 
(The summary of findings which offered above was the result of an at
tempt to locate the most relevant items.) 

"For p o l i t i c a l democracy to survive, other features 
are required: the intensity of conflict must be 
limited, the rate of change must be restrained, 
s t a b i l i t y in the social and economic structure must 
be maintained, a p l u r a l i s t i c social organization 
must exist, and a basic consensus must find tog
ether the contending parties." (p. 313) 
"We need some people who are active i n a certain 
respect, others in the middle, and s t i l l others 
who are passive." (p. 314) 

And, 
"How could a mass democracy work i f a l l the people 
were deeply involved in politics? Lack of interest 
by some people i s not without benefits, too....Ex
treme interest goes with extreme partisanship (some 
evidence presented i n study) and might culminate in 
r i g i d fanaticism that could destroy democratic 

See my next chapter, Part I, for several examples of these critiques. 
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processes i f generalized throughout the 
community." (p. 314) 

The American Voter by Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes i s far 
less inclined to draw i n i t s conclusions unwarranted generalizations. 
Some of the relevant findings include: 
(1) "In a time of depolarization, the behavior of the involved voter 

becomes less and less distinct from that of the apathetic, with 
respect to the class axis." (p. 355) 

(2) "...most of the evidence for class voting within each group i s con
tributed by voters whose class identification i s congruent with oc
cupation." (p. 372) 

(3) The relationship between education and voting participation was 
found to be: 

Some 
Some Grade School Grade School HS HS Some College College 

Non-south 70 68 77 87 92 93 
South 32 50 50 63 80 85 
(4) Relationship of Education to Sense of P o l i t i c a l Efficacy: 

Non-South South 
Sense of P.E. GS HS College GS HS College 
High 21 43 75 10 33 71 
Medium 25 32 19 16 33 16 
Low 54 25 6 74 14 13 

And further, i n general "sense of p o l i t i c a l efficacy" and "sense of 
citizen duty," showed strong relationships with education on the one 
hand and with vote turnout on the other (pp. 478-480). 
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A considerable relationship, though far less a one than that i n 

previous point was demonstrated to exist between education and 

turnout, attempts to influence others and a variety of other 

forms of participation. 
There are several fascinating findings with regard to "authoritar
ianism" reported. The authors employed a battery of ten authoritar
ian items, five of which were i n the traditional "agree" form and 
five of which were reversed i n their direction. The authors conclude: 

A. comparison of responses to the two halves of the 
battery is disturbing, because people who look l i k e 
"high authoritarians" where agreement means an au
thorial! response tend to look like "low authoritar
ians" on the reversed items. In other words, there 
is a negative correlation between the two halves of 
the battery rather than the strong positive correlation 
that should emerge i f people were responding to the con
tent of the questions rather than their form. A single 
"response set" seems to underlie a great many answers 
to items of the usual authoritarianism scale." (p. 512) 

There follows an excellent discussion of the issue which includes 
data indicating that with reversed questions even education and au
thoritarianism are positively related, but that in effect l i t t l e can 
be concluded with confidence about the relationship between education 
and authoritarianism. (On balance, i f there i s any relationship, 
whatever i t is and that is far from certain, i t does not hold for 
class though the "usual conclusions for education may remain the 
case to a slight extent only.) (I w i l l deal further with this 
matter i n Chapter 4.) 

Sixteen of the "more prominent" issues i n the campaign of 1956 were 
chosen and i t was found that from 10% to 30% of the electorate had 



81 

no opinion on them, an additional 10% to 39% held an opinion, but 

didn't know what the government was doing on them. (p. 174). 
(8) The different levels of issue familiarity varied quite strongly 

with level of education. (p. 175) 

(9) Only from 18% to 36% of citizens perceived party differences on 
various issues. However, from 45% to 78% held an issue opinion and 
knew what the government was doing. The authors did not, however, 
relate this sharp difference to the possi b i l i t y that i t i s a result 
of lack of presentation of party positions or the possibility that 
there were no real differences. They stressed rather lack of voter 
attentiveness. There i s also nothing doubting the nature of a p o l i 
t i c a l system i n which people do not seem to care what positions the 
parties took. The concern i s merely for the "capacity to d i s c r i 
minate between the policy stands of the parties." (p. 186) 
The American Voter can s t i l l be seen as an example of sound 

empirical social science research: careful, intelligent, at times ima
ginative, and generally perceptive i n interpretation of data. There are 
simply no elaborate and unwarranted conclusions drawn. For the most part, 
the authors stay altogether away from the matters i n which Berelson i n 
volved himself. They do conclude that there i s a "substantial lack of 
familiarity with policy questions." (p. 542) and further, 

"Our measures have shown the public's understanding 
of policy issues to be poorly developed even though 
these measures usually have referred to a general 
problem which might be the subject of legislation 
or (in the area of foreign affairs) executive action, 
rather than to particular b i l l s or acts." (p. 542)' 

They also conclude that relatively few persons have developed consistent 
patterns of " l i b e r a l " or "conservative" beliefs. They add, 
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"Our failure to locate more than a trace of 'ideological' 
thinking in the protocols of our surveys emphasizes the 
general impoverishment of p o l i t i c a l thought in a large 
proportion of the electorate. "..."Very few of our re- -
spondents have shown a sensitive understanding of the 
positions of the parties on current policy issues. Even 
among those people who are relatively familiar with 
issues presented in our surveys — and our test of fa
mi l i a r i t y has been an easy one — there i s l i t t l e agrees 
ment as to where the two parties stand.... 

"We have, then, the portrait of an electorate a l 
most wholly without detailed information about decision-^ 
making in government." (p. 544) 

They conclude then that policy-makers in America thereby have a lot of 
latitude on specifics, but neither then celebrate nor condemn that degree 
of latitude. In their discussion of the lack of awareness of party d i f ^ 
ferences, they note in passing that the parties are similar, but on the vhole 
their attitude is one of doubt about the capabilities of the electorate rather ' 
than about the quality of institutions. But to their credit they offered 
neither sweeping condemnations of the masses (beyond those quoted), nor 
idle praise of the system or i t s enlightened leadership. Their expression 
of concern, thus, was not on the whole inappropriate or unrelated to their 
narrower findings. They nowhere suggest that the system might work better 
i f some citizens involved themselves even less. 

The last study to be considered here, though weak in many ways., i s 
methodologically elaborate and quite expensive. Its methods and detailed 
findings are widely known and I won't elaborate them further at this point. 
I w i l l simply offer some critique of their broad conclusions as their 
f i n a l chapter, in a comparative p o l i t i c a l context, contains conclusions 
remarkably parallel to those offered by Berelson ten years earlier. 
The conclusions in The Civic Culture have, in my view, as l i t t l e foundation 
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i n the findings of their respective study as did the comments at the con

clusion of Voting^. I include i t here as a second example of the quite 

well-developed understanding of the non-participation of the disadvantaged 

for which I w i l l elaborate as a model early in Chapter 4, 

Based on their findings of greater general social trust, of greater 

p o l i t i c a l awareness, of greater feelings of p o l i t i c a l competence, and of 

a greater proclivity to form ad hoc p o l i t i c a l groups, Almond and Verba 

conclude that Great Britain and especially the United States seem to have 

a p o l i t i c a l culture more conducive to participation in democratic pro

cesses than do Germany, Italy or Mexico. However, they also find that 

even in Great Britain and the United States there are many individuals 

who must be classified as "subjects" or "parochials". They then conclude 

that there is such a thing as a " c i v i c culture", that i s , a culture that 

is just the right admixture of the participant, the subject and the paro

chial to produce the ideal "democratic p o l i t i c a l culture". They then 

explain that an excessively participant culture puts too much pressure 

on p o l i t i c a l elites to allow those elites to perform "effectively". An 

excessively subject and/or parochial culture does not exert enough pres

sure to maintain "responsiveness" of el i t e s . They do not say what exactly 

is the necessary "mix" of types that is needed to create a "civi c culture" 

but we are led to the impression that i t is not far from what they measured 

in the United States and Britain. 

The f u l l impact of what they seem to be saying comes when one con

siders, f i r s t the characteristics necessary for an individual to be 
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categorized as a " p a r t i c i p a n t " J / and second, the reason for the authors' 

use of only l o c a l government orien t a t i o n s i n c a l c u l a t i n g t h e i r s c a l e : 

" j j l f a scale based on the n a t i o n a l government had 
been used, too many respondents would have f a l l e n 
i n t o the lower categories of subjective competence, 
and the scale would not have been u s e f u l to d i s c r i m 
inate among the various types of c i t i z e n s " . (p. 232) 

In other words, i t seems that a s o c i e t y i n which over h a l f of the 

population f e e l they might t r y to i n f l u e n c e t h e i r l o c a l government, or 

i n which more than 7 to 12% of them a c t u a l l y had t r i e d i n the past, or 

i n which a somewhat lower percentage than t h i s f e l t that they might do so 

or did so with respect to n a t i o n a l government, "stable democracy" might 

we l l be threatened. Not only however, i s i t necessary that not many more 

than 21% of the c i t i z e n r y attempt to influence e l i t e decisions, i t i s also 

necessary that a larger number think they can influence them, but never t r y : 

"These two gaps — between a high perception of p o t e n t i a l 
influence and a lower l e v e l of a c t u a l i n f l u e n c e , and 
between a high frequency of o b l i g a t i o n to p a r t i c i p a t e 
and the a c t u a l importance and amount of p a r t i c i p a t i o n —; 
help explain how a democratic p o l i t i c a l c ulture can 
act to maintain a balance between governmental e l i t e 
power and governmental e l i t e responsiveness (or i t s 
complement, a balance between n o n - e l i t e a c t i v i t y and 
influence and n o n - e l i t e p a s s i v i t y and non-influence)." 
(p. 480-481) 

I stress t h i s point because the authors themselves consider i t 

important (the t i t l e of the book and the e n t i r e concluding chapter 

revolve around i t ) and because i t leads us to assumptions made by the 

Participants,.:. 
who, at a minimum, be l i e v e they would attempt to influence t h e i r 

l o c a l government i n some way ( s l i g h t l y over % i n the U.S. and B r i t a i n ) , and 
at a maximum, a c t u a l l y have t r i e d i n some way (7% i n B r i t a i n , 21% i n the U.S.) 
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authors. The f i r s t of these assumptions i s obvious from the preceding 
discussion: namely, that Britain and America represent the ideals of 
sta b i l i t y and of democracy. How else could they state that participation 
beyond what these nations had achieved is a threat to democracy and 
st a b i l i t y , when no empirical basis i s presented regarding democracies which 
have "fallen" due to too much participation of the type dealt with in this 
study. Nor i s any evidence presented that the amount of participation in 
these countries poses a threat of any kind or degree, or for that matter, 
what amount or kind of participation might conceivably be threatening. 
No consideration is given to the possibility that additional participation 
would not result in the downfall of stable democracy. 

Throughout the study one finds evidence of an assumption not only 
that the "civic culture" is an ideal, but that those countries which have 
not yet attained i t are striving and tending toward i t . The pervasive 
influence of the civic-culture-as-an-ideal can be seen when one considers 
that there are dozens of correlations inquiring into the source of "subject 
competence" (the belief i n one's a b i l i t y to influence) but nowhere i n the 
study i s there any inquiry into either the sources of the w i l l to p a r t i c i 
pate, or into any possible relationship between the belief i n influence 
and actual opportunities to have influence. The latter of these, i t might 
be argued reasonably, i s beyond the scope of this particular study, but 
measurements were made of "how many persons actually did try to influence 
the government" but no attempt was made to correlate this aspect of par
ticipant culture with any of the sources studied with regard to the "com
petence" aspect. Thus concern i s focused on the source of the assumed 



86 

greater need for perceived influence not on the assumed lesser need for 

actual influence. Regarding the civic-culture-as-a-trend, we feel the 
following single example to be sufficient. After finding that Germans 
are p o l i t i c a l l y well-informed and have a favorable orientation to the 
output side of their p o l i t i c a l system, Almond and Verba discover the 
seemingly contrary findings that overall "system affect" i s low and 
orientation to input participation goes l i t t l e beyond a vote which is se< 
as no more than obligatory. How they avoid the apparent conclusion that 
failure of system output could well be exceedingly threatening to German 
"democratic s t a b i l i t y " i s very revealing: 

"In Germany {and I t a l y ] , though there i s some opportunity 
to participate and though there are respondents who con
sider themselves competent to do so, this participation 
has not led to a greater sense of participation with the 
p o l i t i c a l system. Thus the positive relationship between 
subject competence and system affect found among Germans 
with secondary education or better becomes important. 
It suggests that the a b i l i t y to participate i s beginning  
to be translated into attachment to the p o l i t i c a l system 
(our emphasis) among those who have attained some higher 
educational level." (p. 251) 

Clearly there i s no reason whatever to assume that high school graduates 
are creating a trend to democracy. There is no evidence presented here 
that such feelings are actually increasing among high school graduates 
or the population at large. 

Many of the weaknesses present in Almond and Verba's conclusions 
flow from their failure to develop a coherent theory. They are making 
broad generalizations without performing f i r s t the necessary tasks of 
definition. These criticisms are equally applicable to the later 
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collection edited by Pye and Verba. 38 Both works deal over and oyer again 

with "democratic s t a b i l i t y " but in neither i s there any attempt to define 
"democracy," " s t a b i l i t y , " or "participation"; the d i f f i c u l t i e s which flow 
from this become clear when we examine a few quotes from the two works: 

"And this balance, as we have said, is needed for 
successful democracy (our emphasis): there must be 
involvement in pol i t i c s i f there is to be the sort 
of participation necessary for democratic decision
making; yet the involvement must not be so intense 
as to endanger s t a b i l i t y . " (A. & V., p. 296) 
"Everything being equal, the sense of a b i l i t y to 
participate i n pol i t i c s appears to increase the 
legitimacy and lead to p o l i t i c a l s t a b i l i t y . 
" [But] ...high levels of participation may have un-
stabilizing effects on a system. But the sense of 
competence, especially when coupled with a somewhat 
lower fulfillment of this competence, does play an 
important role i n p o l i t i c a l s t a b i l i t y . " (A. & "V., 

"The most potent kind of commitment that p o l i t i c a l 
elites can arouse i s to the p o l i t i c a l system per se 
— that i s , a commitment to i t over and above i t s 
actual performance. It i s only such a rain-or-shine 
commitment that w i l l allow a system to survive the 
many kinds of crises that are l i k e l y to arise during 
processes of rapid social change." (P. & V., pp. 
259-530) 

What i s a "successful democracy"? Cannot one have both " i n s t a b i l i t y " 
and "democracy"? At what point has one lost "stability"? That i s , what 
characteristics of a type of " p o l i t i c a l system" must change to make i t 

indicate that i t might need changes? Just what kind of "participation" 
w i l l threaten "stability"? For example, has the French " p o l i t i c a l system" 

p. 253) 

another type of "system"? If a "system" has a " c r i s i s " doesn't that 

Lucien Pye and Sidney Verba, P o l i t i c a l Culture and P o l i t i c a l Development, 
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1965. 
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since 1870 been "stable"? We would suggest further that i f one were to 
define a democratic system as one with majority rule with a maintenance 
of the right of minorities to exist and express themselves, the way i s 
l e f t open for considerable change and " i n s t a b i l i t y " without endangering 
"system s t a b i l i t y . " Finally, would not a system which "participation" 
would threaten, rather than "stable", be more aptly described as 
"immobile"? 

Finally here, Almond and Verba upon the discovery that "citizen 
participation" was universally lower among women and those of lower edu
cation conclude that this phenomenon "spreads slowly". It spreads from 
the more easily politicized to those more d i f f i c u l t to bring into pol 
i t i c a l l i f e " . (emphasis ours) (p. 221) This statement not only provides 
an assumed direction for change as mentioned above, but perhaps even more 
significantly indicates that Almond and Verba see non-participation as 
resulting from flaws i n individuals, not from any weakness i n the pol-
iticalsystem. Perhaps this attitude has something to do with their over
whelming concern with " p o l i t i c a l competence," defined as a belief i n 
one's concern with actual a b i l i t y to influence the system. The system, 
they assume, somehow strives to get a reluctant citizenry to participate 
and any failure on their part to believe that they can participate i s 
serious indeed and one must seek within individuals for reasons to explain 
i t . The uneducated are those who are more d i f f i c u l t to bring into pol
i t i c a l l i f e " , they are not those who have been unable to force effective 
entrance into the p o l i t i c a l system, and certainly not those who have been 
kept from access to the p o l i t i c a l system. 
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In a similar vein Almond and Verba make lengthy inquiry into what 
kind of p o l i t i c a l partisanship i t is that limits the a b i l i t y of a l l but 
Americans to heavily engage in the formation of informal, ad hoc pol
i t i c a l groupings. They conclude, 

",..as long as positive attachment to their party i s 
not coupled with a negative reaction to those of an 
opposition party, their a b i l i t y to form p o l i t i c a l 
groups does not appear to be impaired". (p. 293) 
"It is only when partisanship becomes so intense as 
to involve rejection on personal grounds, of those 
of opposing p o l i t i c a l views that the state of partisan
ship in a nation may be said to li m i t the a b i l i t y of 
citizens to cooperate with each other i n p o l i t i c a l 
affairs", (p. 194) 

The American a b i l i t y to get together with a random group of neighbors or 
fellow-citizens is seen as impaired by the intense p o l i t i c a l partisanship 
present in other nations. Clearly implicit i n their remarks however i s 
that somehow that American way i s more democratic, more a natural, healthy 
thing. This kind of reasoning assumes that the issues about which people 
seek to exercise their democratic rights are the kind of problems that 
lend themselves to solution by small, informal groups of neighbors. Are 
not p o l i t i c a l parties groups? Are they not citizens cooperating with each 
other? The only serious difference i s that informal groups of the type 
Almond and Verba are concerned with can do l i t t l e more than demand new 
t r a f f i c lights, while p o l i t i c a l parties are groups concerned with taking 
power. Is i t not possible, for some societies at least, that the needs 
of the citizens cannot be f u l f i l l e d with anything less than forming a group 
which can take over the powers of the state. 
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Before concluding this- chapter and turning to a Broader and more 
systematic inquiry into the question raised in my c r i t i c a l summaries 
here, I would li k e to briefly look at the most recent empirical studies 
of p o l i t i c a l participation. To try to come to something of an overview 
of recent trends in the study of and conclusions about participation, I 

39 
surveyed the major relevant journals for the five-year period 1968-
1972. Some of the substantive findings from these studies w i l l be i n 
tegrated into the analysis presented in the next chapter. Here, I w i l l 
merely offer a few brief and impressionistic generalizations from that 
survey and summarize some of the findings of those studies which, add 
usefully to the composite I have developed thus far in this chapter. 

What in general can1 be said to characterize p o l i t i c a l participation 
research, during the period in question? I would venture the following with 

40 
a caution to the reader that my comments; are no more than impressions: 
Cl) In this period there are very few, i f any, examples in the research 

literature of that understanding of participation common to such 
earlier researchers as Berelson, Milbrath. and Almond and Verba. In 
general there seem to be very few attempts within the research 

American Journal of Sociology, American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, Amer
ican Sociological Review, Journal of P o l i t i c s , Midwest Journal of P o l i t i c a l 
Science, Polity, Public Opinion Quarterly and the Western P o l i t i c a l Quarter 
40 

To reach such claims as firm conclusions would require more years than 
have as yet elapsed from the Beginnings of systematic empirical research on 
p o l i t i c a l participation and, as well, a far more careful and methodical 
search of the whole literature of the whole period. I expect such self-
consciousness would Be most useful, But i s Beyond my needs at this point. 
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literature to incorporate research findings into any broad under
standing. (In contrast to this, as w i l l be shown in the next chap
ter, statements of this understanding abound in a large number of 
recent texts in a wide variety of subfields in the discipline i n 
cluding American p o l i t i c s , American p o l i t i c a l parties, public opinion 
and other subject areas.) 

(2) There has been a considerable evolution in methodology which has 
seen developments going well beyond mere correlations between broad 
socio-economic demographic variables and composite indices of p a r t i 
cipation. One direction of increasing methodological sophistication 
used with enormous success is the study of the participation by 

41 
Black citizens in the American South by Matthews and Prothro. 
The authors in that study,by subdividing the various aspects of par
ticipation which earlier were largely only considered collectively 
and for the nation-as-a-whole, by narrowing their focus to county 
by county comparisons, and by looking closely — in a particular 
context at a particular aspect of disadvantage, were able to produce 
compelling results. (I w i l l discuss this study further below.) 
Other useful findings were gained by subdividing customarily lumped 
occupational groupings — down to even the varying p o l i t i c s charac-

42 
t e r i s t i c of the several disciplines of academic professionals. 

^"4)onald R. Matthews and James W. Prothro Negroes and the New Southern  
Pol i t i c s (New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World, Inc., 1966). 
42 
See Gary M. Halter "The Effects of the Hatch Act on the P o l i t i c a l Par

ticipation of Federal Employees," Midwest Journal of P o l i t i c a l Science, 
XVI (November, 1972) pp. 723-29 wherein i t is shown that governmental em
ployees participate out of proportion to the broader occupational ; groups 
within which they are usually 'lumped'. See also Henry A. Turner and 

continued on next page 
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This practice I w i l l argue later — i f properly conceived — has 
considerable usefulness in that i t allows for the 'contextualiza-
tion' of empirical research. 

A second clear trend i n research methodology i s towards the 
wider use of such sophisticated analytic techniques as path 

analysis and multiple classification analysis (MCA). There have 
been several attempts using these techniques to determine the r e l 
ative independent effects of education, occupation and income on 
measures of participation. Even more interesting though i s the 
broader conclusion that can be drawn from the findings here that 
a very considerable portion of variance is not explained even when 
a l l the usual demographic variables are combined. (I w i l l discuss 
below as well the limited meaning of 'explanation' in analysis of 
variance.) 

(3) In general, there seems to be a small decline i n interest i n pol
i t i c a l participation. Further, there have been few, i f any, "break 
throughs" in explanatory power. The changes i n perspective on the subject 
from the fundamentals summarized by Lane i n 1959 could be charact
erized as incremental. 

What were some of the more important findings in these recent 
studies (I include here also several books published during this period): 

4 2continued 
Charles B. Spalding " P o l i t i c a l Attitudes and Behavior of 

Selected Academically-affiliated Professional Groups," Polity I (Spring, 
1969) pp. 309-36 they support and follow Peter H. Rossi's c a l l for 
"pointedly designed studies of crucial po ulations, rather than shotgun 
designs." They found sharp gradations in partisanship though not in par
ticipation rates. 
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(1) A l f o r d and S c o b l e 4 J produced an important refinement i n the f i n d i n g s 

with regard to, on the one hand, the "quantity" and " q u a l i t y " of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n and on the other "leadership" and "education." They 

were most interested i n determining the r e l a t i v e e f f e c t s (associa

tion) of holding leadership p o s i t i o n s versus having some college 

education on p o l i t i c a l i n t e r e s t , p o l i t i c a l information l e v e l s , p o l 

i t i c a l a c t i v i t y , and tolerance of p o l i t i c a l deviance. They see t h e i r 

study as following from the voting studies and from those by McClosky 

and Stouffer discussed above. They compare a sample of the general 

ele c t o r a t e (Wisconsin, 1962) to a selected group of governmental, 

party and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l leaders. Their f i r s t f i n d i n g that those 

who are o f f i c e - h o l d e r s tend to be r e l a t i v e l y p o l i t i c a l l y a c t i v e 

(more so than a random educated group) i s hardly s u r p r i s i n g . More 

i n t e r e s t i n g i s the f a i r l y l i m i t e d e f f e c t education alone seems to 

have w i t h i n e i t h e r the leader group or the general sample i n such 

matters as issue i n t e r e s t and attempts to contact someone about a 

p o l i t i c a l problem. Also i n t e r e s t i n g are the sharper differences 

found, by education, for i n t e r e s t i n l o c a l decision-making, knowing 

neighborhood party a c t i v i s t , and high o r g a n i z a t i o n a l o f f i c e - h o l d i n g , 

(pp. 262-64) 

The study has a f a i r l y t i d y general conclusion; 

"By simultaneously c o n t r o l l i n g f o r both leader
ship and education, we have established (1) that 

Robert R. A l f o r d and Harry M. Scoble, "Community Leadership, Education, 
and P o l i t i c a l Behavior," American S o c i o l o g i c a l Review, 33 ( A p r i l , 1968) 
pp. 259-72. 
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leadership i s far more important than education 
with regard to almost every single -measure we have 
of sheer "quantity" or "volume" of p o l i t i c a l act
i v i t y , but (2) that education i s far more important 
than leadership concerning the "content"/'quality" 
or "direction" of p o l i t i c a l behavior...." (p. 271) 

Sadly, two of the "best"(in terms of greatest difference by education) 
measures of "quality" of participation are "implicit" (e.g., an insult 
to your honor and should not be forgotten) and "e x p l i c i t " (e.g., 
Foreigners have too much influence i n national politics) authorita
rianism measured by three "agree" statements each. How, even at the 
date of the original study (1962) the authors could have proceeded 
in that manner i s inexplicable. (See e.g., my discussion of The  
American Voter, 1960 above.) They report a strong association between 
education and "authoritarianism" which cannot be taken as much more 
than "docility" with regard to abstract and fuzzy assertions. To 
score as other than authoritarian,respondents had to disagree with 
a l l of the assertions made; any lapse of attention and bingo you're 
a Nazi. For example "what this country needs i s a few strong leaders, 
and less talk i n Congress": a failure to oppose this remark might 
have signified no more than a concern that someone do something about 
anything. Anyone who did not actively disagree with this statement 
"Regardless of any mistakes he may have made, Senator Joseph McCarthy 
woke this country up to the danger of Communism" was taken as one who did 
not qualify as low in pro-McCarthy sentiments. A less aggressive and 
verbal person might well have responded to only the earlier part of 

the statement, or have been lost in i t s overall ambiguity. 
I should add here that I expect that Alford and Scoble might 
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have measured some educational difference, but I doubt that a 
"fairer" test would have gotten responses anything li k e they report; 
nor could they in any case f a i r l y ascribe the characteristics as they 
did. The only "quality" measure which on f i r s t glance showed a high 
educational difference riot linked to "response-set" i s the f i r s t 
"tolerance of deviant ideas" wherein there is a religious toleration 
question and no control for religion. Further, on closer inspection, 
we find that three items are used in this test, one of which requires 
a "disagree" answer and a l l of which must be answered "correctly" to 
score other than as intolerant. Thereby, the whole score is again 
linked to a possible response-set which i t s e l f i s , again, sharply 
correlated with education. On two other factors, "pro-Negro" sen
timent and favoring of restricted local electorates, there were small 
or no differences by education. 4 4 The finding that "leaders" regard
less of education level do not differ markedly from the random c i t i 
zenry on these variables is not quite so threatened by our above 
critique and does provide a bit of counterbalance to the findings of 
Stouffer and McClosky i n that regard. (That i s , overall, there was 
l i t t l e or no difference between the response of leaders at a given 
education level and the general population with regard to "quality" 
variables. There may not be a response-set i f education i s thus 
controlled — although this, of course, must be checked i f the finding 
is to hold up.) 

*A11 of the above discussion is related primarily to page 270. 
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45 (2) Hamilton i n an examination of the San Francisco referendum on 
"Vietnam and data on attitudes with regard to the Korean War concludes 
the following: 

"Studies of public reactions in two wartime contexts 
show that preferences for "tough" policy alternatives 
are most frequently among the following groups: the 
highly educated, high status occupations, those with 
high incomes, younger persons, and those paying much 
attention to newspapers and magazines." (p. 439 or 
p. 442). 

This finding is significant as Lipset i n "Working-class Authoritaria
nism" and others who later depended on the a r t i c l e use foreign policy 
" l i b e r a l i t y " - " i l l i b e r a l i t y " as a significant part of their demon
stration that the less advantaged are not saviours, but rather are 
"devils", dangerous to democratic and perhaps even human survival. 

46 
It is further supported by the later findings of Howard Schuman. 

(3) Form and Rytina^ i n a study of the ideological views of rich and poor 
found that in general the poor saw the American p o l i t i c a l system as 
e l i t i s t rather than p l u r a l i s t , but saw pluralism as desirable. More 
advantaged respondents tended to see the system as already pluralist 
but were generally inclined to the view that i t shouldn't be too much 
so. This surely adds another dimension to the relative distribution 

45 
Richard F. Hamilton, "A Research Note on the Mass Support for 'Tough' 

Military Alternatives," American Sociological Review, 33 (June, 1968), 
pp. 439-45. 
46 
Howard Shuman, 'Two Sources of Antiwar Sentiment in America," American  

Journal of Sociology, 78 (November, 1972) pp. 513-36. 
47 

William H. Form and Joan Huber Rytina, "Ideological Beliefs on the 
Distribution of Power i n the U.S., " American Sociological Review, 34 
(February, 1969), pp. 19-31. 
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of "democratic values" among social strata. It could be argued 
that Form and Rytina's questions got nearer to the heart of demo
cracy: a process moving towards the equalization of p o l i t i c a l 
power and that on this important measure the less advantaged score 
"better" than the more advantaged. 

The same authors have also produced a recent and excellent 
book which I w i l l mention here merely for having located 
in another context yet another stark contrast to the above: 

"In contrast to low-status persons, we expect 
better educated and wealthier persons to endorse 
innovation and 'progress'; to be more l i b e r a l on 
c i v i l rights and c i v i l liberties issues, to be 
more 'public-regarding' i n their attitudes toward 
government, to support the development of 'amenities' 
such as recreational or cultural f a c i l i t i e s , and to 
favor 'reform' i n government."^8 

Clearly for the authors of that statement innovation, 'progress' 
'public-regardingness' and so forth, have a quite particular meaning. 

49 
(4) Olsen found that with socio-economic status controlled Black Americans 

are more active than whites i n both yoluntary association participation 
and voting participation. He further found that this difference has 
tended to become more pronounced i n the period 1957 to 1968. There i s 
then at least one form of disadvantage which under certain circumstances 

Joan Huber and William H. Form, Income and Ideology: An Analysis of  
the American P o l i t i c a l Formula, (New York: The Free Press, 1973) p. 121 
quoting Robert Crain and Donald B. Rosenthal "Community status as a dim
ension of local decision-making," American Sociological Review 32 (December, 
1967), pp. 970-84. 
Marvin E. Olsen, "Social and P o l i t i c a l Participation of Blacks," Amer 

ican Sociological Review, 38 (August, 1970)^pp. 682-97. 
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may promote social and p o l i t i c a l participation. 

(5) A further refinement of the data on strata differences i n the quan

ti t y of participation is found in a study by Angus C a m p b e l l . H e 

finds that the spread is sharpest when the overall turnout is lowest. 

That is when there is a turnout "surge," as i n a Presidential year, 

the added voters are disproportionately the disadvantaged. The 

sharpest differences in voting participation by status occur i n 

primary elections where total turnout is lowest. The author makes 

l i t t l e attempt to relate his finding to broader considerations. A 

related study, this one by Howard Hamilton, found that; 

"The association of turnout and social status was far 
greater (in municipal) than i n presidential elections, 
with a low-high ratio of 1 to 2 compared with 5 to 7 

" (p. 1140) 

(6) Ear more important than the previous additions is the imaginative 
52 

study conducted by Gerald Johnson. He f i r s t notes that by socio

economic status, income, education and communications variables, the 

State of West Virginia predictably would, among the states, have 

very low electoral turnout. But i n fact for a composite turnout 

percentage in a l l Presidential since 1920, West Virginia placed 

sixth of the 50 states. He then demonstrates the inadequacy of two 

previous attempts to explain this deviant case. 

I w i l l b r i e f l y relate these previous attempts because their 

Angus Campbell, "Surge and Decline: A Study of Electoral Change," Public  
Opinion Quarterly 24 (F a l l , 1960), pp. 397-418. 

"^Howard D. Hamilton, "The Municipal "Voter: Voting and Non-voting in City 
Elections," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review,LXV (December,1971),pp.1135-1140• 
52 

Gerald W. Johnson, "Research Note on P o l i t i c a l Correlates of Voter Parti
cipation: A Deviant Case Analysis," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review,LXV 
(September, 1971), pp. 768-76. 
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failure is instructive. Thomas R. Dye had suggested that i t could 
be explained as "...perhaps voting i n Appalachia is one form of 

53 
recreation in an otherwise drab environment." But Johnson points 
out voter participation in West Virginia exceeds that of other 

54 
Appalachian states and counties. Milbrath (p. 119) argued that 
West Virginians turn out i n greater numbers than might be expected 
in part because the state had been industrialized for some time, but 
now, though in decline, the effect of earlier period "remains". 
Johnson counters that high turnout i n West Virginia pre-dates indus
t r i a l i z a t i o n . Johnson'seems to claim that mining i s somehow not indus^ 
t r i a l i z a t i o n ; I would counter that that i s true i n one sense only, 
and that "class s o l i d a r i s t i c " occupations l i k e mining have pronounced 
p o l i t i c a l effects as Lipset demonstrated in P o l i t i c a l Man. Never-^ 
theless, Johnson's contention that the West Virginia deviant case has 
not been explained must be taken i n general to stand, 

Johnson, to be brief, finds f i r s t that within West Virginia 
there i s a "moderately strong" negative correlation between affluence 
and voting participation (using aggregate data by county). He then 
looks for the historical period in which West Virginia began to deviate 
from other equivalent socio-economic states in i t s region and fixes the 

53 
Thomas R. Dye P o l i t i c s , Economics and the Public: Policy Outcomes i n  

the American States (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1966) p. 63, quoted 
i n Johnson, p. 769. 
54 ti 

Here Johnson credits and cites Leonard G. R i t t , Presidential "Voting Pat
terns in Appalachia...." (Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, The Univer
sity of Tennessee, Knoxville, 1967). 
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time as 1892-1920 the same time as when the state was "an open 

battleground i n the effort to unionize i t s miners." (p. 772) 
Johnson concludes further that: 

"...comparing West Virginia and Virginia counties 
that share almost identical socio-economic envi
ronments but exhibit strikingly different p o l i t i c a l 
participation patterns, the influence of the organ
izational variable...appears to be substantial." 
(p. 772) 

and more generally he concludes, 
" . . . p o l i t i c a l participation in West Virginia i s 
more a function of variations in p o l i t i c a l style, 
culture, and history than a system of policy out
puts or socio-economic attributes." (p. 770) 

That is the specific historic event of the unionization movement, 
the context i n which i t occurred and i t s ongoing "cultural" effects 
seem to be the most crucial determinant of p o l i t i c a l participation 
in this case. 

What is most impressive about this study i s that i t begins 
to integrate, contextual-historical factors and empirical methods.-
Each provides support to the other rather than acting as i s often 
the case to blur out the other. It should be noted here as well 
that both inadequate attempts at explanation related to failures to 
adequately contextualize, to actual errors of localization and dating 
of fact. I believe that i n general this has been a weakness to date 
in empirical research generally and w i l l discuss this point at 
several junctures throughout the chapters which follow. This par
ticular study}and others I w i l l discuss below, offers explanations 
which are satisfying at least in part because they integrate easily 

"^Milbrath, op. c i t . , p. 119. 
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into the context of historical matrix rather than being 'merely' 
seemingly valid generalizations (as in the case of the findings 
related in the previous point on "surge" effects on class voting). 
Again, I w i l l develop this further below. 

Finally, the Johnson study with the findings about Black 
Americans reported i n point (4) above, are examples which might be 
usefully taken to be building towards a pattern of explanations of 
situations wherein the major theme (the non-participation of the 
less advantaged) i s not operational. Any patterns which might be 
found to emerge here are potentially of great usefulness toward 
understanding why i t i s that the wider rule to which they are ex
ceptions is the case. It could also be useful therapy, i n some 
cases, for those who wished to either advance or retard that ef
fectiveness of that social "rule." 

(7) Another study whose findings are most important is that by Nie, 
Powell and Prewitt."^ The authors are concerned that: 

"In spite of the consistency...of findings 
across many studies...we know l i t t l e about 
the connections between social structure and 
p o l i t i c a l participation. With few exceptions 
the literature on individual participation is 
notable for low level generalizations (the 
better educated citizen talks about pol i t i c s 
more regularly), and the absence of systematic 
and comprehensive theory." (p. 362) 

They then apply a causal analysis technique (path analysis) to the 

Normal H. Nie, G. Bingham Powell; Jr., and Kenneth Prewitt, "Social 
Structure and P o l i t i c a l Participation: Developmental Relationships," 
in 2 Parts in American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXIII (June and Septemh 
1969) pp. 361-78 and 808-32. 
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Almond-Verba five nation study data in an attempt to explore the 
theoretical assumptions by "showing the relationships between 
socio-economic attributes, intervening attitudinal characteristics 
and of p o l i t i c a l participation." (p. 362) 

They find that their two best explanatory variables, social 
status and organizational involvement, "operate through quite d i f f e 
rent causal paths in their impact on p o l i t i c a l participation." (p. 811) 

"Virtually a l l of the relationship between social 
and p o l i t i c a l participation is explained by the 
intervening linking attitude variables. The high 
social status citizen does not just participate in 
po l i t i c s ; he does so only when he has the attitudes 
such as efficacy and attentiveness which are pos
tulated as intervening variables." (p. 811) 

However, much of the relationship between organizational involvement 
and participation (about 60%) cannot be explained by any known inter
vening variable — i t i s a "direct link" that "does not pass through" 

56a 
social class or the attitudinal variables. (The other variables 
in the model include sense of citizen duty, p o l i t i c a l information, 
perceived impact of government, p o l i t i c a l efficacy (feeling of), 
and p o l i t i c a l attentiveness.) 

Overall the social characteristic of organizational involve
ment has a greater effect than socio-economic status in a l l five 
countries in the study. This is important especially when coupled 
with the previous finding and the authors are not unaware of the 
p o l i t i c a l potential of their finding: 

In some other contexts the existence of certain forms of feudal or 
quasi-feudal relationships seem to also act to increase levels of p a r t i c i 
pation. In these cases greater dominance (greater disadvantage) may have 
an effect quite contrary to the negative effect we have taken to be gene
rally the case. (See for example: David J. Elkins, "Regional Contexts 
of P o l i t i c a l Participation: Some Illustrations from South India," 
Canadian P o l i t i c a l Science Review, V (June, 1972), pp. 167-187 or Carl 
H. Lande, Leaders, Factions and Parties, (New Haven: Yale University 
Southeast Asia Studies Monographs, 1965). 
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"...organizational involvement may represent an 
a l t e r n a t i v e channel for p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
for s o c i a l l y disadvantaged groups. The r u r a l 
peasant, the i n d u s t r i a l laborer, the disadvan
taged black may become p o l i t i c a l l y a c t i v e through 
his o r g a n i z a t i o n a l involvement even though he may 
otherwise lack the status resources for p o l i t i c a l 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n . " (p. 819) 

and, 

"...obviously major changes i n the status 
s t r u c t u r e , i n v o l v i n g occupation, education and 
income patterns, are extremely d i f f i c u l t to 
bring about. We suspect that the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
structure may be susceptible to more d i r e c t and 
short-term manipulation." (p. 819) 

This conclusion i s well-supported by the h i s t o r i c l i n k established 

by Johnson above, by the t h e o r e t i c a l arguments of, for example, Gad 

Horowitz and by the well-known f a c t that i n highly class-mobilized 

post-World War II A u s t r i a , the c o r r e l a t i o n between s o c i a l status and 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n does not hold,~^ 

Nie et a l . then through simulation analysis come to the fol= 

lowing a d d i t i o n a l and complementary conclusions: 

"(1) The higher the t o t a l organization l e v e l , the 
l e s s the lower cl a s s i s under-represented..., 

"(2) The higher the c o r r e l a t i o n between status and 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l membership, the more under-repre
sented the lower c l a s s . A c o r r e l a t i o n of 15 i n - r 
creases under-representation i n these cases by at 
l e a s t one-half.... 

"(3) The smaller the s i z e of the lower c l a s s , the 
more i t i s , r e l a t i v e l y , under-represented...." 
(p. 822) 

The lower class i s most severely underrepresented i n the United 

States than i n Germany, B r i t a i n , I t a l y or Mexico. In a l l of the 

Gad Horowitz, "Toward the Democratic Class Struggle," i n Trevor Lloyd 
and Jack McLeod (Eds.), Agenda 1970, Toronto: U n i v e r s i t y of Toronto Press 
1968). For useful readings on A u s t r i a see William T. Bluhm, Building an  
Austrian Nation,(New Haven: Yale Un i v e r s i t y Press,1973) and Kurt L. 
S h e l l The Transformation of Austrian Socialism (New York: State Uni
v e r s i t y of New York, 1962) . 
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the other four countries there have been deliberate attempts to 
organize the less advantaged (by the p o l i t i c a l parties or by, as 
the authors neglect to mention, the government of L. Cardenas i n 
1930s Mexico). 

It might be queried then here as to why the many American 
parties that attempted to mobilize America's less advantaged have 
been peculiarly unsuccessful. I think that this sort of question 
is most important here and the authors offer a footnote with a 
brief l i s t of factors but do not elaborate i t . 

There are, of'course, innumerable explanations, most of which 
no doubt offer some part of the total explanation. Perhaps most 
significant are such factors as: (1) the uncommonly large divisions 
historically among America's less advantaged: the varieties of the 
foreign-born and ra c i a l and religious differences, (2) the frontier 
thesis, (3) the historic absence of an aristocracy and corresponding 
democratic ethos, and probably most important though not mentioned 
by the authors: a consistent and most timely tradition of p o l i t i c a l 

58 
repression (elite libertarian enlightenment notwithstanding). That 
the authors do not pursue their deviant case very far is not c r i t i c a l , 
i t is enough to present empirical findings which lend themselves ef
fectively to such linkings to histor i c a l analysis. 

59 

(8) Bennett and Klecka pursue an approach similar to that of Nie, Powell 

58 
See especially James A. Weinstein The Decline of Socialism in America  

1912-1925 (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1967). 
59 

Stephan E. Bennett and William Klecka "Social Status and P o l i t i c a l Par
ticipation: A Multivariate Analysis of Predictive Power," Midwest Journal  
of P o l i t i c a l Science, XIV (August, 1970) pp. 355-382. 
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and Prewltt with results that are only somewhat less significant 

to our inquiry. Their opening concern is stated thusly (they are 

speaking of quantitative participation variables): 

"However, even after a l l of the research which 
has accumulated on the subject, scholars remain 
uncertain whether the observed relation between 
level of education and p o l i t i c a l participation 
is due mainly to the education process i t s e l f , 
or should be attributed to the fact that educa
tion is intimately linked to occupation and i n 
come (which are themselves closely related to 
participation)." (p. 358) 

They wish to look at the relative independent and interactive ef

fects of these several variables and apply the multiple c l a s s i f i 

cation analysis (MCA) technique to the Survey Research Center data 

on the 1964, 1966 and 1968 U.S. national elections. They also 

break down the various aspects of p o l i t i c a l participation from their 
60 

more common use in a single index. They find that for a l l three 

elections studied, educational experience was the strongest predictor 

by far of p o l i t i c a l efficacy and "that even when the concurrent ef

fects of occupation and income (were) taken into account, education 

retain (ed) i t s powerful impact upon p o l i t i c a l l y efficacious beliefs 

(p. 381) To a lesser extent, but still,education alone was also 

the strongest predictor of such things as influence attempts and pol

i t i c a l involvement. But for voting participation, going to the polls 

education retained l i t t l e of this direct effect, occupation was the 

stronger predictor. 

See John R. Robinson et a l . Measures of P o l i t i c a l Attitudes (Ann 
Arbor: Survey Research Center, Institute for Social REsearch, University 
of Michigan, 1968), pp. 423-440 for a l i s t i n g of most of the combined 
indices of participation used to that date. 
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More important though i s the following finding: 

"In the three elections studied here, even when 
a l l three dimensions of socio-economic status 
are taken together, i t i s not possible to ex
plain more than 19% of the variance i n any one 
aspect of participation." (p. 382) 

In most cases, less than 10% of the variance was "explained." 
This last finding i s particularly significant i f we take into 

account the supportive finding of the previous study wherein i t was 
concluded that organizational involvement was a more significant 
variable than socio-economic status. This weakness i s compounded 
when we consider that in most inultivariatE causal analysis techniques i t 

i s assumed that there i s unidirectional!ty of effect, that there 
61 

are no further intervening variables and so forth. These assump
tions tend to generate maximum "explanatory" (I believe this form 
of explanation remains as much correlative as.causative) power. 
These methods thus are effective in that they provide some indica
tion of their own limits, or at least, the bounds to which they 
have evolved. 

(9) A finding which may be interestingly coupled particularly with the 
Johnson and Nie et a l . studies above is that by Langton and 

"""For a clear l i s t i n g of the assumptions of path analysis, see Nie et a l . , 
op. c i t . , p. 811. Paul Burstein i n his a r t i c l e "Social Structure and 
Individual P o l i t i c a l Participation in 5 Countries," American Journal of  
Sociology 77, (May, 1972) pp. 1087-1110 comes to similar conclusions re
garding status as a predictor of participation and the greater effective
ness of media and organizational involvement. His accompanying verbal ex
planation, to wit, that status i s less effective as i t i s "further back 
in time" is not, however, very satisfying. 
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Rains."*" These authors found, again using analysis of variance 

techniques, that having an efficacious family background ac

counted for four times more movement along the efficacy scale than 

did either the effects of peer groups or of schools. This finding 

was especially valid for working class and middle class youth and 

less effective for upper class youth. In combination with the 

other studies, we might advance the notion that an h i s t o r i c a l l y 

established pattern of involvement can be transmitted through the 

family to continue intergenerationally these higher levels .... 

of p o l i t i c a l efficacy and p o l i t i c a l participation. This,one might 

hypothesize,would be further supported by the ongoing existence of 

class-institutional outlets for that inclination to participation. 

(10) One further study which can be usefully integrated into this pat-
63 

tern i s that of Gertzog who conducted a unique intervention into 

the real world of p o l i t i c s for research purposes. Gertzog encouraged 

a local democratic party organization to selectively use a voter 

activation drive and thereby established in a given campaign a "control" 

and an "experimental" group with no differences save organizational 

activity. He predicted the turnout using aggregate data for the 

control and experimental polls (data used included education, percent 

of owner-occupied dwellings, etc.) The voter activation a c t i v i t i e s — 
62 
Kenneth P. Langton and David A. Kains, "The Relative Influence of the 

Family, Peer Group and School as the Development of P o l i t i c a l Efficacy," 
Western P o l i t i c a l Quarterly, XXII (December, 1969), pp. 813-826, 
63 Irwin N. Gertzog, "The Electoral Consequences of a Local Party Organiz

ations Registration Campaign," Polity IV (Winter, 1970) pp.247-264. 
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a single drive -- increased turnout by 2% of total vote enough to 
make the difference in the election. This study provides a bit of 
real-world evidence for the effectiveness of direct organizational 
activity. When 'combined" with those other studies, i t may question, 
I believe, explanations of status differentials in quantitative par-^ 
ticipation which focus solely on a negative interpretation of i n 
dividual attributes of the less advantaged. 

(11): Finally here, I believe that this conclusion — this alternative un
derstanding — is given considerable further support by three fur^ 
ther recent studies which come to similar conclusions. The f i r s t 
of these studies is by Michael P a r e n t i . ^ Parenti i s bothered by 
the 'pluralist' view of community power and the participation of the 
less advantaged; he discusses Dahl and Polsby: 

"'Most people use their p o l i t i c a l resources 
scarcely at a l l , ' some not even bothering to 
vote; hence they never f u l l y convert their 
"potential influence" into "actual influence." 
They do not exert themselves because they feel 
no compelling need to participate. To assume 
that citizens, especially of the lower class, 
should be p o l i t i c a l l y active i s , Polsby says, 
to make 'the inappropriate and arbitrary as
signment of upper and middle-class values to 
a l l actors in the community.' There are 
'personal withdrawal' and habitual reasons for 
lower-class withdrawal having nothing to do with 
p o l i t i c a l l i f e . " 6 5 

Michael Parenti, "Power and. Pluralism: A View from the Bottom," 
Journal of P o l i t i c s , XXXII (August, 1970), pp. 501-530, 
^ 5 Parenti, p. 505-6 quoting Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1961) and Nelson Polsby, Community Power and  
P o l i t i c a l Theory (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963). 
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Parent! then notes Polsby's view that non-participation, the absence 
of demand for change i s best understood as natural and as a sign of 
the 'good health' of the system. Parent! then looks at actual ex
amples of p o l i t i c a l issues and the related participation of the 
less advantaged from their own perspective within those a c t i v i t i e s . 
His setting is a Newark New Jersey ghetto and his issues are education, 
a demand for a t r a f f i c light, and an electoral campaign. He relates 
examples of intense involvement and sustained personal commitment on 
the part of many citizens in the area (in response to an i n i t i a l 
organizational impetus from a few white student ac t i v i s t s ) . He 
also reports considerable i n i t i a l feelings of cynicism, hopelessness 
and doubt on the part of many. He shows that considerable activity 
met consistent rebuffs on even the most minor issues and that those 
rebuffs showed that a l l avenues of appeal: city council, landlords, 
police and others "displayed a remarkable capacity to move in the 
same direction against (these) rather modest lower-class demands." 
(p. 519) The activists were alternately harassed, ignored, arrested 
and disqualified by the proper channels and authorities. From the 
point of view of the disadvantaged, non-involvement can be seen less 
as not mere incapacity and indifference on their part, but as a 

rational response to a patterned, unresistant and class-biased system. 
66 

Form and Huber . attempted in another study to probe beneath 

William H. Form and Joan Huber, "Ideology, Race and the Ideology of 
P o l i t i c a l Efficacy," Journal of P o l i t i c s , 33 (August, 1971), pp. 659-688. 
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the low feelings of p o l i t i c a l efficacy of the less advantaged 
(by income and by race) and found that these groups generally 
believed that they did not have influence cn either the p o l i t i c a l 
process or elected o f f i c i a l s . They, after studying these and 
further attitudes in depth, conclude: 

"Thus for the blacks, feelings of p o l i t i c a l i n -
efficacy result from a r e a l i s t i c appraisal of 
how the p o l i t i c a l system works." (p. 685) 

And further that: 
"fljikewise, the assumption that psychological at
titudes, such as a sense of efficacy and citizen 
duty, explain why people participate p o l i t i c a l l y 
involves a bias in favor of existing conditions 
because people are thought to be 'free' to act 
as they choose." (p. 686) 

Those who conclude that the less advantaged are somehow 
not democratic, have somehow personally 'failed' democratic theory, 
are assuming that the p o l i t i c a l market i s a free one. The study by 
Parenti and that by Savitch^ demonstrate reasonably well that one 
cannot f a i r l y assume that that i s the case; the system i s not one 
which i s equally open to a l l . Savitch, i n looking at another set of 
issues and issue-involvement of the poor documents in his cases 
numerous closures which he groups under the headings of systemic 
biases. He discusses how they operate i n concrete cases. He con^ 
eludes with a discussion of the cycle of powerlessness which i s the 
manifestation of, for some groups, r e a l i s t i c eventual conclusion 

that p o l i t i c a l activity i s f u t i l e . The result i s 
quiescence, which is not, as Polsby would have i t , evidence that the 
system i s functioning well. 

^Howard V. Savitch, "Powerlessness i n an Urban Ghetto," Polity 5, (Fa l l , 
1972), pp.19-56. 
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Perhaps the best way to conclude this survey i s to summarize 
briefly here the explanations offered in the recent and excellent study 

68 
by Verba and Nie. In many ways this book i s the most methodologically 
advanced study of participation carried out to date; and, at least as 
important for our purposes here, i t s primary focus is on explaining 
the relative inactivity of the disadvantaged. The explanations the 
authors offer are closely linked to their empirical findings. On the 
whole, the study supports the view that social science can be a cumulative 
and self-correcting enterprise. The explanations presented by Verba and 
Nie could provide a good backdrop against which to consider the expla
nations of Marxism. 

Verba and Nie divide participation into four separate modes: 
campaign activity, voting, communal activity and particularized con
tacting. They derive these modes from a factor analysis of fifteen par
ticipation variables. Communal activity i s "composed of a l l the acts of 
participation that take place i n a participatory setting devoid of the 
counter-participants that characterize electoral involvement" (p. 69). 
This component includes five a c t i v i t i e s , such as working with others on 
local problems and contacting of leaders regarding social problems. 
This factor correlates negatively i n a consistent way with partisan 
campaign variables and show a near zero relationship with voting. Efforts 
at personalized contacting are attempts to gain solutions to particular 

Sidney Verba and Norman H. Nie, Participation in America (New York: 
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1972). 
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problems by contacting local, state, or national leaders. This factor 
has no strong relationship with any other aspect of participation. 
Persons participating in this way are neither more or less l i k e l y to 
be those who vote; they do tend a b i t to be other than those who engage 
in partisan campaign actities (although i t is possible that some who 
are active campaigners might be disinclined to volunteer such informa
tion). The authors locate a small (4% of sample) 'group' of citizens who 
engage only in particularized contacting and characterize them as parochial 
activists. Other groups are then identified as generally inactive (22%), 
voting specialists (21%), communalists (20%), campaigners (15%), and 
complete activists (11%). 

This breakdown of participation into several distinct modes produces 
interesting results when the authors turn to consider the relationship 
between participation and indicators of relative socio-economic advan
tage. Lower socio-economic levels, women and Blacks are overrepresented 
among the inactives; lower socio-economic levels are overrepresented among 
voting specialists and the parochial participants category, but Blacks 
are overrepresented in that latter category. Upper socio-economic groups 
are overrepresented in the other three categories, but Blacks and Catho
l i c s are also overrepresented in the 'campaigners' category. Communalists 
are particularly common in rural areas and small towns. Socio-economic 
status is measured by education, income and proportion of white collar 
employment. 

The effect of socio-economic status is less pronounced in voting 
participation than i t is for campaign or communal ac t i v i t i e s . It has 
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almost no effect on particularized contacting. A simple path analysis 
shows that the effects of socio-economic status are enhanced by the 
greater tendency of members ofthose groups to be characterizable by 
greater civic orientations (citizen duty, p o l i t i c a l efficacy, and so 
forth). 

The authors then proceed to see what changes occur in the effects 
of SES on participation when SES i s adjusted for other factors such as 
age, race, organizational involvement and p o l i t i c a l party activation. 
The authors, unfortunately and i n contrast to their stated intents, do 
not determine what of socio-economic differences are in actuality the 
effects of age differences. (That i s the old and the young are both 
the least prosperous and the least active.) They merely find that when 
one controls for SES voting rises continuously with age rather than 
declining in late middle and old age. (Overall participation does not 
decline u n t i l age 65 and then not greatly when SES i s controlled.) 
These findings could be reordered to show that SES differences are i n 
part age differences. 

This study is particularly useful i n i t s findings about Black 
Americans. Blacks were found to be far more commonly in the partisan 
(campaign activist) and complete activist groups than their SES might 
predict. For example, Blacks i n the 4th sextile of SES have a mean par
ticipation score of +22, while white at that same level have a score of 
-4, Blacks in the highest SES rank have a score of +98, white +56. In 
the context of their consideration of race, the authors state: 

If a deprived group is to use p o l i t i c a l participation 
to i t s advantage, i t must participate in p o l i t i c s 
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more than one would expect, given i t s level of 
education, income or occupation. It must somehow 
bypass the processes that lead those with higher social 
status to participate more and those with lower status 
to participate less group consciousness may 
substitute for the higher social status that impels 
citizens into p o l i t i c a l participation. It may represent 
an alternative mechanism for mobilizing citizens to 
p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . " (pp. 150-51) 

In their discussion of a race, the authors present a most pertinent, 
sharp and clear finding. In response to a series of open-ended questions 
on groups that were i n c o n f l i c t i n t h e i r community or problems they faced 

i n their personal l i f e , community or nation those Black respondents who 
mentioned race were far'more l i k e l y to be p o l i t i c a l l y involved than were 
those who did not. In fact, those who did not mention race were far 
below the mean black levels of participation, those who did, even once, 
were well above the mean white participation level (thereby overcoming 
the effects of racial SES differentials). Group self-consciousness can 
be a route to p o l i t i c a l activation. 

With regard to organizational involvement, Verba and Nie come to 

the following conclusion: 
"...organizations increase the p o l i t i c a l gap, for 
the simple reason that those who come from advan
taged groups are more l i k e l y to be organizationally 
active. Upper-status groups are, to begin with, more 
p o l i t i c a l l y active. They are also more active in 
organizations. And, because the latter type of activity 
has an independent effect in increasing p o l i t i c a l 
activity... their advantage i n p o l i t i c a l activity over 
the lower groups i s increased." (p. 208) 

The authors immediately add that this is not inevitable and that in 
countries where socialist movements have given disadvantaged groups a 
better organizational base, "organizational a f f i l i a t i o n and activity do 
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not exacerbate p o l i t i c a l inequalities as i n the United States, but act 
rather to mediate the standard socio-economic model." (p. 208) 
Organizations are seen then to be an important 'potential' "source for 
reducing the participation gap." 

In their study of party partisanship Verba and Nie find that 
strongly conservative attitudes have an independent effect, increasing 
participation of the well-off even beyond that which their SES might 
produce. And, " ( P ) o l i t i c a l beliefs appear to play no such r o l e among 
strong Democrats." (p. 227) The authors do not seem able to explain 
this difference, one can only speculate that i t may be 
the seeming resistance of the American p o l i t i c a l system to strong 
leftward change. 

With regard to the community context of participation, the authors 
find that the growth of cities and suburbs and the decline of small and 
roildle-sized relatively autonomous communities has over time a negative 
impact on participation. They further find that over time (1952-1970) 
the correlation between class and participation has tended to increase 
in America. They are very cautious about extending that trend line into 
the future and again cite the recent rise in Black consciousness and 
p o l i t i c a l activity. 

A l l in a l l , the Nie and Verba study perhaps more than any other 
steers away from many of the p i t f a l l s which T w i l l discuss in the next chapter. 

The study incorporates a variety of contextual factors, trend factors, 
and effectively segments the variety of status and participation elements. 
Empirical social science can have considerable explanatory power with 
regard to our area of concern. 
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CHAPTER 4 

I have c r i t i c a l l y set out something of the pattern of findings 
of empirical p o l i t i c a l studies regarding the participation cf the less ad
vantaged, and we are now prepared to more effectively consider directly 
an additional series of questions. Many of these matters were l e f t im
p l i c i t or only considered indirectly or i n passing i n the last chapter. 
To begin with, i s there or has there been a patterned understanding of 
the 'quantity' and 'quality' of the participation of the less advantaged? 

If so, and I believe that there has been such a pattern, how widespread 
has i t s acceptance been among those studying p o l i t i c a l participation? 
Can we delineate elements from which i t i s generally composed? Which 
of those elements are most subject to question and on what grounds? Is, 
and I believe this i s a c r i t i c a l and profoundly d i f f i c u l t question, that 
pattern of understanding methodologically rooted? What additional and/ 
or alternative roots might that understanding have? Finally, and this 
reveals something of my conclusions to the preceding questions, how i n turn 
might that understanding inhibit the process of research on these questions 
and the further evolution of appropriate empirical methodologies? 

I 

The questions just posed are not the sort of questions which lend 
themselves to clear and clean answers; at best, i t can only be hoped to 
offer tentative claims grounded in indicative support. One must also 
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gratefully u t i l i z e a l l prior considerations which can be depended upon. 
Luckily here, there are several excellent c r i t i c a l studies to be util i z e d 
as a point of departure; we do not have to begin from the beginning. Our 
beginning point can be found in the broad critiques of the so-called post^ 
behavioralists''" who have made many points relevant to our Inquiry in 
varyingly relevant contexts. Collectively, they might be taken as having 
identified and sketched the outlines of an understanding of p o l i t i c a l par
ticipation common to much of the behavioral inquiry into that subject 
which preceded them. I w i l l use a discussion of their work as a means 
of clarifying the elements of that understanding, 

Perhaps the central theme of the 'post-behavioral' critiques with regard 
to the question of participation i s the assertion that the advocates of 
i j ,2 
new democracy : 

"...reject outright the old democratic vision of a 
community of participating members, i n i t s various 
forms. Not only are the stated reasons for such a 
rejection inadequate; i t can s t i l l reasonably be argued 
that the realization of this vision, i n one form or 
another, remains a desirable goal of social and pol
i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . " 

P a r t i c u l a r l y useful are Pateman, four of the essays i n McCoy and Play-
ford and Bachrach, a l l op. c i t . , and also worth mentioning though a l l 
less centrally and directly concerned with the questions at hand here 
are: Christian Bay "Po l i t i c s and Pseudo-politics," American P o l i t i c a l  
Science Review, LIX (June, 1965) pp. 39-51; Steven W. Rousseas and James 
Farganis, "American Pol i t i c s and the End of Ideology," Brit i s h Journal 
of Sociology, 14 ( Dec. 1963) pp. 347-360; and to some extent E.E. 
Schattschneider, The Semi-Sovereign People (New York, 1960). 
2 
The advocates of the 'new democracy,' elsewhere called advocates of 

revisionist or e l i t i s t democracy, or more neutrally 'contemporary demo
cratic theorists' are, as w i l l be c l a r i f i e d shortly below, such writers 
as Berelson, Milbrath, Dahl et a l . The quotation from Duncan and Lukes 
may be found in McCoy and Playford, op. c i t . , at page 162. 
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I have already commented above that I do not share the view of some of 
the post-behavioralists regarding the content of the 'old democratic 
vision.' But that point aside, there can be l i t t l e doubt that many, 
i f not most, of the researchers who studied and wrote on p o l i t i c a l par
ticipation, p o l i t i c a l attitudes and voting behavior in the period 1950-
1965 developed, or had, a wide range of doubts about the desirability 
of increasing the p o l i t i c a l participation of the less advantaged. 
These doubts were contrary to, i f nothing else, the conventional wisdom 
of the time. But more importantly for our purposes, these doubts,when 
elaborated, provided a value context within which those explanations 
of inactivity which center on the inadequacies of the inactive make 
sense. Duncan and Lukes offer a lucid critique both of this context 
and of the explanations consistent and commonly associated with i t . For 
example, explanations based on apathy, lack of information or i r r a t i o n a l i t y . 

Regarding the latter they point out that in the view of both Plamenatz 
and Schumpeter there is a "distinction between what men do and their aware-
ness of the significance of their actions." (Apolitical P o l i t i c s , p. 167) 
Rational 'doing' can coexist with an irrational or at least inarticulate 
understanding of that action. Inarticulate becomes the operant term for 
Duncan and Lukes when one is calling to question interview-based evi
dence. Men may be condemned by "inarticulateness or private language 
to seem less reasonable than they are." (p. 167) This questioning of 
the explanatory limits of findings (in which we w i l l engage further 
below) is not, however, the major theme of the 'post-behavioral' reply 
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to revisionism of democratic theory. 

The major thrust of the dispute can be seen set out i n two pas

sages, the f i r s t from Robert Dahl (as quoted by Duncan and Lukes); the 

second from Duncan and Lukes themselves, 

"...we must conclude that the classic assumptions 
about the need for citizen participation in demo
cracy were, at the very least, inadequate. If one 
regards p o l i t i c a l equality in the making of decisions 
as a kind of limit to be achieved, then i t is axiom-; 
atic that this limit could only be arrived at with 
the complete participation of every adult citizen. 
Nevertheless, what we c a l l 'democracy' (Duncan and 
Luke's emphasis) — that i s , a system of decision-; 
-making in which the leaders are more or less 
responsive to the preferences of non-leaders — 
does seem to operate with a relatively low level 
of citizen participation. Hence i t is inaccurate 
to say that one of the necessary conditions for 
'democracy' is extensive citizen participation," 
(p. 168)3 

Duncan and Lukes reply: 

"Not only i s Dahl's definition of democracy extremely 
loose (in what p o l i t i c a l system are leaders not more 
or less responsible to non-leaders?) but the rejection 
of the classical requirement of participation rests 
upon an obvious redefinition of democracy, in which 
what are taken for present day facts supplant the ideal." 
(p. 168) 

Dahl here (though not elsewhere) and others have declined to see that 

the concept 'democracy' carries both empirical and normative referents 

From Dahl's on "Hierarchy, Democracy and Bargaining i n P o l i t i c s and 
Economics," (in Heinz Eulau et al.) (Eds.) P o l i t i c a l Behavior (Glencoe 
The Free Press, 1954) p. 87, 
4 
This must be qualified: Dahl, in his essay, "Power Pluralism and De

mocracy: A Modest Proposal," APSA 1964 annual meeting as discussed in 
Bachrach op. c i t . , p. 85, i t is argued that to espouse an impossible 
p o l i t i c a l equality as a major democratic aim i s to further cynicism 
toward democracy. He thus may accept a meaning which implies the 
Tightness of equality so long as i t does not imply 'too much' of i t . 
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The position can be characterized (probably caricatured I concede) as 
one of 'the best I can see, is the best that can be.' When we involve 
an appreciation of the writings of Marcuse and other Marxists to this 
'rhyme' the words 'I can' w i l l take on several layers of meaning. For 
me, the operant word i n the Dahl quote is 'preferences' — alternatives 
are not often conceived of by contemporary America's disadvantaged and 
when they are, they are usually neither concrete, nor p o l i t i c a l . In 
fairness we should note that Dahl might agree and Lane, for example, 
clearly . believes that this is not something to celebrate. I see low 
participation as profoundly tragic, h i s t o r i c a l l y conditioned, i n s t i t u 
tionally rooted, and to be properly taken as evidence that democracy.in 
the system i n question i s not thoroughgoing. The belief that democracy 
does "seem to operate" regardless of low participation levels can, i f 
widespread, have repressive effects. Duncan and Lukes put i t well i n 
arguing that one might legitimately c a l l the United States a democracy, 
but i t doesn't follow from that legitimacy that participation i s no 
longer central to the theory of democracy. (p. 171) Some theories might 
be U t o p i a n , the rest of their paper may be summarized to say, and thereby 
can be "condemned by histori c a l forces to s t e r i l i t y " (p. 171, Marx 
credited), but the centrality of participation to democratic theory is 
not such a case. 

A variety of other statements are noted by Duncan and Lukes which 
carry Dahl's 'revisions' a step further, from the acceptance of apathy to 
a belief in i t s necessity to something near to i t s celebration. Berelson's 
view that apathy serves as a 'cushion' to 'absorb the intense action of 
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highly motivated partisans',, i s that kind of statement, Berelson sees 

apathy as p o s i t i v e l y necessary to the continuation of democracy. This 

was discussed i n the previous chapter. I t could also be remembered here 

that i n the 1952 American e l e c t i o n s (on which Voting was based), most 

'highly motivated partisans' were hi d i n g from the 'intense a c t i o n ' of 

o f f i c i a l p o l i t i c a l repression and the 'apathy cushion' which gained 

e l e c t i o n to the White House provided for precious l i t t l e 'absorption'."* 

Lane Davis points out that the re-stated theory of democracy has 

p o t e n t i a l as s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g prophecy.^ 

JAn a r t i c l e by W.H. llorr i s - J o n e s went even further i n arguing that 
apathy i s "a more or le s s e f f e c t i v e counterforce to those f a n a t i c s who 
c o n s t i t u t e the r e a l danger to p o l i t i c a l democracy." ("In Defence of 
Apathy", P o l i t i c a l Studies, 11 (1963), 156-177. As Dennis Wrong argues 
( i n "The P e r i l s of P o l i t i c a l Moderation". Commentary, 27 (January, 1959), 
pp. 1-8). 'Moderation' requires no more than that one be committed to 
peaceful submission to ' f i n a l ' v e r d i c t s — i t doesn't require watering 
down or self-censorship of u n l i k e l y views. Intense partisanship i s not 
fanaticism. Indifference i s a f a r graver threat to democracy. I would 

here c r i t i c i s m of Duncan and Lukes who state (p. 184) that 
the 'new democracy' o f f e r s "No middle way...between the concentration 
camp and a cautious conservatism." This point i s relevant to the varying view
points on the collapse of the Weimar Republic and to the s i x t h element of the 
conservative understanding discussed below. Highly pertinent here i s P h i l l i p 
Converse, "The Nature of B e l i e f Systems i n Mass P u b l i c s " , i n David Apter 
Ideology and Discontent (Glencoe : The Free Press, 1964, pp. 206-261). 
6 
This point perhaps i s even more c l e a r l y made by Maure L. Goldschmidt 

i n h i s "Democratic Theory and Contemporary P o l i t i c a l Science," i n a 
caution to an i n t e r e s t i n g attempt to l i n k Edmond Burke and The C i v i c  
Culture: "In contrast to c l a s s i c a l democratic theory,they see democracy 
as already achieved; the main problem,therefore i s to preserve i t . 
C l a s s i c a l democratic theory, on the other hand, sees democracy as a never-
ending process of achieving, as dynamic s t r i v i n g f o r the goals of l i b e r t y , 
equality and f r a t e r n i t y and f o r a continuous concern with the improvements 
of the means of achievement." ( A p o l i t i c a l P o l i t i c s , pp. 118-9). 
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"Unlike predictions about what may happen and what 
may work, predictions about what may not are l i k e l y 
to foreclose the continued persistent efforts which ^ 
may eventually succeed in achieving the 'impossible'." 

Mercifully then for democracy much of the literature of p o l i t i c a l science 
is only rarely popular reading material. What i s significant about this 
consideration becomes apparent when one realizes that some of those who 
argue from the mere detection of widespread apathy to i t s permanence and 
desirability also believe that the underprivileged can only be aroused by 
belief i n victories which are rapid, certain and f i n a l . That adds up to 
immutability with a vengeance: informing persons seen to be uirousahle without cer
tainties that their apathy i t s e l f i s a certainty, i n this context, Davis' 
later observation that the 'realist model' i s l i t t l e concerned with 
democracy's effects on individual development seems heavily understated. 

Jack L. Walker i n his "A Critique of the E l i t i s t Theory of Democracy" 
added another facet to the criticism of essentially the same body of theory 

"Besides these normative shortcomings the e l i t i s t 
theory has served as an inadequate guide to empirical 
research, providing an unconvincing explanation of 
widespread p o l i t i c a l apathy in American society and 
leading p o l i t i c a l scientists to ignore manifestations 
of discontent not directly related to the p o l i t i c a l 
system. Few studies have been conducted of the use 
of force, or informal illegitimate coercion i n the 
American p o l i t i c a l system, and l i t t l e attention has 
been directed to the great social movements which 
have m a r k e d American society in the last one hundred 
years." 

Apo l i t i c a l P o l i t i c s , p. 192 
g 
He later (American P o l i t i c a l Science Review LX,(June, 1966), p. 391) 
conceded that his label ' e l i t i s t theory' was inappropriate. 
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Walker argues e f f e c t i v e l y that m o b i l i z a t i o n , movements and c o n f l i c t 

have had a p o s i t i v e e f f e c t on American democracy e s p e c i a l l y i n t h e i r 

a b i l i t y to broaden the p o l i t i c a l agenda. 

F i n a l l y here, l e t us look at Bachrach's Tne Theory of pemocratic EKtism 

which i s perhaps the s i n g l e most comprehensive statement of the 'post-

behavioral' c r i t i q u e . I take i t to have e f f e c t i v e l y shown that a large 

number of p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s have "With (t h e i r ) disenchantment with 

the common man, (reversed) the c l a s s i c a l view of the elite-mass r e l a t i o n 

ship...: i t i s the common man, not the e l i t e , who i s c h i e f l y suspected 

of endangering freedom, and i t i s the e l i t e , not the common man, who i s 

looked upon as the chief guardian of the system." (p. 32) This places 

i n l a r g e r perspective the acceptance of apathy. So too does Bachrach's 

widely a p p l i c a b l e comment that many p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s have been 

" i n error i n implying that because a p o l i t i c a l system i s a v i a b l e and 

sta b l e one, i t i s therefore also adequately contributing to the growth 

and well-being of ordinary men and women who l i v e under i t . " (p. 35) 

In a l l , the 'post-behavioralist' c r i t i q u e s , i d e n t i f y t h i r t y studies 

The 30 studies are Berelson, et a l . op. c i t . ; Almond and Verba; op. c i t 
L i p s e t , op. c i t . ; M i l b r a t h , op. c i t . ; S t o u f f e r , op. c i t . ; Polsby, op. c i t 
Dahl, op. c i t . ; McClosky, 1965, op. c i t . ; Prothro and Grigg, op. c i t . t 

Wilson, op. c i t . ; Campbell et a l • , op. c i t . ; and, as w e l l , B.R. Berelson, 
"Democratic Theory and P u b l i c Opinion," P u b l i c Opinion Quarterly, 16, pp. 
313-30; R.A. Dahl, Preface to Democratic Theory, (Chicago; U n i v e r s i t y of 
Chicago Press, 1956); R.A. Dahl, "Hierarchy, Democracy and Bargaining i n 
P o l i t i c s and Economics," i n Eulau, Heinz et a l . (Eds.) P o l i t i c a l Behavior 
(Glencoe: Free Press, 1956); Harry Eckstein, "A Theory of Stable Demo
cracy," i n his D i v i s i o n and Cohesion i n Democracy (Princeton: Princeton 
U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1966); Giovanni S a r t o r i Democratic Theory, ( D e t r o i t : 
Wayne State U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1962); H.B. Mayo, An Introduction to 

continued on next page 
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which could be s a i d express parts or a l l of an understanding of p o l 

i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n which was considerably i n r e v i s i o n of what i s , 

i n many of them, characterized as the ' c l a s s i c a l view.' The majority 

of the r e v i s i o n i s t s are p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s who have been extensively 

involved i n empirical research on the subject. As one can see s h o r t l y 

below, t h i s understanding i s even more common to the textbooks of American 

p o l i t i c a l science, American p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s , and introductions to p u b l i c 

opinion research. Many elements of t h i s understanding were r e f e r r e d to 

i n the previous chapter and i n the above d i s c u s s i o n i n t h i s chapter. 

I would l i k e at this point to attempt to s p e l l out the elements of t h i s 

viewpoint and show that they compose an integrated whole, a p a r t i c u l a r 

10 continued , , , _ 
Democratic Theory (New York; Oxford U n i v e r s i t y Press, 

1960); W.H. Morris-Jones, "In Defense of Apathy," P o l i t i c a l Studies, 
11 (1954), pp. 25-37; J . Plamenatz, " E l e c t o r a l Studies and Democratic 
Theory," P o l i t i c a l Studies, VII (1958) pp. 1-9; F.I. Greenstein, The  
American Party System and the American People, (Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.: 
P r e n t i c e - H a l l Inc., 1963); William Kornhauser, The P o l i t i c s of Mass  
Society, (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1959); R.S. Milne and R. MacKenzie, 
Marginal Seat, 1955, (London: The Hansard Society f o r Parliamentary 
Government, 1958); Talcott Parsons, "Voting and the Eq u i l i b r i u m of the 
American P o l i t i c a l System," and Eugene Burdick, " P o l i t i c a l Theory and 
the Voting Studies," i n Burdick and Brodbeck (Eds.) American Voting  
Behavior, (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1960); J.A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, 
Socialism and Democracy (London: A l l e n & Unwin, 1950); P. L a z a r s f e l d , 
et a l . , The People's Choice, (New York: D u e l l , Sloan and Pearce, 1944); 
Campbell, et a l . , The Voter Decides (Evanston: Row, Riterson & Co., 
1954); M. Benney, et a l . , How People Vote (London: Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1956); Samuel H. Beer, "New Structures of Democracy: B r i t a i n 
and America," and Louis Hartz, "Democracy: Image and R e a l i t y , " i n W. 
N. Chambers and R.H. Salisbury (Eds.) Democracy i n Mid-20th Century, 
(St. Louis: Washington U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1960); Walter Lippman, The  
Pub l i c Philosophy (New York: New American L i b r a r y , 1956); and Edward 
Banfield, "In Defense of the American Party System," i n Robert A. Gold-
win, P o l i t i c a l P a r t i e s , U.S.A., (New York: Rand McNally, 1964). 
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appreciation of the character and import of the p o l i t i c a l participation 
of the less advantaged (or, i n many cases, of 'the average citizen'). 

A p a r t i a l itemization of what I take to be an understanding can be 
derived from a consideration of an exchange between Robert Dahl and 
Jack Walker regarding the original a r t i c l e by Walker which 1 have cited 
above. Dahl is bothered by many ambiguities i n Walker's a r t i c l e and 
asks"'""'' 

"whether (a) he (Walker) rejects the survey evidence 
on such matters as participation and the distribution 
of democratic norms; or (b) he accepts the evidence 
(contingently, which i s a l l anyone can properly do 
with empirical data) but rejects the explanations of 
Key, Truman and others; or (c) he accepts both the 
evidence and the explanation but denies that they 
describe (or prescribe) a desirable state of affairs 
i n a democracy." 

He assumes, regarding Walker, that '(a)' is not the case, that i f (b) 
is the case there i s an obligation on Walker to develop a new theory. 
If (c) is the case he i s i n agreement. Dahl also states regarding (a) 
that " . . . i t (the finding) cannot be rewritten to f i t our hopes." I 
would argue that what i s at issue i s not a matter of accepting the 
truth of the behavioral findings, rather i t i s a matter of understanding 
what they mean. 

Dahl, as i s his custom, i n his reply to Walker c l a r i f i e s a 
wide variety of matters and zeros i n most effectively on many weak
nesses. He rightly notes that Walker has played the role of Procrustes 
in f i t t i n g his " e l i t i s t " bed with behavioralists of a broad variety of 

Robert Dahl, "Further Reflections on 'The E l i t i s t Theory of Democracy," 
American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXl June, 1966), p. 299. 
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12 13 sizes and shapes. He forces Walker (in a rejoiner) to think far 
more clearly about the pattern of thought which Walker has taken to 
be a 'model'. 

As Walker puts i t : 
"The doctrines with which I was concerned were; 
(1) the belief that the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of 
the average citizen i s a more or less permanent 
aspect of his behavior, not an artifact of the 
social and p o l i t i c a l systems; (2) the related 
belief that p o l i t i c a l inactivity i s a sign of 
satisfaction with the operation of the p o l i t i c a l 
system, a form of passive consent; (3) the belief 
that p o l i t i c a l apathy i s not seriously dysfunctional 
i n a democratic system, and, on the part of some 
writers, the belief that widespread apathy may be a 
prerequisite for the successful functioning of the 
system; (4) the belief that agreement on democratic 
norms among p o l i t i c a l leaders i s more important than 
consensus among the common.citizens for achieving 
p o l i t i c a l s t a b i l i t y ; (5) an overriding concern with 
maintaining the s t a b i l i t y of democratic systems." 
(p. 391) 

I w i l l use this summary by Walker as a starting point to sketch 

12 
To avoid having to apply this label to myself, I want to be clear; 

I do not claim or intend to demonstrate that any one researcher would 
unqualifiedly adhere to a l l the elements of the understanding which I 
identify here. Nor would I assert that a l l would accept any one ele
ment. I want simply to portray the kind of understanding that would 
li k e l y be derived by a reader of either the twenty-six works cited 
above, or any number of other works, or almost any current American 
poli t i c s text. I would say that at the date that the 'post-behavior-
a l i s t s ' were writing, and even today, there are very few efforts i n 
the literature of mainstream p o l i t i c a l science to refute any of these 
elements and very many efforts to sustain them. Few, i f any, of these 
elements I would add here and w i l l discuss further below can be derived 
solely from the findings of empirical research. 
13 
Jack L. Walker, "A Reply to 'Further Reflections on 'The E l i t i s t 

Theory of Democracy, ' ' " American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXl 
(June, 1966), pp. 391-92. 
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an outline of the understanding of class-associated differentials i n 
participation common to what has been to date the mainstream of pol
i t i c a l science. 

Walker's fourth point seems a statement with which I would not 
take great issue, but am thankful that i t and any detailed consideration 
of his f i f t h point l i e largely beyond the bounds of our concern i n this 
study. His f i r s t point, i t seems to me, for my purposes unnecessarily 
confounds questions of permanence and questions of causal source. I 
would sever the point into two separate assertions: 

1. the belief that the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of 
the less advantaged i s a more or less permanent 
aspect of their behavior; 

2. the belief that the non-participation of the less 
advantaged i s somehow more properly seen as an 
individual problem 'with' the socio-political 
system. The 'system' i s assumed to be 'open.1 

Walker's points (2) and (3) become my points (3) and (4); his last two 
points are dropped. I would add as a corollary to the point which i s 
now (4) the following additional point: (5) Both of these positions 
are seen to follow from, among other things, the empirical findings 
that the less advantaged are generally less interested, less know
ledgeable, less supportive of non-economic liberalism, and/or less 
tolerant. 

Dahl, however, does more than c l a r i f y , he corrects the 'indict
ment' against his writings and makes clear that he and many others of 
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the 'accused' have on occasion made remarks to the contrary of the 
above model. For example, he notes that he himself in his Preface to 
Democratic Theory has said, "(D)emocracy is a goal, not an achievement. 
As well he reminds Walker that Berelson's chapter on voting also made 
several statements which less clearly conform to Walker's assertions. 
But he included among them "Only the doctrinaire would depreciate 
that moderate indifference (Dahl's emphasis) f a c i l i t a t e s compromise." 
(Berelson, pp. 314-15; Dahl, p. 300). I would agree that the complexity 
of Dahl's thinking may not have been given proper credit and w i l l comment 
shortly below on what I take to be a 'non-malevolent' source of this 
problem. Considering the excerpt from Berelson and the fact that Dahl 
chose to use i t as rebuttal, and recalling much of the discussion from 

14 
my previous chapter, i t might be useful to consider an additional point 
for the schematic: 

(6) the belief that the a b i l i t y to compromise and/ 
or be tolerant of others is inextricably linked 
to an absence of intense belief. 

This view i s rarely stated e x p l i c i t l y , i t i s put forward in a vague, 
implied and general form. In that form, i t is clearly false; among one's 
bag of intense beliefs might be an intense belief in tolerance and com
promise. I simply do not believe that i t i s correct to badly state that 
indifference f a c i l i t a t e s compromise and imply thereby that somehow i t is 
a boon to democracy."'""' My point i s simply that this i s a complex issue 
often glossed over. 

Recall particularly the discussion of Lipset and my note in this chapter 
above which cites the writing of Dennis Wrong. 
''"̂ Dahl has elsewhere e x p l i c i t l y 'strongly disagreed' with the necessary 
association of on the one hand, high rates of p o l i t i c a l participation in 
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This brings us to a b i t of digression on a dilemma — Dahl 
offers a series of excerpts from his and others work to rebutt Walker. 
I believe that he does show that Walker's tone was at times unjustified 
and his language incautious. But a c r i t i c a l study cannot, of course, 
begin with the quotation of endless amounts of material. There i s no 
evidence that the quotations chosen by Walker and others were of points 
not stressed by their authors. Nor were there serious alterations of 
meaning by removal from context. That these same persons also made 
moderating or contrary remarks should have in fairness been noted, but 

-I c 

there are limits to the'extent that this can be done. 
Finally here I would question Dahl on three interrelated matters 

not simply as detailed critique of his a r t i c l e but as matters important 
in a remolding of the understanding of p o l i t i c a l apathy. F i r s t , Dahl as
serts that Berelson and others simply seek to explain how, despite the 
gap between a hypothetical normative democratic theory and actual 
behavior i n Elmira, the "system does function." That phraseology i t 
seems to me i s precisely what the c r i t i c s have objected to — i f 

15 continued, . ' , , . , ., . 
democratic systems and, on the other, i n s t a b i l i t y . But 

within the same paragraph here considered he i s reminding us of that 
place where "apathy was encouraged only in the concentration camps." 
I don't think such comments are any fairer than, for example, the 
' e l i t i s t ' label to which Dahl objects. 
16 

Specifically here Dahl (on p. 300) calls on Walker to pin down ac
cusations to specific phases ("I find i t curious that Professor Walker 
was unable to cite anything more precise than the whole chapter ) and 
shortly thereafter (p. 301) is dismayed because "(L)ike many other 
writers on p o l i t i c s including Rousseau, Lipset's writings contain sta
tements which, quoted out of context, might seem to offer faint confirm
ation, for the interpretation offered...." One cannot f a i r l y condemn 
both for quoting too l i t t l e and for referring to too much. 
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democracy has as part of i t s d e f i n i t i o n c e r t a i n standards and a r e a l -

world p o l i t i c a l system does not meet them then that system i s by 

d e f i n i t i o n not functioning f u l l y as a democracy. That no system has 

ever functioned i n that way does not c a l l f o r a devaluation of the 

standard any more than does the f a i l u r e of most persons to 'measure up' 

for the devaluation of the 'foot'."*"7 

Second, Dahl argues that Walker misconstrues the d e s c r i p t i v e as

sertions of the b e h a v i o r a l i s t s as normative a s s e r t i o n s . He adds that 

he "would not argue that every w r i t e r c i t e d by Professor Walker has 

always t r i e d to maintain t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n or, i f he d i d , has always suc

ceeded; but I do think i t i s a serious misunderstanding to i n t e r p r e t 

these w r i t e r s as e s s e n t i a l l y normative t h e o r i s t s . " I don't b e l i e v e 

that Walker did that, but I w i l l spare the reader further elaboration 

on that point. What I do wish to get across here i s the claim ( i t w i l l 

I am quite aware that 'foot' i s known as 'an empirical measure' and 
democracy i s known as 'a normative standard'. But I would argue that 
a l l words have both empirical and normative referents and 
that the d i f f e r e n c e i s i n the 'degree of mix.' Further i t i s not simply 
the empirical 'side' of democracy which has empirical r e f e r e n t s , but 
the normative 'side' as w e l l . Within words l i k e democracy — and such 
words are c r u c i a l to any t h e o r e t i c a l understanding — are fusions of 
the d e s i r a b l e and the a c t u a l , the past, present and the future. How 
else can we make such li n k s ? Marxists have tended to o b l i t e r a t e the 
d e s i r a b l e by imposing too great a l e v e l of c e r t a i n t y on the future. 
B e h a v i o r a l i s t s have tended to o b l i t e r a t e the past and the future i n 
the c e r t a i n t y of present findings ( p r e c i s e l y — at l e a s t i n part — 
because they reduce the meanings of words, c a r e f u l l y , and then i n a t 
tempting 'understandings' forget they have done so). I am going to argue 
below ( i n my concluding chapter) that neither empirical research nor 
'normative theory' can proceed e f f e c t i v e l y when divorced so thoroughly 
from one another and note here that being self-conscious about the 
meaning of words and not thereby r e j e c t i n g aspects of t h e i r meaning as 
inconvenient i s perhaps the best s t a r t i n g point f o r cooperation. 
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have to remain such for the moment) that i t may be the case both that 
assertion of necessity and immutability are in many contexts inseparable 
at least in effect from assertions of good/evil and that dealing with 
words li k e 'democracy' (and again we must deal with them) cannot be done 
in other than an, on balance, normative mode. 

Lastly, Dahl I think unknowingly points out a shift in the com
monly accepted understanding of the meaning of participation bound up 
in the concept of democracy. Dahl is right in his assessment that 
"...writers from the earliest times have understood that popular regimes, 
li k e a l l regimes,would inevitably have leaders — that is to say, men of 
more authority, and very l i k e l y more power and influence than ordinary 
citizens" (p. 297). These writers I am sure he would agree were 'ahead 
of their time' i n the degree to which they believed i n the possibility 
and desirability of equality of effective participation (see my Intro
duction here). Why then, i f i t is the case that even these writers 
never favored or believed i n the possibility of outright equality, does 
he, with other contemporaries with whom he i s in general agreement, feel 
compelled to scale downward the 'excessive optimism' of the claims of 
classical normative theory? It is not, I believe, the claims of said 
classical theory that are seen to be 'excessive' (capable of generating 
cynicism) but rather i t i s the contemporary meaning embodied i n the term. 
I would argue — and admittedly this involves a considerable act of faith 
— that the meaning has not shifted randomly but has a basis i n the po
tentialities which are coming into being in the economically advanced 
nations for the f i r s t time in human history. Just as totalitarian 
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poss i b i l i t i e s are new to our century so too are real democratic 
prospects. The measured levels of participation can only now grow to 
match the gradient of optimism which has grown into the common under
standing of 'democracy'. Our level of economic development (etc.) can 
be seen to allow for an alteration of the range of democratic prospects 
analogous to the alteration in the range of prospects attendant to the 
development of, for example, nuclear power. That range might be charac-

18 
terized as running from total disaster to considerable real advance. 

To sum up then the following are the six elements of this under
standing of the relative non-participation of the less advantaged: 

(1) The belief that the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the less 
advantaged i s a more or less permanent aspect of their 
b ehavior. 

(2) The belief that the non—participation of the less  
advantaged i s somehow more properly seen as a problem 
'with' individuals rather than a problem 'with' 
the socio-political system. The system i s assumed to 
be 'open'. 

(3) The belief that p o l i t i c a l inactivity i s a sign of 
satisfaction with the operation of the system, a 
form of passive consent. 

(4) Either (a) the belief that p o l i t i c a l apathy is not 
seriously dysfunctional in a democratic system, or 
(b), on the part of some writers, the belief that 
widespread apathy may be a prerequisite for the 
successful functioning of the system. 

I w i l l deal with the issues raised in these three matters further 
at several points i n later chapters. 
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(5) Many of those who hold either of these beliefs believe 
that such a view follows from, among other things, 
clear empirical findings that the less advantaged are 
generally less interested i n and less knowledgeable 
about things p o l i t i c a l , less supportive of non-economic 
liberalism, and/or generally less tolerant. 

(6 ) The belief that the a b i l i t y to compromise and/or be 
tolerant of others i s inextricably linked to an 
absence of intense belief. 

Often related to these concerns, as Walker noted, i s an overriding con
cern with maintenance of the s t a b i l i t y of democratic systems — 
generally based on the view that l i b e r a l democracy i s an extremely 
fragile entity. For want of a better characterization, I w i l l refer 

19 
hereinafter to the conservative understanding. 

Examples of many of these views were related in the previous 
chapter and the 'post-behavioralist' critiques have spelled out many 
more. Again, I do not maintain that a l l of these views are present in 
any one study, nor that any of the writers I have or w i l l discuss would 
necessarily hold any one of them. I could, however, offer many examples 
for each of them from many of the mainstream writers of p o l i t i c a l science, 

19 
The term i s 'methodologically neutral', that i s , i t does not imply 

that this understanding i s somehow necessarily associated with any 
particular approach to the study of p o l i t i c s . This understanding can, 
as well, easily be seen as within the tradition of conservatism from 
Burke to Oakeshott which accepts hierarchy easily, i s comfortable with 
the present, eschews extremism, doubts the capacities of common men, 
accepts limits to human development, abhors conflict and disorder, and 
welcomes quietude. 
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especially i n the period 1950-1965. I w i l l i n the interest of conciseness, 

however, merely add here one clear example of each. 
The f i r s t of these elements i s most often a matter of ommission 

of contrary cases or neglect of the potentiality dimension. It i s 
something implicit i n whole studies, for example, those which might 
begin 'as is well known SES or education have consistently been shown 
to be correlated with rates of p o l i t i c a l participation' and then go on to 
study some detail of that relationship without noting that the relation
ship i s neither universal nor invariant in degree. Here is. one example 
of a quite ex p l i c i t sweeping generalization: 

"No matter how class is measured, studies consistently 
show that higher-class persons are more l i k e l y to par
ticipate in po l i t i c s than lower-class persons.(.. .cita
tions) This proposition has been confirmed i n at least 
six countries."^ 

Elsewhere i n the study one may find some studies cited with regard to 
fluctuations, but they are given no emphasis and the broad generaliza
tion is not qualified. 

The openness of the system i s widely asserted. For example i n 
1956, Robert Dahl wrote: 

"The f u l l assimilation of Negroes into the normal 
svstem already has occurred in many northern states 

"21 
• • • • 

and: 
"...any active and legitimate group w i l l make i t s e l f 
heard effectively at some stage i n the process of 
decision." (p. 150) 

Milbrath, p. 116. 
Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, pp. 138-9. 
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He argues i n Who Governs? that involvement i n p o l i t i c s i s j u s t not 

n a t u r a l to most men and women: 

"At the focus of most men's l i v e s are primary a c t i 
v i t i e s i n v o l v i n g food, sex, love, family, work, 
p l a y . . . — not p o l i t i c s — . . . . I n s t e a d of asking why 
c i t i z e n s are not i n t e r e s t e d , concerned, and a c t i v e , 
the task i s to explain why a few c i t i z e n s are." 
(p. 279) 

And l a t e r , 

"...most c i t i z e n s operate with a very small fund of 
p o l i t i c a l information^ often the lack of elementary 
information required even to be aware of i n c o n s i s -
t e ncies between t h e i r views and what i s a c t u a l l y 
happening i n the p o l i t i c a l system...." (p. 319) 

Further here Dahl's whole di s c u s s i o n of the 'use of p o l i t i c a l resources' 

(e.g., pp.271-75) centers on subjective reasons for n o n - u t i l i z a t i o n 

rather than any possible system-based ones. 

The t h i r d element i s found, f o r example, i n L i p s e t : 

"Although the kinds of causes of apathy and non
voting vary f o r d i f f e r e n t h i s t o r i c a l periods and 
for d i f f e r i n g sections of the population, i t i s 
p o s s i b l e that non-voting i s now, at l e a s t .in the 
Western democracies, a r e f l e c t i o n of the s t a b i l i t y 
of the system, a response to the d e c l i n e of major 
s o c i a l c o n f l i c t s , and an increase i n cross-
pressures, p a r t i c u l a r l y those a f f e c t i n g the working-
c l a s s . " ( P o l i t i c a l Man, p. 185) 

And i t i s perhaps even more c l e a r l y found i n Greenstein, or Almond and 

Verba as discussed i n the previous chapter. The increase i n cross-

pressures to which Li p s e t r e f e r s are generally the increasing income 

l e v e l s of blue c o l l a r workers, a view which has generally not been 
22 

supported by more recent research. 

P a r t i c u l a r l y J.H. Goldthorpe, D. Lockwood, F. Beckhofer, and J. P i a t t , 
The A f f l u e n t Worker: I n d u s t r i a l A t t i t u d e s and Behaviour, 3 volumes, 
Cambridge: Cambridge Uni v e r s i t y Press, 1968. 
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The fourth element I have already presented i s from the writings 

of M i l b r a t h and Berelson, but there are other examples a v a i l a b l e . For 

examp l e , 

"However, the three studies do seem i n agreement i n 
suggesting that concord... flows from simple d i s 
i n t e r e s t i n p o l i t i c s . " (Burdick and Brbdbeck, p. 146) 

The author (Eugene Burdick) goes on to support t h i s view and suggest 

that a theory of concord (something he sees as c r u c i a l to p o l i t i c a l 

theory and p o l i t i c a l systems) be developed which bases i t s e l f "on the 

assumption of p a s s i v i t y and low information on the part of most vote r s . " 

(p. 146) He shows no sign of concern that t h i s f i n d i n g — which he 

takes to be a more or le s s permanent condition — i s any threat to 

democracy. In that same volume, T a l c o t t Parsons speaks of an " i n d i f 

ference r e a c t i o n " (among apathetic and unknowledgeable ' f l o a t e r s ' ) , 

which provides an "element of f l e x i b i l i t y necessary to allow s u f f i c i e n t 

s h i f t s of votes to permit a two-party system to function e f f e c t i v e l y 

without introducing unduly d i s r u p t i v e elements into the system." (p. 104) 

This f e e l i n g of comfort with p a r t i c i p a t i o n d i f f e r e n t i a l s i s widespread 

i n the l i t e r a t u r e , the absence of concern almost u n i v e r s a l f o r some time, 

and the b u i l d i n g of apathy i n t o a basis of the continuation or e s t a b l i s h 

ment democratic s t a b i l i t y (or c i v i l order) e x p l i c i t i n Berelson, Morris-
23 

Jones, Almond and Verba, Mil b r a t h and others,-and common^ as w e l l i n some 

23 
P a r t i c u l a r l y i n s t r u c t i v e i s Almond and Verba's claim that, "...an 

intense emotional involvement i n p o l i t i c s endangers the balance between 
a c t i v i t y and p a s s i v i t y , f o r that dependence stems from the low salie n c e 
of p o l i t i c s . " This a s s e r t i o n c l e a r l y l i n k s together the f i f t h and s i x t h 
elements of the conservative understanding. I t can be found i n the ex
cerpt from The C i v i c Culture i n E r i c A. Nordlinger P o l i t i c s and Society: 

(continued on nextpage) 
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of the literature of p o l i t i c a l development. 
There are fewer writers who hold thoroughgoingly to the f i f t h 

element i n the conservative understanding; Milbrath is one of the most 
explicit and he i s cited above. Innumerable authors, however, i n a 
wide variety of contexts, remind us of the findings of Lipset, Stouffer, 
Prothro and Grigg and McClosky and assert that those who desire progress 
should back off from any m i l l e n i a l i s t faith i n the masses and/or remem
ber that those who are in charge are more l i k e l y carriers of democratic 
tradition. I w i l l i l l u s t r a t e this element at length i n my discussion 
of textbooks shortly below. 

The last point too has already been discussed and identified to 

some extent and i s present i n a wide range of writings. Here, for ex

ample, i s a comment from Almond and Verba, 
"...such intense involvement tends to 'raise the 
stakes' of p o l i t i c s : to foster the sort of mass, 
messianic movements that lead to democratic 
instability."24 

This view i s often linked to a strong concern with that i n s t a b i l i t y and 
i n some cases, to references to Weimar Germany, but nowhere i s there any 
systematic empirical evidence which links the two (intensity of involve
ment and democratic insta b i l i t y ) on either an individual or a systemic level. 

C O n t : i n Studies in Comparative P o l i t i c a l Sociology (Englewood C l i f f s : 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970) p. 172. The latter sections of Almond and 
Verba and the f i n a l chapter of Voting are, with Milbrath and Morris-Jones, 
perhaps the most complete of the empirically linked statements of the 
conservative understanding. These two are also among the most commonly 
reproduced elsewhere. 

Ibid, 
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What sorts of evidence or analytic argument would be necessary 
to demonstrate the truth of these six elements of the conservative 
understanding? Are these beliefs empirically demonstrable? Must non-
demonstrable assumptions be made to sustain them? I w i l l not, at this 
point, develop any elaborate discussion of what a proper empirical 
measure i s or of the effectiveness of the distinction between subject
ive-normative claims and objective-empirical claims. I w i l l simply 
look very br i e f l y at each of the elements of this understanding and 
note f i r s t that they are highly interdependent; the weakening of any 
one element affects all'the others to some extent and in most cases, 

25 
challenges quite effectively at least one other element. 

The f i r s t proposition is one that can. quite readily be disproven. 
Over time and cross-aallurally relatively higi political inactivity of the disadvantaged 
i s , as we have, seen, quite common. There are many exceptions here, some of which 
w i l l be cited below. Even i f the exceptions were rarer permanence would not 
be. implied by the data, permanence cannot, be proven. There are a large 
number of questions related to this belief which have only rarely been 
given sufficient attention. For example, what are the trends over 
time with regard to the participation of the less advantaged? What 
institutional patterns tend to promote relatively higher participation 
25 
For example, i f either,element, (2) or element (5) are not sustained, 

proposition (4) is on very weak ground. If (3) i s not the case and i t 
is rather the case that, for example, the inactive are decidedly not 
satisfied with the operation of the system and feel they are systematict-
all y excluded, one might want to examine institutional access within the 
system rather than individuals tolerance or level of detailed system-
participation-relevant p o l i t i c a l knowledge. 
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of the disadvantaged? Are those institutional patterns generally i n 

creasing in frequency, or likely to increase in frequency? Are those 

parties which tend to activate the less advantaged generally 'on the 

rise'? Under what conditions are they advancing? Are those conditions 

l i k e l y to develop further (largely a speculative matter that can only 

be hinted at)? Generally, what is needed is a far wider range of 

institutional, cultural and other contextual curcumstances and a 

comparison of the relationship of the participation differentials to 

those varying circumstances,, and, i f that were not enough, far more 

time i s needed to determine what, i f any, trends exist and how those 

trends relate to the variant circumstances. A l l we have thus far are 

scattered returns largely for Post-World War II developed Western demo

cracies, a very his t o r i c a l l y specific setting. (When many of the under

standings discussed were elaborated,this was even more clearly the 

case). What of atypical, even non-recurring circumstances, e.g., the 

mid-term, pre-coup elections in Chile, or the coming elections in 

Portugal? What of non-electoral participation? What of in-depth studies 

of individuals who participate sharply more than socio-economic variables 

might predict? Are the factors which motivated them lik e l y to be more 

widespread or intense in the future? 

A l l of these questions are essentially empirical — though many 

may not lend themselves readily to quantitative research. There is also 

a more speculative realm of inquiry which can contribute substantially to 

this aspect of an understanding of the relationship between social ad

vantage and p o l i t i c a l participation. If one takes this to be a highly 
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Important concern (a normative 'assumption') one might seek to imagine 
circumstances or institutions or procedures which have never existed 
before, which might exist now and which would tend (and here empirical 
evidence can provide 'cues') to promote higher participation by the 
less advantaged. 

The second i s essentially a perspective rather than something 
about which f i n a l conclusions on one side or the other can ever be drawn. 
That i s , i t will generally be the case that individual's attributes could be 
seen to determine (explain) their behaviors, but are not those attributes 
i n turn conditioned by institutional arrangements, ideology, systemic 
factors of a l l kinds? Surely, though, on the other hand, won't there -
always be some aspects of variation i n individual behavior that cannot be 
explained solely by variations i n life-conditions set down by cultures, 
institutions or procedures? In almost a l l cases, both are true at the 
same time and I doubt that there are empirical means of f i n a l l y determin
ing which should be given primary emphasis. I w i l l discuss this and related 
questions in greater detail below. 

Whether or not the system is 'open' or 'responsive' i s largely 
determined by one's definition of 'open': there are few circumstances 
in which many would claim that any system was totally open or totally . 

26 
closed to anyone. But with empathy and relatively informal observation 
techniques one can get an empirically grounded point of view on the degree 
to which the system w i l l respond to any particular demand of any particular 
26 
For an excellent discussion of participant-observer techniques, see 

Henry Kariel, Open Systems (Itasca, 111.: F.E. Peacock, 1969). 
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group. Choosing random or otherwise representative events i s , of course, 
a highly complex and challenging task. To weaken the assumption of 
general openness common to many who ascribe to the conservative under
standing i s not, however, an extremely d i f f i c u l t task. One needs only 
to demonstrate that such i s not the case in several instances for several 
different disadvantaged groups at several different times. Or for that 
matter, for the United States, one might combine a reading of The  
Federalist to determine the intent of the system's designers and such 
particular issues as universal public medical insurance (polls since 
the 1920s have consistently shoxm a majority in favor of such a policy 
which seems l i t t l e nearer to accomplishment today than i t did then). 

The third element i s something that could quite easily be deter^-
mined but to my knowledge has not been resolved even though the data 
are available. Are those who do not participate higher or lower on the 
variety of system performance evaluation c r i t e r i a that might (and have) 
been used? Many of the questions used to measure "feelings of p o l i t i c a l 
efficacy" or "sense of citizen competence" are just as much measuring 
citizen evaluation of the system. Consider the following typical items: 

"Suppose a law were being considered...that you 
considered to be unjust or harmful. What do you 
think you could do?" 
"If you made an effort to change the law, how 
li k e l y i s i t that you would succeed?" 

For many respondents these questions say nothing about how they feel 
about themselves, their a b i l i t i e s or their "competence," i t must be plain 
and simple a judgement about whether or not ordinary people can influence 
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that system. There i s , of course, a widely found association between 
negative responses to such questions and low levels of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i 
cipation. There further have been numerous studies where the less ad
vantaged have been shown to be less satisfied with the functioning of 
the p o l i t i c a l and/or economic system(s) (hardly a surprising finding). 
This is only limited by the fact that the association i s aggregated; 
a l l that i s needed to develop the matter further and perhaps sufficiently 
i s the lEworking of presently available data. 

The fourth element i s open to empirical evidence but not evidence 
of the kind with which i t has been to date associated. To draw conclu
sions about the operation of systems, one must develop systems-related 
concepts, for example — when is or isn't a system 'democratic,' when 
is or isn't a system 'stable,' and when i s or isn't a system 'democra
t i c a l l y stable,' i f that i s something greater or less than the sum of the 
other two. One must then take measures of total participation i n the 
system, of mean participation intensity, or relative levels of peak i n 
tensity for the most intense quartile, decile, etc., and of relative 
quality of participation on several measures (knowledge, tolerance, and 
so forth). And then one must determine the relationship of the two sets 
of data on the system level. That i s , one must show cases where demo
cracy has been weakened, damaged or destroyed by the variables i n question. 

I think one could make the case that on many occasions i n history 
qualitative aspects of participation have seriously damaged democracy — 
the clearest s i n g l e case might be bigotry on the part of white Americans 
over the past century or more which for a l l but the past few years 
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systematically disenfranchized a particular and proportionately large 
raci a l group. Other cases would include the suffrage unextended on the basis 
of property or sex, or the armed intervention into the p o l i t i c a l process 
by the constitutionally established military or police apparatus of the 
state. But I know of no clear historic case of either of the following: 

(1) The demise of any democratic p o l i t i c a l system, however defined, 
from a quantitative excess of participation on the part of the 
less advantaged sectors of that society. 

(2) The overthrow of any elected government by the activity of 
the less advantaged sectors of society. (Many systems have 
fail e d , i t might be argued, because of the relative i n a c t i  
vity of those sectors — particularly by their failure to 
be sufficiently intolerant to take up arms against anti
democratic sectors of the elite.) 

Only one Communist regime has come to power where there was a 
previously functioning democracy (Czechoslovakia, 1948). That takeover 
could hardly be said to have been a mass uprising. The only possible case 
wherein some elements in the mass of the population were participant i n 
the downfall of a democratic regime i s the case of the rise of Naziism 
in Weimar Germany. This was surely not solely the result of the a c t i v i 
ties of the less advantaged sectors, surely not supported by the organized 
working class, and surely was linked to heavy funding of sectors of the 
e l i t e . Further, there was no clear pattern of class support and further 
s t i l l any rise i n participation was surely more an effect of the rise of 
Fascism than a cause. The horror of Fascism should not be taken as ground 
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for doubting a l l things which existed in the same time and place. It 
could easily be argued that i f the less advantaged in Germany gained 
greater access to the system earlier than they did, that is p a r t i c i 
pated more and sooner, Fascism would have been less l i k e l y . Germany, 
as well, could hardly have been said to have had an established de
mocratic tradition; that i s 1930-Germany was a particular and atypical 
situation — albeit one of great import and foreboding — i t must be 
understood and not forgotten. But surely one cannot fixate either 
social analysis or social p o l i c y i n that one time and place. 

If one avoids such fixations, one is l e f t to return to the earlier 
thread of this argument and conclude that this element of the conservative 
understanding i s one which can only be resolved by hi s t o r i c a l comparative 
data using systems as one's unit of analysis,and that the general thrust 
of that evidence may well be against the view that apathy is supportive 
of democratic s t a b i l i t y . I am well aware, of course, that no such case 
has even begun to have been validly established either here or elsewhere 
and that a l l such analyses are fraught with d i f f i c u l t i e s . I simply want 
to make i t clear that the contrary case has surely not been established 
and that i t cannot be established on the basis of the kinds of data with 
which i t has most often been associated. 

The f i f t h element i s , of course, intimately related to the fourth. 
Even i f the fourth cannot be proven by the data of the f i f t h , there i s 
no doubt that i f the f i f t h i s empirically true, that i t i s a matter for 
serious concern. I do not believe, however, that the evidence in this 
matter i s nearly so strong nor, when val i d , so general, as i t i s often 
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taken to be. Further, even i f the case were as consistent, strong and 
meaningful as could be imagined by the most firmly conservative analyst, 
i t would not follow that the 'solution' to the 'problem' would be the 
welcoming of relative apathy among the less advantaged as a group. 
There is a distinct possibility, and some evidence (see Sectipn,II. below), 
that increased participation advances the 'quality'of participation. 
That is,the causal arrow may run i n the opposite direction than i t has 
been usually taken to run. Participation may well produce increments of 
knowledge, tolerance rather than (or i n addition to) lack of knowledge, 
interest and so forth producing apathy. Common sense, for whatever i t i s 
worth, would indicate that there i s l i k e l y some kind of syndrome effect 
here and the only way out of i t i s increased p o l i t i c i z a t i o n . 

The sixth and f i n a l element in the conservative understanding i s 
one which needs considerable analytic attention; we need a great deal.of 
concept development here. We need to sort out several concepts: i n c l i 
nation to compromise, likelihood of compromising, limited tolerance, 

27 
pure tolerance, and intensity of belief. Further we should determine 
i f these, things are related to each other i n a linear way. That i s , I would 
claim — though know of no formal empirical evidence — that intensity, 
conceived i n mathematical terminology i s a skip function. Strongly 
held p o l i t i c a l views are not necessarily associated with, for example, 
an i n a b i l i t y to compromise, at least they would not be related i n a linear 

2 7See Robert Paul Wolff, Barrington Moore, J r . , and Herbert Marcuse, 
A Critique of Pure Tolerance (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969). 
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way. A change from disinterest to concern i s a qualitatively different 
thing from a change from tolerance to intolerance. I believe that this 
question is one that could usefully be tested empirically. But in that 
testing, i t should be remembered that even i f there were some association, 
i t might be the case that those in whom there are such associations 
(between intensity and intolerance) could unlearn that association i n 
becoming conscious of i t and of history. To date, alas, there has been 
too l i t t l e of the analytic background, l i t t l e or no pertinent empirical 
research, and none of the kind of necessary follow-up I have suggested here. 

To sum up this section then, four of the six elements of the con
servative understanding either cannot be demonstrated empirically or 
have l i t t l e or no basis in the findings of empirical research to date. 
These are the second, third, fourth and sixth elements. The other two are 
at best overstated. (I w i l l present further doubts below with regard to 
the f i f t h . ) I hope I have not constructed this understanding merely for 
the pleasure of taking i t down. Many of i t s elements are quite common 
in the literature and I hope I have contributed .. a b i t to self-aware
ness about what p o l i t i c a l science as a discipline asserts. I also hope 
to proceed from here to say something further about a theoretical appre
ciation of the substantive questions regarding class differentials i n 
participation. And in and through doing that, to better appreciate the 
limits of two of the several methodologies appropriate to that inquiry. 

II 
To focus one's attention on the limitations of a methodology, one 

must ask d i f f i c u l t questions. Perhaps the best one of those questions 
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to face at this point i s this: i s the conservative understanding 
28 

in any way rooted in behavioral methodology? This might seem at 
f i r s t a peculiar question since i f i t i s the case, as I have just tried 
to show, that this understanding does not follow from the empirical 
findings of behavioralist researchers, then how could i t be possible 
that that understanding could be said in any way to derive from that 
methodology? 

In the f i r s t instance, one might be able to build a reasonably 
strong case of 'guilt by association.' That i s most of the people who 
put the various elements of the understanding forward were strong and 
often s k i l l f u l users of empirical research methods. Admittedly that's 
not proof, but surely i t i s as much an empirical 'cue' as in any other 
correlation. (The causal arrow could plausibly run in either direction; 
and there are, i n the social world, always innumerable hidden inter
vening variables.) Second, most of those who raised the strongest 
rebuttals, the 'post-behavioralists,' were less often known for or i n 
clined to empirical research. (The most notable exception is Walker.) 
Third, this particular issue does not stand in isolation; i t related 
quite closely (as I w i l l discuss further shortly) to other debates 
in the discipline, for example, to the questions of pluralism and 

I take behavioral methodology in i t s broadest outline to be that 
described by Robert Dahl in his Modern P o l i t i c a l Analysis (Englewood 
C l i f f s , N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963) or David Easton, "The Current 
Meaning of 'Behavioralism 1" in James C. Charlesworth, Contemporary  
P o l i t i c a l Analysis, (New York: Free Press, 1967), pp. 11-31. 
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29 community power. 

In that debate, the more thoroughgoing behavioral researchers, those 

d i s i n c l i n e d to reputation, to m o b i l i z a t i o n of b i a s , and to non-decisions, came 

to more conservative conclusions. Was t h e i r methodology — or at l e a s t t h e i r 

choice of techniques — unrelated to t h e i r findings? They dealt only with 

issues that were rai s e d to the l e v e l of v i s i b i l i t y and de c i s i o n and generally 

avoided power p o t e n t i a l and the a n t i c i p a t i o n of that p o t e n t i a l . They did not 

consider matters which were never r a i s e d , nor why they were not r a i s e d . (That 

i n f i n i t e regresses do not lend themselves r e a d i l y to empirical research does 

not n e c e s s a r i l y deny a l l of them.) In human a f f a i r s what i s at any given 

place and moment i s a precious small p o r t i o n of what might be i n any other 

moment. Further, to what extent i s what does or doesn't happen i n New Haven 

determined i n New Haven? 'Ant to what extent i s i t determined at any given 

time independently of how i t was determined i n the past (both substantively 

and procedurally)? Doesn't the range of unconsidered p o s s i b i l i t i e s say some-: 

thing about p o l i t i c a l power? 

Fourth, and l a s t f o r the moment, what of the l o c a t i o n of some of 

the most complete statements of the conservative understanding i n the 

concluding chapters of leading empirical studies or summaries thereof? 

The bulk of t h i s debate can be appreciated by a reading of the following 
( i n c h r o n o l o g i c a l order): Robert S. Lynd and Helen M. Lynd, Middletown 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1926); Floyd Hunter, Community  
Power Structure (Garden C i t y , N.Y.: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1953); 
Robert A. Dahl, "The Concept of Power," Behavioral Science, II (July,1957); 
" C r i t i q u e of the Ruling E l i t e Model," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 
L I l (June, 1958), pp. 463-69; Nelson W. Polsby, "Three Problems i n the 
Analysis of Community Power," American S o c i o l o g i c a l Review, XXIV (December, 
1959), pp. 796-803; "How to Study Community Power: The P l u r a l i s t A l t e r n a t i v e , " 
Journal of P o l i t i c s , XXII (August, 1960), pp. 474-84; Raymond E. Wolfinger, 
"Reputation and R e a l i t y i n the Study of Community Power, American S o c i o l o g i c a l  
Review, XXV (October, 1960), pp. 636-44; Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs?, o p . " c i t . ; 
Nelson, W. Polsby, Community Power and P o l i t i c a l Theory, op. c i t . Thomas J . 
Anton, "Power, Pl u r a l i s m and Local P o l i t i c s , " Administrative Science Quarterly, 
(7 March, 1963), pp. 426-58; Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz, "Decisions 
a n d Non-Decisions, an A n a l y t i c Framework," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 
LVI (September, 1963), pp. 632-42; Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz, "Two 
Faces of Power," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review LVI (December, 1962) 
pp. 947-52; McCoy and Playford, op. c i t . , a r t i c l e s by G i f l i n and Ono. 



149 
And what of the claims by many that their revisions of classical 
democratic theory (or what they saw to be classical democratic theory) 
were empirically based? A l l of these four points together must count for 
something. Let us allow for the moment that they do and carry the dis
cussion hopefully to a higher level. (I think that higher level i s fur
ther called for by the tone of many of the basic texts of empirical 
p o l i t i c a l science to be discussed shortly below.) 

Crucial to a f u l l realization of the view that there i s no simple 
causal connnection i s the fact that many empirical researchers do not 
ascribe to the conservative understanding. Most notable here are McClosky 

30 
and Lane. McClosky exp l i c i t l y counters the f i r s t element i n the con
servative understanding: 

"I t should be emphasized, however, that the correlations 
between particicipation and some of these (stratal) 
variables are low and unstable and they may vary from 
one cu l t u r a l - p o l i t i c a l context to another. Thus, edu
cation and socio-economic status and participation cor
relate strongly i n the United States, but weakly i n 
Norway."31 

McClosky goes on in this discussion to cite several other exceptions, 
He also absorbs into his summary of the findings on p o l i t i c a l partici-; 
pations both a statement of what I have called the conservative under>? 
standing and a summary of what might be called the 'post-behavioral' 
understanding. He presents them as equally credible p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 

Lane presents in his 1959 work, thus pre-dating the 'post-beha-^ 
v i o r a l i s t ' critique what might be taken as an expression of a l i b e r a l 

McClosky, " P o l i t i c a l Participation," bp. c i t . 
Ibid., p. 256. 
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understanding. J i m I w i l l here o f f e r a b r i e f c r i t i c a l d iscussion of 

that understanding, but c l e a r l y i t cannot be characterized as one which 

i s comfortable with the p o l i t i c a l apathy of the disadvantaged. Again, 

Lane e f f e c t i v e l y makes several points which were much l a t e r made a part 

of the 'post-behavioral' case. For example, he e x p l i c i t l y c r i t i c i z e s 

the tendency to overgeneralize from the a s s o c i a t i o n of heightened par

t i c i p a t i o n and the onset of t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m i n 1923-1930 A u s t r i a and 

i n 1930-1933, Germany. 3 3 He s t a t e s , 

"""Lane, op. c i t . , pp. 337-57. Another exc e l l e n t source of explanations 
and appreciation very d i f f e r e n t from the conservative understanding, i s 
Morris Rosenberg "Some Determinants of P o l i t i c a l Apathy", Public Opinion  
Quarterly, 18, 1954-55, pp. 349-66. Also e f f e c t i v e , though I think l e s s 
c o n s i s t e n t l y so, i s S.M. L i p s e t ' s P o l i t i c a l Man (that section which o r i 
g i n a l l y appears as "The Psychology of Voting: An Analysis of P o l i t i c a l 
Behavior", i n the Handbook of S o c i a l Psychology, (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Addison-Wesley, 1954) by L i p s e t , L a z a r s f e l d , Barton and Ling, pp. 1124-
1175). See also Angus Campbell, "The Passive C i t i z e n " , i n S t e i n Rokkan 
Approaches to the Study of P o l i t i c a l P a r t i c i p a t i o n , (Bergen, The Chr. 
Michelsen I n s t i t u t e , 1962). 

33 
I would add to Lane's assessment here that the issue of where Nazi 

votes came from i s f a r from s e t t l e d . See f o r example Reinhard Bendix, 
" S o c i a l S t r a t i f i c a t i o n & P o l i t i c a l Pox^er", APSR, 1952, pp. 357-75; John 
M. Cammett "Communist Theories of Fascism 1920-1935", Science and 
Society, Spring 1967; S.M. L i p s e t , "Fascism L e f t , Right & Center", 
i n P o l i t i c a l Man (op. c i t . ) , Franz Neumann, Behemoth, 1942; and e s p e c i a l l y 
the two most recent studies: K a r l O'Lessker, "Who Voted f o r H i t l e r ? A 
New Look at the Class Basis of Nazism", American Journal of Sociology, 
J u l y , 1968, pp. 63-69; and A l l a n Schnaiberg, "A C r i t i q u e of...'Who Voted 
for H i t l e r ? ' " with counter-reply by O'Lessker i n AJS, May 1969, pp. 
7 32-35. See also Arnold Brecht Mit der K r a f t des Geistes: Lebenerin- 
nerungen Zweiter T e i l 1927-1967 (Stuggart: Verlags-Anstalt, 1967); and 
for a review of four other h i s t o r i c a l accounts see The New York Review  
of Books, May 21, 1970. 
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"Because high p a r t i c i p a t i o n under the stimulus of 
one set of conditions i s associated with revolu
tionary pressures, or does create dangerous e l e c 
t o r a l tension, i t does not follow that high par
t i c i p a t i o n caused by other f a c t o r s has the same 
meaning." (p. 347) 

And l a t e r , 

"We cannot r e s i s t the expression of emotion i n 
p o l i t i c s because of the f r i g h t e n i n g experience 
of h i s t o r i c a l p a r a l l e l s . " (p. 357) 

E s s e n t i a l l y the same point i s made (eight years l a t e r ) by Bachrach 

i n a c r i t i q u e of what he takes to be Lasswell's assumption that 'an 

increase i n the power p o t e n t i a l of the mass enhances the p r o b a b i l i t y 
3 A 

of autocracy.' Bachrach goes on to c i t e several examples i n which 

such an increase produced quite the contrary r e s u l t s . He mentions the 

American Revolution, the C h a r t i s t movement i n England, the early stages 

of the New Deal, the Popular Front i n France, and I would add: the 

o r i g i n a l campaign to gain widespread suffrage i n Belgium, the C i v i l 
35 

Rights Movement i n America, the e l e c t i o n of S. Allende i n C h i l e , and 
many other cases. Lane, on the other hand o f f e r s a v a r i e t y of cases 

36 
which he sees to be examples of the ' r i s k s ' of any focusing on the 

34 
Bachrach, pp. 71-72. 

35 
This i s no longer so easy a case as when t h i s l i n e was f i r s t w r i t t e n 

two years ago. But surely here, while the l e s s advantaged were i n 
t h i s instance a c r e d i t to democratic values, major elements of the e l i t e 
were not. This case i s now also i n t e r e s t i n g as a systems-level test of 
the effectiveness of democratic p o l i t i c a l c u l t u r e , ' c i v i c ' or otherwise. 
36 

Lane, i n f a i r n e s s , should be 'credited' with being quite w i l l i n g to 
undertake these r i s k s i n an honest, though very cautious manner. 
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goal of higher p a r t i c i p a t i o n rather than the means: Huey Long's 

charisma, the dramatic and p o l a r i z e d choice of two p a r t i e s with dog

matic (Marxist and C h r i s t i a n ) cores, the A u s t r a l i a n system of f i n e s 

for non-voting and a properly cautious reference to the Almond view 
37 

of Communism as neurosis. This kind of unsystematic (and often ad 

hominem) cataloguing on Lane's part and on mine only suggests that a 

good., deal of research i s i n order on t h i s question. Again, at a 

minimum i t i s clear that an u n c r i t i c a l preoccupation with Nazi Germany 

on t h i s matter should not smother attempts to proceed with fur t h e r 
38 

a n a l y s i s ; the question must be seen as an open one. 

Lane stresses the importance of widespread p a r t i c i p a t i o n to 

democracy and i s s e r i o u s l y concerned that the disadvantaged gain an 

increased voice i n American p o l i t i c s . through a more a c t i v e i n v o l v e 

ment (his s t r e s s , however, i s on e f f e c t s while the stress i n Bachrach 

et a l . i s on self-development). A democratic system, Lane s t a t e s , needs 
39 

' i n t e l l i g e n c e ' on what he describes with A.D. Lindsay's nice phrase, 
37 

Given the composition of h i s sample i n t h i s study, Almond might more 
v a l i d l y have concluded that those who leave Communist movements have 
emotional problems. See The Appeals of Communism (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1954). 
38 

A systematic study of the kinds of p o l i t i c s associated with both high 
voter turnout and sharp increases i n voter turnout should be conducted 
as a beginning. The e f f e c t s of s o c i a l movements have also been i n s u f 
f i c i e n t l y analyzed by p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s . (The reasons are w e l l ac-? 
counted f o r by Robert Dahl, "Reply...," op. c i t . , pp. 304-5), Further 
problems can be envisioned i n o p e r a t i o n a l i z i n g 'kinds of p o l i t i c s ' i n 
t h i s case. Lane seems, for example, to see class consciousness as some
thing to be classed with r e l i g i o n s tension as somehow a wrong way to go 
about advancing p a r t i c i p a t i o n (p. 350). I w i l l consider t h i s l a s t point 
again below. 
39 

Almost Q u a l i f i e s as a 'pretty'phrase i n Hemingway's sense i n the con
cluding l i n e of The Sun Also Rises. Would that the world be so genteel. 
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'where the shoe pinches.' He effectively c r i t i c i z e s Berelson for 
" f a i l i n g to account for the concentration of indifferents and non-
participants in lower status groups" and then proceeding with a dis-; 
cussion (Berelson's concluding chapter) "as though the indifferents 
were randomly selected." (p. 346) 

Lane's primary concern i s with coming to grips with the variety 
of the means by which participation can be increased and trying to 
determine what negative side effects might be associated with them. 
His approach is an excellent one, but he has a tendency to not look 
carefully for potential positive side effects of participation (beyond 
the improved democratic functioning via 'intelligence' as mentioned 
above). He l i s t s a wide range of negative side effects and at times, 
as we w i l l discuss below, does overstate them. However, most of his 
points are extremely well-taken and i l l u s t r a t e that one shouldn't need 

to conjure the vision of Bolsheviks (or Nazis) gone mad i n the streets 
40 

to restrain any latter-day Sorel who might claim that any increase 
in activity is preferable to the stupefaction of indifference. Two of 
Lane's cautions here are worth noting: (1) In local elections (U.S.) 
the highest participant group i s a "machine-dominated clique working 
for...jobs, favors, contracts and protection...." (p. 343) and (2) one 
very l i k e l y way to effect an increase i n voter turnout and i n other 
p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t i e s is to increase stress on 'charismatic' factors in 
40 
I'm not sure how Sorel should be taken regarding Bolsheviks, at the 

time of his total rejection of indifference there were no Bolsheviks by 
that name, when there were, he was not the same man. See George Sorel, 
Reflections on Violence (New York: Collier Books, 1961) 
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candidates. 
Lane, in sharp contrast to other students of participation, concerns 

himself with spelling out thirteen means of increasing participation: 
some are 'simply' matters of electoral mechanics (equalize the relative 
weight of votes); others focus on a variety of institutions (politicize 
social institutions, raise the stakes i n electoral contest, strengthen 
p o l i t i c a l parties). His cautions are relatively restrained, e.g., 
regarding raising the electoral stakes: 

"The enhanced stakes would have the effect of making 
the acceptance by the defeated of the victors and 
their policies a more d i f f i c u l t matter. If the 
stakes were great enough, that tension which Francis 
Wilson described as depriving the constitution of 
i t s value might develop into a reality and, i n any 
event, might s p i l l over into ancillary areas of 
group conflict such that community harmony a l l up 
and down the line would be jeopardized." (p. 354) 

Again I should stress that i n spite of his cautious circumspec
tions, Lane i s quite resolute in his assertion that we should proceed. 
He gets to serious problems not often elaborated by p o l i t i c a l scientists, 
the discouragement (by 'culture') of strong group identification and 
the 'encouragement' to seeking solutions i n individual terms are dis-

41 
cussed. He even comes to seeing apathy as somehow systemically i n 
duced : 

"...people take their self-images from their social 
situations, from the reflections of themselves they 
see i n such cues as forms of address, minor courtesies, 
and postures of attention accorded to them by others. 

by 'even comes to' I do not mean to necessarily imply correctness, 
merely uniqueness. 
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The police, the c i v i l servants, the court house 
politicians are very l i k e l y to reflect these cues, 
as well as in formal policy, the p o l i t i c a l power 
of the persons with whom they are dealing. Of
f i c i a l s know who is a "constituent" and who i s not. 
And others in the community know and respond to who 
has power and uses i t . " (p. 339) 

He is not to my mind aware of how varied and deep such 'cues' can be; 
how they can be so pervasive and so effective as to eliminate from the 
agenda serious contests for power. Lane himself immediately after arguing 
for the 'increased esteem of the depressed groups' i n a staggeringly 
dated section on p o l i t i c i z i n g the female role states: 

" . . . i t is too seldom remembered i n the American 
society that working g i r l s and career women... 
are often borrowing their time...capacity for 
relaxed play... from their children to whom i t 
rightfully belongs... rise i n juvenile delinquency... 
homosexuality...." (p. 355 emphasis added.) ' 

There i s both class and sex bias i n this passage. Class cues are a sub
ject well worth an enormous amount of research by students of p o l i t i c s , 
we could start by looking at our own writing and our own universities 
before proceeding to those o f f i c i a l s bodies which deal with a broad 
public among the disadvantaged (for example, health and welfare services 
and public schools). 

Lane, then, has an understanding of stratal participation differen
t i a l s which differs considerably from that which was (is in the case of 
textbooks) dominant in the f i e l d at the time that he wrote and for some 
time after. Another behavioralist who f e l t compelled to reply to elements 

42 
of the conservative understanding was, of course, V.O. Key. His book 

V.O. Key Jr. The Responsible Electorate (Cambridge, Mass.: The 
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1966). 
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The Responsible Electorate presented "(T)he perverse and unorthodox 
argument...that the voters are not fools;" some of his findings here
in follow shortly. And of these who seem to accept much of that un
derstanding many who often write in other than the 'behavioral mood' 
are also present. For example, Mayo, Sartori and Plamenatz; although 
none of the three would accept a l l of the elements of the understanding, 
Sartori for one comes close. Needless to say, of course, innumerable 
aristocrats and others who pre-date the behavioral enterprise considerably 
would have f e l t quite comfortable with i t s tenets. But a l l of this i s 
far too indirect evidence; the best approach to demonstrating clearly 
that an empirical, quantitative approach to the study of p o l i t i c a l par̂ = 
ticipation i s not the source of the conservative understanding i s to 
show that that approach can produce evidence contrary to that under-^ 
standing. I w i l l offer and interpret in this section several examples 
of such findings. I w i l l include i n this l i s t i n g examples of methodolo
gical self-correction; that i s , findings about techniques on which ele-^ 
ments of that understanding were seen to rest. 

Let us f i r s t look at some studies related to 'authoritarianism': 
43 

(1) B.M. Bass f i r s t noted a tendency to rank as more authoritarian 
those persons whose response-set was positive. There are reasons 
and findings which lead to an expectation of an association between 
'acquiescence' (yes-response set) and the disadvantaged sectors of 
of the population. Thus most of the 250 studies lis t e d by Christie 

B.M. Bass, "Authoritarianism or Acquiescence", Journal of Abnormal  
and Social Psychology, 1955, pp. 616-23. 
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44 and Cook may well be invalid, with regard to any findings r e l -
vant to the conservative understanding. 

45 
(2) R. Christie with Marie Jahoda have edited a collection of articles 

many of which argue that the F-scale was not a valid measure of 
'authoritarianism'. 

46 
(3) CD. Farris did a study which found no significant relationship 

between 'authoritarianism'as measured on the F-scale and p o l i t i c a l 
attitudes and behavior within a low education sample. 

(4) In any case, relatively few studies have found the less advantaged 
to be dramatically'more authoritarian. For example, Janowitz and 
Marvick 4 7 found the following: 

(Manual) (Non-manual) 
Lower Class Middle Class 

High Authoritarianism 28 21 
Intermediate 37 35 
Low 35 44 

44 
R. Christie and P. Cook, "A guide to published literature relating 

to the authoritarian personality through 1956", Journal of Psychology, 
1958, pp. 171-99. This list.ds also Lipset's crucial footnote 16, 
P o l i t i c a l Man, p. 96. 
45 
R. Christie and M. Jahoda, Studies in the Scope and Method of the  

Authoritarian Personality, (New York: Free Press, 1957), 
46 
CD. Farris, "Authoritarianism as a P o l i t i c a l Variable", Journal of  

P o l i t i c s , 1956, pp. 61-82. 
47 

Morris Janowitz and Duane Marvick, "Authoritarianism and P o l i t i c a l 
Behavior", POQ, Summer, 1953, pp. 185-201, for a no-relationship finding 
see Bruno Bettleheinr and Morris Janowitz, The Dynamics of Prejudice, 1950. 
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The existence of a relationship was s t a t i s t i c a l l y significant, but 
hardly dramatic. Some studies have found a pattern, but more have 
found class to be inversely related to F-scale score. One example 
of a finding supportive of Lipset's view i s a study by MacKinnon and 
Centers.^ 

These factors, when considered with the matters expressed in the 
last chapter regarding Lipset's 'working-class authoritarians,' surely 
should remove at least this aspect of support from the f i f t h element 
of the conservative understanding. It is highly doubtful that one can 
meaningfully say that "authoritarianism" i s something that individuals 
carry around with them. Being acquiescent with opinion interviewers 
cannot be taken as a valid measure of likelihood of supporting Fascism, 
or any real-world p o l i t i c a l position or movement. If that weren't suf-. 
f i c i e n t , there i s the finding by Farris which shows that the less 
educated are less l i k e l y to carry any such question response inclination 
through into other p o l i t i c a l attitudes and behaviors. Even considering 
a l l of these factors,one has the additional fact that the relationship 
between relative advantage and high F-scale scores is neither consistent, 
nor, generally strong. 

There are also many findings which c a l l into the r e l i a b i l i t y and 
generalizability of the more narrow findings of strata-related 

48 
W.J. Mackinnon & Richard Centers, "Authoritarianism and Urban S t r a t i f i 

cation", American Journal of Sociology, 1956, did find significantly higher 
authoritarianism in working class. However, John P. Kirscht and Ronald C. 
Dillehay in their Dimensions of Authoritarianism (Lexington: University 
of Kentucky Press, 1967) l i s t three contrary results and some mixed. 
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differences i n l i b e r a l i t y and tolerance. 

(1) Regarding r a c i a l prejudice as a form of ' i l l i b e r a l i t y ' or i n -
49 

tolerance, Michael Rogin c i t e s findings which show that with 

education, l e v e l c o n t r o l l e d , lower income Americans are more 

w i l l i n g to accept Blacks as neighbors or fellow-workers than 

are 'middle-class' or 'upper-class'respondents. Further, within 

the lower class education seems to have no e f f e c t . -^Moreover 

(he reports") 'at every educational l e v e l the lower class i s more' 

w i l l i n g to accept Negroes as fellow workers." (p. 99) The center 

of the 1964 Wallace vote i n Wisconsin was found by Rogin to be i n 

the wealthy upper middle-class sections of Milwaukee. 

(2) In another study, Rogin found the Wisconsin working-class not to 

be.the basis of (Joseph) McCarthy's support. 

(3) Stouffer i n h i s e a r l i e r well-known study of American S o l d i e r s ' ^ 

found the following a t t i t u d e s (behavioral intentions) with regard 

to a Negro -moving into respondents' neighborhood (by SES): 

Michael 'Rogin "Wallace and the Middle Class: The White Blacklash i n 
Wisconsin", Public Opinion Quarterly, XXX (Spring, 1966), pp. 98-108. 

"^Michael. Rogin, The Radical Spectre: McCarthy., Populism and the In 
t e l l e c t u a l s (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1967). See also the c o l l e c t i o n 
edited by A l l e n J . Matusow Joseph R. McCarthy (Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1970) f o r s i x studies on topic "Who were the 
McCarthyites?" showing u t t e r l y mixed r e s u l t s . 

Samuel Stouffer et a l . , The American S o l d i e r , 2 volumes, .(Princeton; 
Princeton U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1949). 



160 

Below average Average Above average 

Treat as others 40 36 31 
Don't Care 31 24 21 

Depends 10 12 15 

Move Out 2 11 7 

Move Them Out 9 10 17 

Undecided 8 7 9 

(4) After reporting that both the lower-income and the upper-income 

groups slightly higher on ethnocentrism than middle-income persons 

and finding salesmen and policemen the most prejudiced by occupation 
52 

and busdrivers and government workers the least, Frankel-Brunswick 

concludes: 
"These relationships, however, are so tenuous as to 
support the hypothesis that economic factors as such 
are not closely related to ethnocentrism so far as 
individuals are concerned." 

53 
(5) Eldersveld, in his study of Detroit and Detroit area p o l i t i c a l 

52 
Else Frenkel-Brunswick, "The Interaction of Psychological and Socio

logical Factors in P o l i t i c a l Behavior," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 
1952, pp. 44-65. 
53 
Samuel J. Eldersveld, P o l i t i c a l Parties: A Behavioral Analysis (Chicago: 

Rand McNally & Company, 1964), pp.192-93. Even, perhaps, stronger doubts 
about the Stouffer findings are implicit i n an excellent study by Howard 
J. Ehrlich entitled "Instrument Error and the Study of Prejudice," Social  
Forces, 43 (December, 1964) pp. 197-206. Ehrlich finds that many respon
dents f e l t that forced response answers on these matters did not allow 
them to express accurately what they f e l t . He found that standard 
questions in this area forced respondents to depart from the usual way 
in which they conceptualized the matters at hand. He concluded, "(G)iven 
the only moderate correlations that have been obtained between most mea
sures of prejudice and other variables, i t i s clear that the magnitude 
of the differences observed in this study is sufficient to radically 
alter such correlations," (p. 197) 
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leaders and party a c t i v i s t s , found r e s u l t s that the genera]izability -

of the McClosky or Stouffer findings that leaders are more pro

gressive i n non-economic issue-areas than i s the population at 

large. He found Republican d i s t r i c t chairmen, executive board 

members, p r e c i n c t chairmen and " l o y a l i s t s " to be considerably 

l e s s supportive of c i v i l r i g h t s than a random sample of area 

c i t i z e n r y . Further, the more a c t i v e and higher placed the member 

of the " e l i t e " , the l e s s supportive of c i v i l r i g h t s . Democratic 

party leaders and a c t i v i s t s tended to hold a view very near to 

that of the p u b l i c ' a t large. 

Foreign p o l i c y a t t i t u d e s are sometimes considered a part of the 

concern that the l e s s advantaged and/or the non-participators are a 

p o t e n t i a l threat to l i b e r a l democratic s t a b i l i t y . The l e s s advantaged 

are b e l i e v e d to be l e s s progressive, l e s s l i b e r a l on f o r e i g n p o l i c y 

matters than are the more established sectors of s o c i e t y . There i s 

seen to be a causal l i n k between, on the one hand, ignorance l e v e l with 
54 

regard to f o r e i g n p o l i c y matters, and on the other, aggressiveness. 
A study by W.A. Gamson^^ c a l l s much of t h i s i n t o question. For example, 

54 
See, for example, G a b r i e l A. Almond, The American People & Foreign  

P o l i c y (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, Co. 1950). Martin K r i e s -
berg "Dark Areas of Ignorance," i n Lester Markel (Ed.) P u b l i c Opinion  
and Foreign P o l i c y (New York: Harper, 1949), and James N. Rosenau, 
Public Opinion and Foreign P o l i c y (New York: Random House, 1961). Not 
a l l these studies make t h i s p a r t i c u l a r argument but a l l are highly dubious 
regarding mass competence with regard to f o r e i g n p o l i c y . L i p s e t includes 
f o r e i g n p o l i c y aggressiveness as part of h i s case for authoritarianism of 
the working c l a s s . 

W:A. Gamson, "Knowledge and Foreign Policy Opinions," Public Opinion  
Quarterly (Summer, 1966) pp. 187-99. 
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he shows that those who favor decreasing America's involvement i n the 

Korean War were far more often from among those who scored low on f o r e i g n 

p o l i c y knowledge t e s t s . He also notes a 1954 f i n d i n g which i n d i c a t e d 

that those with l e s s education were more i n c l i n e d to b e l i e v e that the 

U.S. should t r y to agree with the Russians on e l i m i n a t i n g atomic 

weapons. 

There have been f o r e i g n p o l i c y issues on which a t c e r t a i n times 

the l e s s advantaged have tended to be l e s s l i b e r a l . For example, sup

port of the United Nations i n the post-World War II period. However, 

for both the Korean and Vietnam wars find i n g s quite c o n s i s t e n t l y showed 

eith e r no d i f f e r e n c e i n aggressiveness by occupation or income-level, 
56 

or that the more advantaged were the more aggressive. 

Some who worry about the a f f e c t s of mass f o r e i g n p o l i c y a t t i t u d e s 

worry that the less advantaged are both too aggressive and too i s o l a t i o 

n i s t , that i s that they would be more l i k e l y to opt for e i t h e r extreme 

and to do so i n an inconsistent and too changeable manner. Roper"'7 

See Hamilton, op. c i t . , Schuman, op. c i t . , and P a t r i c i a Dolbeare "The 
S o c i a l Correlates of Attitudes towards the Vietnam War," Unpublished 
manuscript, Un i v e r s i t y of Wisconsin Sociology Department. Also see 
Sidney Verba, et a l . , "Public Opinion and the War i n Vietnam," American 
P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXI (June, 1967) pp. 317-33.who report "Res
pondents with high information scores were more l i k e l y to favor e s c a l a t i o n 
and l e s s l i k e l y to favor de-escalation. The c o r r e l a t i o n s are small — a 
c o r r e l a t i o n of .12 between information and e s c a l a t i o n and -.19 between 
information and de-escalation" (p. 326). They further found no r e l a t i o n 
ship between Vietnam War p o l i c y preferences on the one hand and income, 
education, or occupation on the other. 

Elmo Roper, "American Attitudes an World Organization," P u b l i c Opinion  
Quarterly, F a l l , 1953, p. 401. 
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found no economic level differences on isolationism or on support for 
a wide variety of internationalist options. 

Also in the area of foreign policy knowledge and 1enlighthtenment', 
comes the following point for consideration prior to drawing any wide 
generalizations from attitude survey data in this area (both questions 
were asked i n 1944 of a large random sample): 

Yes No No Opinion 
"Do you think we ought to 
start talking now about 
the kind of peace we want 
after the war"? 81% 15% 4% 
"Which of these seem better to 
you — for us to win the war 
f i r s t and then start thinking 
about peace, or start talking 
now about the kind of peace we 
want after the war?" 41% 55% 4% 

Finally here, I would mention an excellent a r t i c l e by William R. 
58 

Caspary in which he effectively demonstrates that what he terms the 
'mood theory' of foreign policy public opinion as stated by Almond and 

59 
accepted by many others i s erroneous. He quotes Almond: 

"The characteristic response to questions of 
foreign policy i s one of indifference. A foreign 

William R. Caspary, "The 'Mood Theory': A Study of Public Opinion 
and Foreign Policy," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXIV (June, 
1970), pp. 536-47. 
J JCaspary cites Almond, op. c i t . , Rosenau, op. c i t . , and three other 
major works in the f i e l d as generally adhering to this view. The other 
three mentioned are: Martin C. Needier, Understanding Foreign Policy, 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1966); Edgar S. Furniss, Jr. 
and Richard C. Snyder, An Introduction to American Foreign Policy, 
(New York: Rinehart, 1955); Bernard C. Cohen, The P o l i t i c a l Process  
and Foreign Policy,(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957). 
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policy c r i s i s , short of the immediate threat of war 
may transform indifference to vague apprehension, 
to fatalism, to anger; but the reaction i s s t i l l a 
mood." (p. 53) 

And further he notes that Almond doubts that the "public" can provide 
stable support for international commitments: 

"Because of the superficial attitudes toward world 
politics...a temporary Russian tactical withdrawal 
may produce strong tendencies toward demobilisation 
and the reassertion of the primacy of private and 
domestic values," (P«55) 

He then analyzes trend data on the NORC po l l questions on a range of 
foreign policy issues and on levels of attention or interest i n foreign 
policy. He concludes: 

"The Mood Theory was summarized at the start of this 
paper as having a premise — generally low and un
stable attention to foreign affairs — and a conclu^ 
sion — unstable support for foreign policy commit
ments. Empirical evidence has been presented i n 
these pages to show that both the premise and the 
conclusion are false." (p. 546) 

If i t i s becoming increasingly less clear that empirical data do 
indeed support the view that the less advantaged are aggressive, un
reliable, authoritarian and i l l i b e r a l , what of their relative level of 

60 
support for democratic (as opposed to 'liberal') norms? Dennis has 
recently found that income and occupation — when partialled for edu
cation, do not correlate with the "Voting Duty" and "Efficacy of 
Elections" factors he has derived from a factor analysis of 19 electoral 
system support questions. The factor he calls "Approval of the Electoral 
Process" does correlate positively with income (Partial r .10, significant 

Jack Dennis, "Support for the Institution of Elections by the Mass 
Public," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, LXIV (September, 1970), pp. 
819-35. 
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at .05 l e v e l ) , but not with occupation. When one look6 at the rotated 

f a c t o r matrix of i n d i v i d u a l items, however, one finds that the two 

items i d e n t i f i e d under t h i s heading are: 

" I t i s impossible for most voters to make informed 
and i n t e l l i g e n t decisions when they go to the p o l l s . " 

and, 

"Our p o l i t i c a l system would work a l o t better i f our 
leaders were chosen on the basis of merit i n compe
t i t i v e examinations rather than by e l e c t i o n s , (p. 824) 

I fear these questions confound a b i t f a i t h i n the e l e c t o r a t e , f a i t h i n 

the mechanism of voting, f a i t h i n educational technology, and b e l i e f 

that c o r r e c t information i s a v a i l a b l e . Given the very low c o r r e l a t i o n 

i t might be worth s o r t i n g that a l l out, or simply r e a l i z i n g that the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p i s small and of f a r from obvious import. 

There i s a somewhat stronger r e l a t i o n s h i p between a l l three 

v a r i a b l e s and education — that i s , persons with more education — when 

income and occupation, sex, etc. are c o n t r o l l e d — are more l i k e l y to 

disagree with such statements as: 

(Statement 17) "A person should only vote i n an 
e l e c t i o n i f he cares about how i t 
i s going to come out." 

and agree with, 

(Statement 10) "The way people vote i s the main 
thing that decides how things are 
run i n t h i s country." (p. 824) 

But, Dennis f i n d s , there i s no r e l a t i o n s h i p between eit h e r "Approval of 

the E l e c t o r a l Process" and " E f f i c a c y of E l e c t i o n s " and voter turnout; 

only voting duty i s e f f e c t i v e . What these mean then, although Dennis 

does not take notice of i t , i s that some of the le s s educated respondents 
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were turning out in spite of their acceptance of Statement 10 and 
others were not, presumably, "because" of their tendency to not accept 
Statement 17. The electoral process for some has limited effect (a 
r e a l i s t i c view), but some vote in any case; others, contrary to the more 
educated, tend not to vote when they are indifferent about the particular 
result. A l l i n a l l , I think this study demonstrates that the less ad
vantaged are no less l i k e l y to support electoral democracy generally; 
they may be less inclined only to r i t u a l adherence to social norms, their 
non-voting a reflection of actualities of party choice i n the U.S. 

One study which gets away from the American context presents 
sharply different and at times astonishing results. It i s a rarely 
cited study and has not, to my knowledge, been followed up. Hennessey^ 
using data collected i n Italy, investigates class, party and four a t t i 
tudinal variables: support of democratic norms, sense of p o l i t i c a l ef
ficacy, degree of p o l i t i c a l involvement, and level of support for the 
p o l i t i c a l party system. On support for democratic norms>and social 
class, he found the following: 

Democratic Norms Class 
Low Middle High 

Least Supportive 40 37 55 
Most Supportive 60 62 44 

This finding is significant at the .001 level (Kendall's tau = .16). 

Timothy M. Hennessey, "Democratic Attitudinal Configurations Among 
Italian Youth", Midwest Journal of P o l i t i c a l Science, XIII, May, 1969, 
pp. 167-93. 
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Intrlguingly, the p o l i t i c a l l e f t generally scored better than the 
p o l i t i c a l right; the grouping which included the Communist did better 
on such matters as protection of minority rights than did supporters of 
the Christian Democrats. What these results do for the Civic Culture 
and for the belief that the less advantaged have a greater propensity 
for authoritarian movements (Lipset) is interesting. When one couples 
the relatively more democratic attitudes of Italian Communist Party 
membership with that party's non-seizure of power immediately after 
World War I I , a time when most agree, that they would have had l i t t l e 
d i f f i c u l t y , one realizes that one should not make quick assumptions 
about authoritarianism — for individuals, for social groups, or for 
p o l i t i c a l parties whatever their stated ideology. 

Another study which causes wonder regarding the validity of 
questions purporting to measure matters so general and complex as sup-

62 
port of democratic norms is that by LaPalombara and Waters. They 
had the honesty to show that their use of standard questions i n these 
matters produced a result in which 54% of those who were classed as 
'democratic' could also be classed,on the basis of other questions in 
the survey, as 'pro-fascist.' 

To this point, I have presented matters relating to differences 
on particular attitudes or clusters of attitudes. A l l of these materials 
have related to the f i f t h element of the conservative understanding (only 

Joseph LaPalombara and Jerry G. Waters, "Values Expectations and 
P o l i t i c a l Predispositions of Italian Youth", Midwest Journal of P o l i t i c a l  
Science, 5, (1961), p. 49. 
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i t and the second could be s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e p l i e d to by the sorts of 

empirical data that are a v a i l a b l e ) . Before I look b r i e f l y at a few 

materials bearing on q u a n t i t a t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n and the second element 

of the understanding, I would l i k e to consider two matters broader than 

any p a r t i c u l a r a t t i t u d e . The matters are: f i r s t , voter r a t i o n a l i t y 

and second, the r e l a t i o n s h i p of a t t i t u d e s (regarding r a c i a l prejudice) 

and behavior. Empirical research has a great deal to add i n both these 

matters and both begin to throw even wider doubts on the conservative 

understanding. 

The best known demonstration of voter r a t i o n a l i t y i s V.O. Key's 
63 

The Responsible E l e c t o r a t e . Therein Key looked at data from U.S. 

P r e s i d e n t i a l e l e c t i o n s between 1936 and 1960 comparing a t t i t u d e s of 

"switchers" to a t t i t u d e s of "standpatters" and concludes that of those 

who supported the party i n power, those at odds with p o l i c y of 'ins' 

were most l i k e l y to.defect. These c o r r e l a t i o n s were often very high, 

while those i n agreement with the p o l i c y p o s i t i o n of the 'ins' tended 

to continue to vote f o r them. Those who supported the 'outs' were s i m i l a r l y 

i n c l i n e d to tend to vote as policy-based r a t i o n a l i t y would d i c t a t e . Many 

of the persons with no p o s i t i o n on a given issue had strong opinions on 

another. Party l o y a l t y (standpatters) often tends to overshadow disagree

ment on some p a r t i c u l a r issue — those who voted "party" were l e s s i n 

c l i n e d to switch when they disagreed at a given time than those who 

Op. c i t . , see also on th i s issue Harry Daudt, F l o a t i n g Voters and  
the F l o a t i n g Vote (Leiden: H.E. Stenfert, 1961) 
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"floated". When the data are looked at in these ways — especially 
considering that the electorate is judging retrospectively — the 
broad conclusions come to by Berelson and cited regularly since, seem 
greatly weakened i f not unfounded. Given the record of the American 
" e l i t e " on doing after an election what i t appears they intend to do, 
one can hardly expect rational voters to base their judgement on other 
than the record,nor to bother to study carefully the verbal behavior 
of candidates. 

The assertion that the average voter — or the less advantaged 
voter — is not attentive or informed may at times be true when i t i s 
the researcher or the p o l i t i c i a n who is deciding which issues are most 
important. When the voters themselves are deciding what is salient, the 

64 
result can be altogether different. One study reports that when Ivan 
Allen J r . , a wealthy white businessman who was clearly not an all-out 
integrationist, was the candidate against Lester Maddox in 1961 for 
Mayor of Atlanta, the vote in Black Precinct 7-D was Allen 2003, Maddox 
4. There were five white voters li v i n g in the d i s t r i c t (one of whom may 
well have been embarrassed). The average education and income level i n 
Black Atlanta are not high, nor l i k e l y and ju s t i f i a b l y was p o l i t i c a l ef
ficacy. Nevertheless, the degree of organization, attentiveness, i n 
formation and communication was, in this case, truly staggering. Numerous 
other examples of sensitivity, sometimes to seemingly imperceptible 
differences, can be found among Black voters on the-race issue. 
64 

See Lawrence H. Fuchs (Ed.) American Ethnic Po l i t i c s (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1968). 
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A further study of voter rationality by .Shapiro0"3 concluded: 
"The evidence adduced above. . .suggest:? that for 
our sample and with respect to our re.ferent sample 
of voters,voting choices are rational." (p. 118) 

Shapiro used a factor analytic model of eight party variables, seven 
personality quality variables, seven issue variables and seven 'inter
personal cue variables' and sought to avoid "...presuppositions about 
the particular values and substantive information relevant to decisions." 
(p. 1118) He included both economic and socio-psychological factors 
and both the inductive and deductive aspects of rationality. The study 
was complexly and carefully conceived and the finding convincing. 

Finally here, Eldersveld in Political Parties reported a finding significant 
particularly with regard to the conclusions in Voting. Eldersveld found 
that of Detroit party precinct leaders, 22% of Democrats and 48% of Re
publicans f e l t that on the issues, there were no differences between the 
parties. An additional 20% of Democrats and 24% of Republican leaders 
f e l t that the parties were differed only i n organization and campaign 
techniques, that there were no issues in the Inst campaign, or that can
didate personality was the only issue i n the last campaign. Thus a majo
r i t y of those who were actively, loyally and, presumably, attentively i n 
volved i n the p o l i t i c a l campaign were no different in their judgement than 
were the voters whose behavior was sach as tc c a i s t ; doubt i n their capacity 

65 
Michael J. Shapiro, "Rational P o l i t i c a l Man: A Synthesis of Economic 

and Socio-Psychological Perspectives," American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, 
LXIII (December, 1969), pp. 1106-119. 
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to carry the processes of democracy. The 'angels' were no different 

than the mass. The electoral contests in many of the areas wherein 

these activists were involved were closely contested. 

Curiously Eldersveld refuses to face clearly what he might have 

found. He does not seriously consider the pos s i b i l i t y that the parties 

are not in fact any different,and that voter indifference to issue pro

nouncements involves considerably more p o l i t i c a l perceptiveness than does 

the judgement by p o l i t i c a l scientists that they are uninformed, uninterested 

and ignorant. Eldersveld states i n , what seems to me a strange non 

sequitur: 

"Despite the "Tweedledum-Tweedledee Theory"of 
American p o l i t i c s (that there are no real issue 
and ideological differences between the two par
ties) , i t is indeed peculiar to find such a large 
number of party leaders advancing this perception 
in precincts of intensive party combat." (p. 309) 

He then goes on to offer several lame attempts at explanation, e.g., 

that many of the leaders might not have "lived long in the Detroit area," 

or that they were perfunctorily i n the position of d i s t r i c t leader. He 

then doubts that these leaders were " i n close contact with their p o l i t i c a l 

world." One wonders what thorough evidence he has that the parties are not 

indistinguishable; before party activists are presumed to be somehow uninformed. 

The other question to be dealt with at this point i s far less deci

sive in i t s effects on the conservative understanding. However, i t raises 

a large number of questions which c a l l for considerable research effort 

related to the understanding of p o l i t i c a l attitudes and participation. 

There is considerable body of relevant literature developing i n the area 

of the relationship between attitudes and behavior which should be applied 
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to our concerns in this inquiry. There has been some highly imaginative 
research conducted, dating back at least to 1934, which has a considerable 

66 
bearing. For example,the earliest study that I know of, that by LaPiere, 
consisted o f , f i r s t , a t r i p around the United States with a Chinese couple 
stopping at a series of restaurants and overnight accommodations and 
second, of a follow-up questionnaire. It was found that 93% of the res
taurants and 92% of the sleeping places indicated in response to the ques
tionnaire that they would not accept members of the Chinese race as guests, 
In the course of the previous t r i p , only one of those same f a c i l i t i e s ac
tually refused service. , In a similar study about twenty years later, 
Kutner, Wilkins and Yarrow^7 got a similar response with a mixed group 
of white and Negro women. 

Many other studies have demonstrated similar gaps between stated at^ 
titude and overt behavior or between different forms of overt behavior. 

68 
For example, between stated prejudice and dealing with store personnel, 
between workplace behavior i n coal mines and behavior outside of the work 66 

Richard LaPiere, "Attitude vs. Action," Social Forces, 13 (December, 
1934), pp. 230-37. 
^Bernard Kutner, Carol Wilkins and Penny Yarrow, "Verbal Attitudes 
and Overt Behavior Involving Racial Prejudice," Journal of Abnormal  
and Social Psychology, 47 (1952), pp. 649-52. This study avoided some of 
the many problems in the earlier one: for example, the follow-up letters 
were informal with the sentence "since some of them are colored, I won
dered whether you would object to this coming?" added seemingly as an 
afterthought. Most never replied and denied to follow-up telephone 
calls that they had ever received the letter. 
68 

Gerhart Saenger and Emily Gilbert, "Customer Reactions to the Inte
gration of Negro Sales Personnel," International Journal of Opinion  
Attitude Research, 4 (1950), pp. 29-44. 
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69 s i t u a t i o n , between prejudice t e s t scores and s o c i a l behavior i n 

imaginatively contrived s i t u a t i o n s a n d between stated prejudice 

and a c t u a l behavior when a Black moved in t o a neighborhood.^"*". In 

t h i s l a t t e r case, the overt behavior was i n some cases seemingly more 

prejudiced than the stated a t t i t u d e , and i n other cases l e s s . 

A l l of t h i s , i t would seem to me, points to a serious need to 

determine i f there are s o c i a l or economic c o r r e l a t e s to d i f f e r e n c e s i n 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p between stated a t t i t u d e s and overt behavior. This 

72 
becomes e s p e c i a l l y relevant when one considers the view of Saenger: 

"Within each income group the more educated appear 
to be l e s s p r e j u d i c e d . . . ( t h i s could come by) 
greater exposure to intergroup education, or by  
greater f a m i l i a r i t y with the American creed which  
i n h i b i t s the expression of prejudice. To the ex
tent that ignorance creates fear of the unknown, 
to that extent education may counteract p r e j u d i c i a l 
tendencies. On the other hand, i t i s p o s s i b l e that 

69 
R.D. Minard, "Race Relationships i n the Pocahontas Coal F i e l d , " 

Journal of S o c i a l Issues, 8 (1952), pp. 29-44. 
70 

Melvin DeFleur and Frank Westie, Verbal A t t i t u d e s and Overt Acts: 
An Experiment on the Salience of A t t i t u d e s , " American S o c i o l o g i c a l  
Review, 23 (1958), pp. 667-73. 
71 

J . Fishman, "Some S o c i a l and Psychological Determinants of I n t e r -
Group Relations i n Changing Neighborhoods: An Introduction to the 
Bridgeview Study," S o c i a l Forces, 40 (October, 1961), pp. 42-51. These 
four studies a l l f i r s t came to my a t t e n t i o n i n a reading of Lawrence S. 
Linn, "Verbal Attitudes and S o c i a l Behavior: A Study of R a c i a l D i s c r i 
mination," S o c i a l Forces, 43 (March, 1965), pp. 353-63. See also leek 
Ajzen, et a l . , "Looking Backward R e v i s i t e d : A Reply to Deutscher," 
American S o c i o l o g i s t , 5 (August 1970), pp. 267-73, and Arthur R. Cohen 
A t t i t u d e Change and S o c i a l Influence, (New York: Basic Books, 1964). 
72 

Gerhart Saenger, The S o c i a l Psychology of Prejudice (New York: Harper 
and Brothers, 1953). 
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those more familiar with the American creed are  
more capable of giving correct 'unprejudicial' 
answers in response to questionnaires. (emphasis • 
added)". 

One should also consider here the further possibility that the more 
advantaged may have an easier time being attitudinally less prejudiced 
because the chances of their being put to the test i n overt behavior 
situations are far more remote. This i s suggested by the conclusion 
to a study by Linn: 

"Discrepant behavior i n a negative direction 
(racially l i b e r a l attitudes which are incon
sistent with subsequent discriminatory behavior) 
w i l l increase i f the l i b e r a l attitudes represent 
an unstable position (the lacking of actual ex
perience and reality-testing) and i f the level 
of social involvement with the attitude object 
(in the overt behavior test) i s high." (p. 364, 
last parenthetical remark added for clarity.) 

Linn also suggested, with regard to the DeFleur and Westie study, that as 
the subjects 

"...were young college g i r l s who had only recently 
been exposed to the norms and values of the l i b e r a l 
university subculture...a large number of them...had 
already begun to play their university social role 
as a raci a l l i b e r a l . " (p. 363) 

Education, as has been shown, i s the most effective variable, perhaps 
the only significantly effective advantage variable, with regard to 
ra c i a l attitudes. Could i t not be the case that much of whatever, i f 
any, differences exist are at the verbal level only? And what of other 
differences with regard to 'learning the l i b e r a l social creed'? Surely 
a good deal of additional research is called for here and surely the 
case of the relative tolerance levels of the less advantaged i s even 
less clear. Less frequently cited empirical research, I think, has 



175 

shown, that the empirical g r o u n d m g A q u a l i t a t i v e aspects of the conser

v a t i v e understanding i s highly questionable at best. 

I w i l l turn now to look very b r i e f l y at the q u a n t i t a t i v e aspects 

of the conservative understanding. There i s l i t t l e doubt here that the 

less advantaged do p a r t i c i p a t e l e s s . There are, however, some exceptions 

which have not always been given s u f f i c i e n t emphasis. Several g e n e r a l i 

zations can be made here. T y p i c a l l y the d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n voting by occu^ 

p a t i o n a l status groupings i s notably smaller i n Europe than i n North 

America. T y p i c a l l y a l s o , even i n the United States, unionized workers 

are s i g n i f i c a n t l y more l i k e l y to vote than non-unionized workers at 

comparable status and income l e v e l s . Where there i s a party a c t i v e l y 

seeking to mobilize the les s advantaged,differentials tend to be l e s 

sened or erased. Where workers are a higher percentage of the e l e c t o r a t e 

i n a given area, the d i f f e r e n t i a l s tend to be smaller. Where workers are 

i n i s o l a t e d occupations (miners, fishermen, lumbering, etc.) turnout 

tends to be higher. 

I f one looks at the s t a t i s t i c s i n Tingsten's c l a s s i c study 
72a 

P o l i t i c a l Behavior one i s struck at how frequently the occupational 

d i f f e r e n c e s are very small. For example, i n Basel-Stadt i n 1911, the 

following d i f f e r e n c e : S o c i a l Class I I I (workers, workers i n Cantonal 

Service, and workers i n cooperative service) 66.8%, merchants, brokers, 

68.7%, Direct o r s and heads of firms 73.7%, engineers, a r c h i t e c t s , chemists 

69.9% and so f o r t h . In Danzig (1927), the o v e r a l l d i f f e r e n c e s seem even 

^ H e r b e r t Tings ten, P o l i t i c a l Behavior: Studies i n E l e c t i o n S t a t i s t i c s , 
(Totawa, N.J.: The Bedminster Press, 1963). O r i g i n a l l y published 1937. 
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smaller, even reversed — " i n independent occupation" 90.5%, free 
professionals 82.1%, sk i l l e d workers 87.9%, unskilled workers 89.3%. 
In Copenhagen (1913) o f f i c i a l s — the highest category — 87.7%, free 
professions 82.2%, workers 87.1%. In Vienna (1923) workers 94.0%, 
lawyers, doctors, technicians, etc. 86.9%, public service administration 
92.4%. 

Tingsten also reports, using figures from Switzerland, "that on 
the whole the voting frequency rises with the relative strength of the 
group (workers) in the d i s t r i c t . " (p. 126) In P o l i t i c a l Man Upset re
ported that Berlin working-class d i s t r i c t s turn out at over 90%.He attributes 
this and the high turnout of workers i n France to the active role of 
Socialist and Communist parties in organizing sport and social clubs, 
workers cooperative housing, the trade union movement and youth groups. 
Party concern for and interest in workers is demonstrated tangibly even 
when governmental power has not been attained. This can be especially 
effective in sol i d a r i s t i c communities wherein there i s l i t t l e mixing 
of classes. 

Lipset goes on to say: 
"Districts within cities which are homogeneous, 
either largely working class or middle class in 
Vienna, Amsterdam, Basel, Berlin, Helsinki, parts 
of Britain, and Norway have a much higher vote than 
those with a "mixed" population as various studies 
from 1920-57 have reported." (p. 216) 

He also reports that among miners voting turnout is typically higher than 

occupational status alone might predict. 
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73 Al l a r t and Bruun report that in Sweden there i s a high correlation 
between Communist party strength and percentage turnout. They also 
found that i n Finland generally, workers are more li k e l y to "vote than 

74 
are white-collar professionals. Campbell and Valen found that i n the 
United States education and socio-economic status correlate highly with 
participation, but in Norway they do not. They conclude that this i s 
in large part explained by the relatively higher level of p o l i t i c a l 
organization i n the Norwegian working class. A l l i n a l l , i t can be said 
that much of whatever tendency exists to overdraw the size and universa
l i t y of stratal differences on voting,turnout may well relate to an over-
dependence on American data sources. 

Lastly here, I would li k e to indicate a few empirical findings which 
touch generally on the overall nature of the conservative understanding. 
One interesting finding i s found i n Eldersveld's P o l i t i c a l Parties :̂~* Characteristics Among Respondents with Favorable Recruitment Attitudes 

(Democratic Party) 
Favorable Recruitment Attitudes 

Highly Exposed to Party Not Exposed to Party 
Professional-managerial 29% 4% 
Skilled Workers 13% 4% 
Semi- and unskilled 19% 50% 

73 
E.Allardt and K e t t i l Bruun, "Characteristics of the Finnish Non-Voter," 

Transactions of the Westermarck.. Society, 3 (1956), pp. 55-76. 
^Angus Campbell and Henry Valen, "Party Identification in Norway and 
the United States," Public Opinion Quarterly, 25 (1961) pp. 505-25. 
~̂*0p. c i t . , p. 446. 
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Results are responses to the question 'Would you encourage your son to 
enter p o l i t i c s ? ' Semi- and unskilled workers are quite favorably inclined 
unless they had had some exposure to the party. Contrastingly, higher 
status persons were encouraged by their exposure to the party. One can 
only get the impression that the experience of the less advantaged within 
the Democratic Party is less favorable than that of the more advantaged. 
The disinclination to participation this seems to indicate, at least for 
some Americans, i s not a matter of inattention and ignorance, but real 
experience. It is one, admittedly modest, indication that the problem 
is not merely one of individuals, but i s also one of the functioning of 
institutions. 

The view within the conservative understanding that low p a r t i c i 
pation rates can be taken as a sign of satisfaction with the system 
seems to f l y i n the face of the findings that, for example and obviously, 

76 

the less advantaged are less satisfied generally. But consider too-
again the sharp correlations between p o l i t i c a l cynicism, p o l i t i c a l ef
ficacy, p o l i t i c a l trust, and so forth and participation. What is consis
tently shown is that those who are less active p o l i t i c a l l y are less 
l i k e l y to believe that the system i s f a i r , that i t s leaders are trust
worthy, that i t s decisions can be altered by "people l i k e themselves." 
Almond and Verba and others put a meaning on these findings which assumes 
that they are not simply accurate perceptions of differential treatment 
Every sign indicates that non-participation reflects cynicism, doubt and/ 
or hopelessness rather than contentedness. 
7^Alex Inkeles, "The Relationship of Status to Experience, Perception and 
Values," American Journal of Sociology, 66 (July, 1960). 
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Further, there i s considerable evidence that p a r t i c i p a t i o n can 

have p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s on further p a r t i c i p a t i o n and can improve as w e l l 

the q u a l i t y of that p a r t i c i p a t i o n . For example, Merton and o t h e r s ^ 

looked at a New Jersey shipyard workers housing p r o j e c t which was forced 

to incorporate as a town. Workers had to take a l l c i v i c p o s i t i o n s i n 

cluding l i b r a r y board memberships, school board and so f o r t h . They 

tended thereafter to be f a r more a c t i v e i n e l e c t o r a l p o l i t i c s as w e l l . 
78 

L i p s e t i n h i s study of Saskatchewan a t t r i b u t e s the a c t i v i s t and h i g h l y 

democratic p o l i t i c s of wheat farmers i n part to t h e i r p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 
79 

community leadership r o l e s . Solomon and others reported, i n c i d e n t a l l y , 

that during c i v i l r i g h t s protests i n A t l a n t a and Cambridge (Maryland) 

crime rates i n Negro communities dropped s u b s t a n t i a l l y . S o l i d a r i s t i c 

p o l i t i c a l a c t i o n , i t might be hypothesized, reduces i n d i v i d u a l s o l u t i o n s 

to f r u s t r a t i o n . Class s o l i d a r i t y (which promotes p a r t i c i p a t i o n ) also 
80 

seems to have some e f f e c t on a t t i t u d e s towards m i n o r i t i e s . Hatt 

Robert K. Merton, P a t r i c i a S. West and Marie Jahoda, Patterns of S o c i a l 
L i f e : Explorations i n the Sociology and S o c i a l Psychology of Housing, 
(New York: Bureau of Applied S o c i a l Research, mineographed) reported i n 
P o l i t i c a l Man, p. 200. 
7 8 

S.M. L i p s e t , Agrarian Socialism, (Garden C i t y , N.Y.: Doubleday & Company, 
Inc., 1968). 
79 

Frederic Solomon et a l . " C i v i l Rights A c t i v i t y and the Reduction of Crime 
Among Negroes," Archives of General Psychiatry, 12 (March, 1965), pp. 227-
36, reported i n Walker, op. c i t . , p. 209. Walker also reports that p a r t i c i 
pants i n c i v i l r i g h t s s i t - i n s scored very low on "authoritarianism" ques
tions i n part c a l l i n g to question the dangers of "excess ac t i v i s m . " 
S i m i l a r findings are also the case for American anti-war a c t i v i s t s of the 
1960s. 
80 

Paul Hatt, "Class and Ethnic A t t i t u d e s , " American S o c i o l o g i c a l Review, 
(1948), pp. 36-43. 
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reports that feelings towards -minorities tend to vary directly with 

attitudes toward the lower classes and inversely with attitudes toward 
81 

the upper classes. Other studies have found that at least some forms 

of participation vary as much with parental participation levels as with 

socio-economic status. It would seem then that participation, i f ef

fective, might tend to be self-perpetuating as well as "self-improving." 

A l l of this seems to cast considerable doubt on the insistence by some 

who advance the conservative understanding of participation that one 

must fear the effects of the activation of the uninvolved. P o l i t i c a l 

activity and class consciousness might be one of the best ways to lessen 

some of the negative t r a i t s which some believe to be atypically charac

t e r i s t i c of non-participators. 
Lastly here, I would like to offer one more example of my view 

that support for democracy has much to do with the kinds of questions 
82 

that are put to respondents. Ruber and Form offer the following: 

Income Race A l l Organizations Should be Corporations should 
Run by Representative Democracy be Run Democratically 

Poor Black 38% 92% 
White 54% 36% 

Middle Black 48% 76% 
White 63% 16% 

Rich White 48% 0 

T o t a l ( a l l respondents) 54 34 

81 
Robert W. Hodge and Donald J. Treiman, "Social Participation and Social 

Stratification," American Sociological Review, 23 (October, 1968), pp. 
722-39. 
on 
Op. c i t . , p. 147 
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In contrast to Prothro and Grigg here, i t i s the middle class and 
the rich who seem not to carry their general democratic views over to 
specific applications. 

In sum, i t seems that empirical research using common methodologies can 
produce findings which tend to indicate results quite counter to the 
conservative understanding. I 'conclude both that that understanding has 
not been conclusively demonstrated empirically, and that the adoption of 
an empirical, quantitative mode of data gathering does not dictate a 
particular set of broad conclusions. The roots of the conservative 
understanding are not, straightforwardly in any case, methodological. 

I l l 

If i t is the case that the conservative understanding is not for 
the most part based on empirical evidence, can one usefully make any sta
tement about the source of this point of view? It is my view that this 
understanding is ideologically rooted. Having made that statement, I 
hasten to add that such an "explanation" of a point of view cannot refute 
that point of view, nor can i t ever be more than a speculative claim, 
nor, further, can i t ever be more than a part i a l explanation. A l l broad 
generalizations about the social world are at least to some extent, 
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i d e o l o g i c a l l y conditioned and there i s nothing which i s purely i d e o l o g i c a l . 

Understandings, patterns of ideas, can be u s e f u l l y seen to have several 

dimensions: including an empirical dimension, a normative-subjective 

dimension, and an i d e o l o g i c a l dimension. I think we have seen that the 

conservative understanding has a ' t h i n ' empirical dimension. In the f i r s t 

instance, i t s mode of framing the language of i t s construction i s such 

that empirical data are oblique to many of i t s elements. In the second 

instance, i t can be shown to be overstated by the empirical data which 

may be m a r t i a l l e d against those of i t s elements which are s e n s i t i v e to 

such forms of evidence. ' I b e l i e v e i t has as w e l l an i d e o l o g i c a l dimen

si o n which should not be avoided. 

I take the d e f i n i t i o n of ideology to be: 'an integrated pattern 

of ideas (a) s o c i a l l y conditioned i n a way such that i t s roots can be 

located i n an h i s t o r i c a l l y s p e c i f i c context and (b) having i n t e n t i o n a l 

or u n i n t e n t i o n a l , p o t e n t i a l or a c t u a l , s o c i a l e f f e c t s . ' This d e f i n i t i o n 

derives i n part from Marx, Mannheim, and Daniel B e l l . The s o c i o - h i s t o r i c 

character of the concept, the -view that a l l ideas even the most abstract 

are grounded i n time and place and c l a s s i s one of Marx's many co n t r i b u 

tions to s o c i a l science: 

"What (Marx and E n g e l s ) . . . c a l l 'ideology' includes 
not only the theory of knowledge and p o l i t i c s , but 
also metaphysics, e t h i c s , r e l i g i o n and indeed any 
'form of consciousness' which expresses the b ^ s i c 
a t t i t u d e s or commitments of a s o c i a l c l a s s . " 

Henry D. Aitken The Age of Ideology: The Nineteenth Century P h i l o  
sophers, (New York: Mentor, 1956), p. 17 quoted i n Robert E. Lane, 
P o l i t i c a l Ideology, (New York: The Free Press, 1962), p. 13. The 
quotes from Mannheim and B e l l which follow s h o r t l y are also found i n 
Lane, pp. 13-14. 
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Mannheim attempted to clear from the concept the n e g a t i v i t y which 

i t c a r r i e d i n Marx's usage. This i s u s e f u l I think i n that the recogni

t i o n of the i d e o l o g i c a l character of a l l viewpoints implies that one i s 

attempting to remove some part of oneself from history,from s o c i e t y and 

from c l a s s background to the greatest p o s s i b l e extent. One i s tr y i n g to 

be 'objective,' knowing f u l l w e l l that such a p o s i t i o n can never f u l l y 

be achieved. To be u t t e r l y f r e e , one would need a perfect knowledge of 

s e l f and of soci e t y , past, present and future. (Mannheim, of course, 

held back from the thorough r e l a t i v i s m of t h i s view.) In Mannheim's 

words: 

"We speak of a p a r t i c u l a r and a t o t a l conception 
of ideology. Under the f i r s t , we include a l l those 
utterances the ' f a l s i t y ' of which i s due to an i n 
t e n t i o n a l or uni n t e n t i o n a l , conscious, semi-cons
cious, or unconscious, deluding of one's s e l f or of 
others, taking place on a psy c h o l o g i c a l l e v e l and 
s t r u c t u r a l l y resembling l i e s . . . . Since s u s p i c i o n of 
f a l s i f i c a t i o n i s not included i n the t o t a l conception 
of ideology, the use of the term 'ideology' i n the 
sociology of knowledge has no moral or denunciatory 
i n t e n t . I t points rather to a research i n t e r e s t which 
leads to the r a i s i n g of the question when and where 
s o c i a l structures come to express themselves ' 
i n the structure of ass e r t i o n s , and i n what sense the 
former concretely determine the l a t t e r . " ^ 4 

What I am interes t e d i n here i s whether the conservative understanding 

can be u s e f u l l y seen to be a body of b e l i e f s representative cf an h i s t o -
85 

r i c a l l y s p e c i f i c group,class or epoch. 

K a r l Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia,(New York: Harcourt, Brace and 
World, Inc., 1955), pp. 238-39. (quoted i n Lane) 
8 5 

For a furt h e r discussion of th i s point and the whole subject of the 
meaning of ideology see Arne Naess, Democracy, Ideology and O b j e c t i v i t y , 
(Oslo: Oslo University Press, 1956). 
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I am also interested i n the potential social effect of those 
beliefs. That i s , I take ideology to be "the conversion of ideas into 

86 
social levers." I do not believe that that conversion i s commonly 
intentional or conscious; I am interested in effects, not intents. It 
is precisely unintentionality and the limited nature of consciousness 
that enhances the potential for social effectiveness. 

Obviously this i s not the sort of intellectual realm in which 
one readily builds 'tight cases.' I mean to be no more than suggestive 
here and w i l l leave further elaboration to historians of ideas at such 
time as there i s sufficient distance from the events and writings at 
hand. I would li k e to show here, however, that the beliefs expressed 
in the conservative understanding are in part and i n a sense particular 
to American intellectuals of the mid-twentieth century. In so doing, 
I want to indicate as well that understandings such as the one with 
which we are dealing here have a dimension which i s analytically dis
tinguishable from both the empirical and the normative-subjective dimen
sions and I w i l l later (in my f i n a l chapter) take this up again, i n a 
more general way relating such concerns to a comparative methodological 
analysis. 

One of the most obvious dimensions of the body of research findings 
within which the conservative understanding has been presented and 
elaborated i s the considerable degree to which i t has been dependent on 
data collected in an American context. This fact has, i n turn, had 

Daniel B e l l , The End of Ideology, (New York: The Free Press, 1960), 
p. 370. (quoted in Lane) 
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several effects which I have mentioned at times above. Participation 
i n American po l i t i c s is participation in a context which i s i n many ways 
distinctive. The degree to which the less advantaged in America are i n 
clined to participate to a relatively lesser extent i s noticeably greater 
than is the case in most European p o l i t i c a l systems. This, i n turn, can 
be attributed to a variety of ways in which the American p o l i t i c a l culture 
and American p o l i t i c a l institutions are distinctive. Most notable are 
perhaps the following: 
(1) The relatively lower levels of class self-consciousness among 

A . 87 
Americans; 

(2) The relatively greater uniformity of levels of general satisfaction 
88 

across American stratal lines; 
(3) The atypically high ethnic, r a c i a l and religious hetereogeneity of 

the American less advantaged (in comparison to other socio-econo-
mically developed democracies); 

(4) The high absolute levels of economic prosperity in America; 
(5) The distinctive historico-cultural effects of the absence of a 

land-based aristocracy and the long-term a v a i l a b i l i t y of a r e l a t i -
89 

vely egalitarian frontier 'escape-valve' for social discontent; 

See, for example, William Buchanan and Hadley Cantril, How Nations  
See Each Other (Urbana, 111.: University of I l l i n o i s Press, 1953); and 
Natalie Rogoff, "Social Stratification i n France and the United States," 
American Journal of Sociology, 59 (1953), p. 347. 
^See Inkeles, op. c i t . 
89 
See, of course, Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition i n America (New York: 

Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1955). 
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(6) The pragmatic, non-programmatic, brokerage nature of American 

p o l i t i c s and p a r t i e s ; 

(7) The a t y p i c a l subtlety and complexity of the d i s t i n c t i o n s between 

the two p a r t i e s ; 

(8) The most unusual c o n t i n u i t y of merely two p a r t i e s ; 

(9) The absence of a party voting i n the l e g i s l a t u r e and the r e g i o n a l 
90 

nature of p o l i t i c a l party s t r u c t u r e ; 

(10) The h i s t o r i c absence of a major party which s e l f - c o n s c i o u s l y a t 

tempted to mobilize the l e s s advantaged (and the rapid suppression 
91 

of minor p a r t i e s which began that attempt). 

I t becomes very d i f f i c u l t to understand how g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s about demo

c r a t i c theory can be based on data from t h i s one nation without at l e a s t 

some di s c u s s i o n of the above matters. 

Further, f o r the most part, data c o l l e c t i o n took place w i t h i n a 

p a r t i c u l a r era i n the h i s t o r y of that p a r t i c u l a r nation. I t i s of course 

very d i f f i c u l t to b r i e f l y characterize the events or tone of a period i n 

the h i s t o r y of nation and I w i l l not attempt to do so i n t h i s short space. 

I w i l l only mention two or three matters which might be pertinent to the 

kinds of i n q u i r i e s with which I have been concerned here. F i r s t l y , the 

period was very much dominated by the b i r t h and r i s e of the Cold War. 

In retrospect, we can see that i n many ways the l a t e 1940s and the 1950s 
9 ^ I f t h i s point needs a reference, see p a r t i c u l a r l y Frank J . Sorauf, 
P o l i t i c a l P a r t i e s i n the American System, (Boston: L i t t l e , Brown and 
Company, 1964). 
91 

See again Weinstein, op. c i t . ; by f a r the most s i g n i f i c a n t was the 
American S o c i a l i s t Party from the turn of the century u n t i l the early 
1920s. 
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i n America were quite taken up with o f f i c i a l and s e m i - o f f i c i a l fears 

concerning ways of thinking " f o r e i g n " to "the" American way of l i f e . 

Further, the period was marked by a d e c l i n e i n s t r a t a - r e l a t e d p o l i t i c a l 
92 

cleavages. 

But perhaps as important as the a t y p i c a l i t y of the context w i t h i n 

which the data was gathered i s the s o c i o - h i s t o r i c a l context w i t h i n which 

the data gatherers were imbedded. V i r t u a l l y a l l of the scholars who have 

been c i t e d h erein as holding the part or a l l of the conservative under

standing are American. That understanding can be seen to e f f e c t i v e l y 

i n t e g r a t e with the assertions of the p l u r a l i s t nature of American 
93 94 

p o l i t i c s and the welcoming of the a l l e g e d end of ideology. 
92 

See Walter D. Burnham, "American Voting i n the 1964 E l e c t i o n s , Midwest  
Journal of P o l i t i c a l Science, XII (February, 1968), pp. 1-40; Angus Camp
b e l l , et a l . , E l e c t i o n s and the P o l i t i c a l Order, (New York: Wiley, 1966), 
Heinz Eulau, "Perceptions of Class and Party i n "Voting Behavior, 1952," 
American P o l i t i c a l Science Review, XLIX (June, 1955), pp. 364-84; and es
p e c i a l l y Berelson et a l . , Voting, op. c i t . For some i n d i c a t i o n s of signs 
of d e c l i n e i n American class self-consciousness f o r t h i s period, see 
Charles W. Tucker, J r . , "A comparative Analysis of Subjective S o c i a l 
Class: 1945-1963," S o c i a l Forces, 46 (June, 1968), pp. 508-14. 
93 

See William E. Connolly, The Bias of P l u r a l i s m , (New York: Atherton 
Press, 1969) for a c o l l e c t i o n of c r i t i c a l a r t i c l e s . Further consider i n 
t h i s context E.E. Schattschneider's remark that: "The flaw i n the p l u 
r a l i s t heaven i s that the heavenly chorus sings with a strong upperclass 
accent. Probably about 90 percent of the people cannot get into the pres
sure system." The veto-power w i t h i n i n t e r e s t group l i b e r a l i s m (pluralism) 
i s of l i t t l e concern to the majority who are not so represented. Much 
of the w r i t i n g of the p l u r a l i s t s i s i n part the expression of a view of 
the world seen through upper and upper middle class (1950s) American eyes. 
See The Semi-sovereign People (New York, 1960). 
94 

For the o r i g i n a l statements and a v a r i e t y of c r i t i q u e s and r e p l i e s , see 
Chaim Waxman, The End of Ideology Debate (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1969) 
Li p s e t ' s remark that "the fundamental p o l i t i c a l problems of the i n d u s t r i a l 
r e v o l u t i o n have been solved." P o l i t i c a l Man, p. 442) was made i n the con
text of the announcement of the a r r i v a l of the end of ideology. I t p a r a l 
l e l s w e l l the a s s e r t i o n of the conservative understanding that low p a r t i 
c i p a t i o n can be seen as a sign of contentment. 
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The conservative understanding was i n t h i s period not manifest 

merely w i t h i n the study of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i t h i n the d i s c i p l i n e 

of p o l i t i c a l science. I w i l l o f f e r here one s t r i k i n g p a r a l l e l to serve 

as an example; there are many .others r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e . The h i s t o r i a n , 

Walker T.K. Nugent, w r i t i n g i n 1962, noted a d i s t i n c t pattern i n 

h i s t o r i a n s ' a t t i t u d e s towards the American populism of the l a t e nine

teenth century. For f i f t y years, h i s t o r i a n s had,viewed-with general 

f a v o r ? l b u t - : r 0 r s but:-

"In the 1950, however, some h i s t o r i a n s and other 
writers concerned with the threats to American 
t r a d i t i o n s they saw posed by the.Cold War and by 
McCarthyism took another look at populism. To 
them i t appeared to be a l a t e nineteenth-century 
eruption of the same pa t h o l o g i c a l condition that 
produced the Wisconsin senator...." (p. 3) 

and l a t e r Nugent writes, 

" I t must have been with some dismay that a student 
i n the 1950s who had been nurtured on th i s view of 
the Populists as an injured, honest, a l e r t c i t i z e n r y 
s t r i v i n g only f o r economic f a i r play and democratic 
treatment a r r i v e d i n graduate school only to f i n d 
that such an approach had suddenly become hopelessly 
out of date. As i r r e s p o n s i b l e disturbers of the 
peace, the Populists were i n disgrace. The employ
ment of c e r t a i n behavioral science concepts was 
revealing that they had been neurotic, anxious, ethno
c e n t r i c , anti-Semitic, and fear-ridden and that t h e i r 
kind of democracy was noxious since i t l a t e r produced 
McCarthy. . They had not been torchbearers of democracy 
but i n c i p i e n t f a s c i s t s . " (p. 5)95 

Nugent summarizes the large numbers of 1950's ' r e v i s i o n i s t ' studies 

which tended to see the Populists as 'monsters'*and then spends the bulk 

Walter T.K. Nugent, The Tolerant Populists (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1963) 
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of h i s book 'revising the r e v i s i o n i s t s ' , to a more balanced view of popu

lism i n Kansas. He makes a quite convincing case that on the whole the 

Populists were f a r more tole r a n t than the negativism of 1950's h i s t o r i a n s 

would have it.Political<-seien;ej.has-been€, f a r l e s s quick to look retrospec

t i v e l y and c r i t i c a l l y at i t s own recent past. I know of no systematic 

study of the p o l i t i c a l science of the 1950s as i t r e l a t e s to the socio-

c u l t u r a l conditions of the time. Historians are quick to delve into 

historiography and s o c i o l o g i s t s into the sociology of sociology; p o l i 

t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s generally seem d i s i n c l i n e d to the p o l i t i c s of p o l i t i c a l 

science. Perhaps the best contemporary h i s t o r i c a l overview of the roots 

of the perspective of the American i n t e l l e c t u a l s of the early Cold War 

era i s Chistopher Lasch's The Agony of the American L e f t . ^ I w i l l not 

present much of Lasch's analysis but i n v i t e the reader to consider the 

book i n t h i s context. I o f f e r here only several of his most pertinent 

broad observations: ; 

"Since the F i r s t World War, the s o c i a l c r i t i c i n 
America, deprived of the advantages of the sus
tained t r a d i t i o n of c r i t i c i s m that would have 
evolved i n connection with a broad movement for 
r a d i c a l change, tends to present h i s ideas 'as 

a extremely personal judgements upon the state of 
s o c i e t y . ' " (p. 46) 

I t i s against t h i s background which American scholars of the 1940s and 

1950s i n part reacted i n seeking to b u i l d an empirically-based defense 

of America's p o l i t i c a l r e a l i t y . Further, there was a j u s t i f i a b l e 

r e action to the f a c t that: 

96 
Christopher Lasch The Agony of the American L e f t (New York: Random 

House, 1969). 
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"...when' the new left"wing, shattered the S o c i a l i s t 
party and substituted f o r long-term e f f o r t s to revo
l u t i o n i z e American consciousness a mystique of im
mediate r e v o l u t i o n . . . . " (p. 50) 

Accompanying t h i s mystique was an u t t e r l y unfounded f a i t h i n the 

American-working class and i t i s to t h i s b l i n d f a i t h that the d i s i n c l i 

nation to the democratic wholesoroeness '.of the less advantaged can be seen 

as a response.. I t i s further, of course, a response to the events of a 

p a r t i c u l a r era i n world h i s t o r y of the 1930s and 1940s: p a r t i c u l a r l y 

the r i s e ' o f an at l e a s t p a r t i a l l y popularly based Fascisms the Nazi-

Soviet Pact, the horrors o f ' S t a l i n i s m and so f o r t h . Those who put f o r t h 

the conservative understanding were part of an era i n which i n t e l l e c t u a l s 

were party to "...a wholesale defection...from s o c i a l c r i t i c i s m . " (p. 58) 

Lasch notes that: 

"In the f i f ties... .Dwight MacDonald expressed an un1-
deniable truth when he observed that ' i n terms of 
mass action,... our problems appear insoluble. 1 , 1 1 1 

(p. 59) 

This c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of an era, e s p e c i a l l y prevalent i n America, was at 

one and the same time manifest i n the findings of empirical s o c i a l 

s c i e n t i s t s studying p a r t i c i p a t i o n and manifest i n t h e i r appreciation of 

those f i n d i n g s . P o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s who asserted elements of the con

servative understanding, given the l i m i t e d and mixed nature of t h e i r 

f i n d i n g s , could too be seen to be s u f f e r i n g from a low l e v e l of p o l i t i 

c a l e f f i c a c y . 

Some of. Lasch's comments bear even more p e r t i n e n t l y on the matters 

discussed i n t h i s a n a l y s i s . Consider Lasch's argument that: 
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" . . iwhereas the e l i t i s m of European i n t e l l e c t u a l s 
expressed i t s e l f , i n a c u l t of charismatic leadership, 
the American v a r i e t y based i t s . d i s t r u s t of the masses 
p r e c i s e l y on t h e i r s u s c e p t i b i l i t y to extreme p o l i t i c a l 
s o lutions; that i s to the same utopianism which the 
Europeans attached as. a v i c e of deluded i n t e l l e c t u a l s . 
Thus a neat twist of l o g i c permitted those who opposed 
McCarthyism to argue that McCarthyism was i t s e l f a 
form of populism. This condemned i t s u f f i c i e n t l y 
i n the eyes of a generation that tended to confuse 
i n t e l l e c t u a l values with the i n t e r e s t s of i n t e l l e c 
tuals as a c l a s s . . . " (p. 69) 

To avoid c r i t i c i z i n g those i n power i n a time and place when there i s no 

organized opposition to the established order must have considerable ap

peal to students of society. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true when those 

students 'as a c l a s s ' are r i s i n g i n economic b e n e f i t s , power and prestige. 

At such a juncture, i t might w e l l be comfortable to be able to favorably 

d i s t i n g u i s h oneself from the populus at large. In c r i t i c i z i n g Sidney 

Hook's consistent support of• a wide range of a c t i v i t i e s i n the name of 

anticommunism of the early Cold War era Lasch observes, 

"Hook's whole l i n e of argument, with i t s g l o r i f i c a t i o n 
of experts and i t s attack on amateurs, r e f l e c t e d one 
of the dominant.values of the modern i n t e l l e c t u a l — 
h i s acute sense of himself .as a p r o f e s s i o n a l with a 
vested i n t e r e s t i n t e c h n i c a l solutions to p o l i t i c a l 
problems." (p. 85) 

Further, 

"Only when they win acceptance f o r pure research 
do i n t e l l e c t u a l s e s t a b l i s h themselves as' masters 
i n t h e i r own house... .Moreover, the more i n t e l 
l e c t u a l p u r i t y i d e n t i f i e s i t s e l f with 'value-
free' i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , the more i t empties i t s e l f 
of p o l i t i c a l content and the easier i t i s for 
p u b l i c o f f i c i a l s . t o t o l e r a t e i t . " (. 95) 

I am not of the view that empirical research i s n e c e s s a r i l y "safe" 

research. However'I think i t i s the case that the conservative 
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understanding of p o l i t i c a l participation was .not taking place in 

isolation from a particular era' in American intellectual history. Social 
97 

science has socio-political roots and' socio-political effects. 

In concluding this section I: would like to briefly consider one 

way in which p o l i t i c a l science can be ideological in the sense of being 

p o l i t i c a l l y effective. Namely, I would like, to show and ill u s t r a t e the 

degree to which the conservative understanding is present i n the basic 

textbooks of American p o l i t i c a l science. This presentation also serves, 

as I noted above, as a further i l l u s t r a t i o n of the frequency with which 

that understanding pervades the discipline. Where the conservative un

derstanding has declined- i n prevalence i n association with research 

findings i t remains common i n the texts. Further,.it is far more 

straightforwardly present in the texts than was generally the case i n 

the more careful and qualified, analysis common i n presentations of 

research. To begin.with I w i l l look at ten more or less randomly 
98 

selected, texts i n American government. I w i l l deal with them i n 

I do not mean to imply that either the roots or the effects are direct. 
There"is no easy way to determine cause and effect in either direction. 
For example,..to see individual characteristics of the less advantaged 
as the basis for their social condition and social behavior i s a view 
integral (logically related) to an upper or middle class perspective. 
(It is empirically class-associated as well; see Ruber and Form, op. c i t . 
p. 101\v) P o l i t i c a l scientists one can assume to be for the most part 
middle or upper-middle class in origin, occupation,,income and outlook. 
However, i t does rat follow that, that their class position is the source 
of their seemingly easy acceptance of that outlook. However, only a 
consciousness of such a possibility can advance any approximation of 
unbiased research, analysis and explanation. 

.I.i'did » attempt^. toViheludep tho s e; whi ehd I'D knew to lb e.. vei-yswidely used. 
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alp h a b e t i c a l order except for the more recently' issued text by Dye and 

Ziegler which I w i l l treat a b i t more extensively and l a s t . 

A f t e r an i n i t i a l warm-up chapter (what i s government, etc.) 

99 

Adrian and Press i n t h e i r secondschapter turn to "The American Idea of 

Democracy," and w i t h i n a page are w r i t i n g under the subheading " C l a s s i c a l 

Democratic Theory." The c l a s s i c a l theory i s summed up in.two sentences 

one of which i s from S c h u m p e t e r a n d the authors then write ( r e f e r r i n g 

to Schumpeter's one-line summary of Rousseau): 
"This d e s c r i p t i o n of democracy has been and s t i l l i s 
widely.accepted i n America, although i t i s not an 
accurate d e s c r i p t i o n of. how. democracy.works. I t i s 
based on the assumption that man i s an; informed  
p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a n t , (their emphasis) I t accords 
with the deeply.held b e l i e f s of our people. Yet as 
we s h a l l see, i t does not serve to' describe the 
actual phenomena that we can .— and every day do —-
observe and -measure i n the r e a l p o l i t i c a l world." 
(p. 29) 

This i s the f i r s t substantive theme set out, i n the book - r - "man" presu

mably the world over past, present and future i s not an informed p a r t i 

cipant and we "measure" this "every day." The authors go on: 

"Some Americans b e l i e v e t h e i r fellow c i t i z e n s 
should not openly question the unarticulated 

yy 
Charles R. Adrian and Charles Press., The American P o l i t i c a l Process, 

second e d i t i o n , (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1968). In a l l 
cases.I w i l l use the most recent a v a i l a b l e e d i t i o n ; a l l of these books, 
are appearing w e l l a f t e r the post-behavioral c r i t i q u e of p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
studies. I w i l l excerpt from t h i s .book more' extensively than most 
which follow i n the i n t e r e s t of keeping t h i s exercise r e l a t i v e l y short. 
Others of the texts are as e x p l i c i t as Adrian and Press. 

Schumpeter, bp. c i t . , i s perhaps the most a r t i c u l a t e and clear s t a 
tement of conservative democratic theory a v a i l a b l e , possibly excepting 
Burke. His view of p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s consistent with the conservative 
und er s tand ing. 
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assumptions upon which the fundamental i n s t i t u t i o n s 
of the society are based.. Some Americans consider 
i t presumptious, i f indeed: not subversive, to sug
gest that people.do not always make p o l i t i c a l 
decisions on a r a t i o n a l basis or that the c i t i z e n 
does not need to hold rational.and informed opinions 
in:order to vote e f f e c t i v e l y . The authors r e j e c t 
t h i s c u l t u r a l impediment, f o r they be l i e v e that em
p i r i c a l observation, rather than unquestioned ac
ceptance of such assumptions, should be the basis 
for the study of p o l i t i c a l science." (pp. 29-30) 

Who the "some Americans" are who seek to l a b e l conservatism, subversive, 

the authors do not say. This i s as close however as the authors come to 

granting that a debate on th i s subject has occurred w i t h i n the d i s c i p l i n e . 

With the three paragraphs mentioned above (two quoted) Adrian and 

Press have concluded the statement of " C l a s s i c a l Democratic Theory" and 

then turn to "The Limitations of C l a s s i c a l Theory" I w i l l mention only 

the following: 

"For many reasons the defenders of the c l a s s i c theory 
of democracy r e l i e d on an unsatisfactory theory of 
actual p o l i t i c a l behavior, a theory that i s unsa
t i s f a c t o r y because: 

;"±1. I t assumes that people are quite f u l l y i n 
formed concerning p o l i t i c a l events and issues. In 
f a c t , however, the attentive- p u b l i c i s small. The 
rational-man theory i m p l i c i t l y assumes that i n f o r 
mation i s f r e e . . . . 

"2. The rational-man theory assumes that c i t i z e n s 
make t h e i r choices on the b a s i s of r a t i o n a l conclu
sions drawn from the evidence. But people often 
ignore even that information which i s e a s i l y a v a i l a b l e , 
depending instead on party l a b e l , p e r sonality, or 
propaganda." "...." (p. 30) 

The subtlety and complexity of empirical findings have l i t t l e impact here; 

the authors' summary of Rousseau, Locke, M i l l or whomever i s no less than 

» travesty.- 'Zy-i.-r f - igh ;zl±iy the authors quo*-
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101 
a travesty. Under foreign policy the authors quote from Almond 
and they later spend a 40-rpage chapter with a. one-sided view a few 
lines of which are excerpted here: 

• "Social scientists, historians, and journalists have 
been studying the voter i n his native habitat for 
years. They have observed that he is characterized 
by inertia, short memory, lack of information, am
bivalence, emotionalism, ethnocentricity, p l u r a l i s t i c 
views, and skepticism." (p. 242) 
"The civic leader, the well-educated citizen, the 
editor, the person who makes politics an avocation 
— opinion.leaders and members of what have been 
called the "attentive publics" — can be considered 
a reasonable approximation of the informed, rational, 
man who is pictured as the typical citizen i n the 
ideal model of democracy." (p. 244) 

"Both.political and non-political leaders i n demo
cratic societies tend to have more tolerant person
a l i t i e s than do nom-l eaders. It is li k e l y that persons 
with highly authoritarian personalities cannot succeed 
as leaders in American groups...." (p. 269) 
"There are fewer authoritarian personalities among 
the middle and upper ranges of the middle class than 
among the lower middle class and the working class." 
(p. 269) 
"Nonleaders who are psychologically deviant are often 
apol i t i c a l non-participants, though they may take out 
some of their frustrations in rioting or picketing 
on behalf of unpopular causes." (p. 277) 
"The problems of democracy can be oversome — and i n 
the past have been overcome — by the assumption of 
responsible leadership by public officeholders...." 
(p. 278) 

102 
Pol i t i c s and Voters ("adapted to serve the needs of introduc

tory courses in American government and p o l i t i c a l science"), stresses 
Almond, The American People and Foreign Policy, op. c i t . , the authors' 

excerpt a negative view of ordinary citizens foreign policy views. 
1 f)9 

Hugh A. Bone and Austin Ramiey, Pol i t i c s and Voters (New York: McGraw-
H i l l Book Co., .1967) 



196 

the a c t u a l i t y and d e s i r a b i l i t y of the non-mandate character of American 

elections (they " s u s tain our p o l i t i c a l system" (p. 54)). Further, "... 

no one- can say with any confidence that the e l e c t i o n of Lyndon Johnson 

i n 1964 was a popular mandate either for or against, say, Federal sup

port of school teachers' s a l a r i e s or increased m i l i t a r y involvement i n  

V i e t Nam." (p. 55, emphasis added.) Vietnam notwithstanding, they i n 

the next paragraph proceed to o f f e r as a 'threatening contrary' the 

s i t u a t i o n whereby "In some nations p o l i t i c s i s l i k e l y a matter of l i f e 

and death...." (p. 55) Much to the contrary of that unpleasant s i t u a t i o n , 

American el e c t i o n s are taken to be "...a time to r e a f f i r m l o y a l t y i n the 

f a i t h of one's fathers." (Continuing, "few Americans f e e l t h e i r personal 

l i f e w i l l be s u b s t a n t i a l l y a l t e r e d by the outcome of an e l e c t i o n , and 

indeed society does seem to carry on afterward much as i t d i d before." 

(emphasis added) These statements express a comfort with an apathetic 

and i n e f f e c t i v e p o l i t i c s . In addition, . i n t e r e s t i n g l y , c r u c i a l issues 

such" as "Vietnam are taken to be i n d i s c e r n i b l e from such matters as 

Federal support of school teachers' salaries.. (a\.s proper matters for 

popular concern and d e c i s i o n ) \ 

Following these points Bone and Ranney o f f e r three pages of 

analysis which caricatureze, the p o s i t i o n of Dahl and others to an extent 

to which the 'post-behavioral' c r i t i c s could not have imagined. The 

analysis begins with the average c i t i z e n s ' s h o r t f a l l with regard to the 

demands, of c l a s s i c a l theory and a f t e r touching a l l elements of the 

conservative understanding, ends: 

. . ." .Yet t h i s s t a b i l i t y never becomes o s s i f i c a t i o n . 
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"...the voters low-pressure concern'with . p o l i t i c s impels no 

e l e c t i o n losers to s t a r t revolutions against the winners and drives 

no winners to s t a r t shooting the lo s e r s . Rather the atmosphere of 

li m i t e d ambiguity i t creates about'the meaning of elections permits 

pu b l i c o f f i c i a l s and i n t e r e s t groups leaders to conduct the between-

elections negotiation, bargaining, and compromise that are the very 

essence of American pluralism. 

" I t comes down to t h i s : The t y p i c a l American voter does not 

constitute the only sour note to an otherwise harmonious'governing 

system. He i s e n t i r e l y i n tune with the c o n s t i t u t i o n , the p o l i t i c a l 

p a r t i e s , and a l l the other i n s t i t u t i o n s which make our way of govern

ment what i t i s . 

"That way unquestionably bears only a family resemblance to the 

designs and dreams of the great c l a s s i c a l democratic t h e o r i s t s . Yet i t 

works. (Their emphasis) And, incurable pragmatists that we are,- we are 

not l i k e l y to want or make any change i n i t — including reforming our 

voting behavior — u n t i l we think i t has stopped working." (p. 58) 

And, i n case the point was missed the chapter then closes with one 

f i n a l l i n e : . 

"That time i s not yet." 

And, a "Review Question": 

"1. How unhealthy f o r American democracy i s the pe r s i s t e n t low 

turnout i n so many elections? What i f anything do you f e e l should be 

done about i t ? " The sources f o r these remarks are footnoted presumably 

without i r o n i c intent to, among other sources, the*Walker/Dahl exchange. 
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103 
Burns and Peltason present a le s s .straightforward statement 

of the conservative understanding than Adrian and Press, but do state; 

"Even when sex, age, education and income are.con
t r o l l e d , the chronic nonvoter:more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y 
than the voter i s a person with a sense of inadequacy, 
more i n c l i n e d to accept authority, more concerned 
with personal and short-range issues, less sympathetic 
to democratic norms, and less tolerant of those who 
d i f f e r from himself." (p. 255) 

They o f f e r i n support of t h i s statement a reference to Lane's P o l i t i c a l 

L i f e (p. 342); t h e i r summary of that reference involves considerable 

d i s t o r t i o n and a b i t of imagination. What they say i s , simply, not 
104 

what Lane s a i d . They also summarize: 

"How serious i s the low rate of voting? Does 
i t i n d i c a t e that our democratic system i s i n 
danger and should we encourage'— perhaps even 
force — everyone to vote? No., answer many au
t h o r i t i e s . F.G. Wilson suggests.that i t i s not 
a low rate of voting that signals a danger for a 
democratic system, but a high rate. A pioneering 
Swedish student of voting behavior concluded 
a f t e r a survey of voting studies around the world 
that a high turnout warns of such intense d i f 
ferences among groups that the democratic system 
may be destroyed; A measure of nonvoting, i t i s 
argued, i s a sign of widespread s a t i s f a c t i o n , 
i n d i c a t i n g that many people generally accept the 
status quo and have more i n t e r e s t i n g things.to 
do than to get involved i n p o l i t i c s . " (p. 257) 

103 
James MacGregor Burns and Jack Walter Peltason, Government by the  

People, 6th e d i t i o n , (Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.: P r e n t i c e - H a l l , Inc., 1966) 
104 

There are at l e a s t ten d i s t o r t i o n s a l l towards the conservative under
standing, e.g., the acceptance of authority i s not f o r nonvoters, but 
rather the hyper-disinterested, not f o r a l l groups, but for middle class 
college students' i n Wisconsin, c i r c a 1950; and the authors omit the t h i r d 
of three items Lane reports as true with socio-economic variables constant 
(Burns and Peltason f i n d s ix) that nonvoters are more-likely to be d i s s a 
t i s f i e d with t h e i r communities and t h e i r occupations. 
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This view is elaborated a b i t further with stress on the inclination of 
"uninformed apathetics" to authoritarianism, intolerance and demagogues. 
The Swedish pioneer to whom they refer i s Tingsten who couched his sta
tement far more carefully and. whose statistics indicate higher than 
American turnout in case after case where democracy was decidedly riot 
being threatened .and;,, As well, be said explicitly on the very pages cited 
by the authors that turnout in America and Britain should be considered 
differently in this regard."^~* 

106 
Carr, Bernstein and Murphy " state: 

"the nonvoter i s usually relatively uneducated and 
unintelligent, and hardly disposed to tolerate 
coldly rational analysis or to indulge in i t himself." 

They go on"*"̂  and conclude: 
"The picture of the American citizen that the voting 
studies develop i s not one that would overjoy ardent 
apologists for democracy; and i t is a disquieting 
picture for those theorists who argue that stable 
democratic government must rest on a well-informed, 
highly active citizen body." (p. 208) 

The rest of the texts to be considered vary to some extent on the 
degree to which they make an explicit statement of the conservative under
standing. Those least inclined to i t are those most inclined to an 

^^Tingsten, bp. c i t . , p. 226. 
-^Robert K. Carr, Tlarver H. Bernstein and Walter F. Murphy American  
Democracy, 5th edition, (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 
1968) 
^^See particularly pages 200-209; i n fairness i t should be noted that 
the authors do mention, for example,that non-voting i s sometimes a 
function of registration procedures. 
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i n s t i t u t i o n a l perspective; J' u o' for the most part they seem unaware of 

empirical research, or at l e a s t do not include i t . Those whose emphasis 
109 

i s on p u b l i c p o l i c y do contain some elements but do not s t r e s s them. 

Redford et a l . i s c l e a r l y more a mix of the conservative and a more 

l i b e r a l understanding of non-participation though i t too doubts the 

a b i l i t i e s of the general p u b l i c . 
Two •„other texts deserve a b i t more att e n t i o n here, the f i r s t i s 

by I r i s h and Prothro"'"''""'' who state: 

"Discussions of democracy tend to overlook the 
f u n c t i o n a l nature of apathy f o r the system....We 
usually assume that verbal p o s i t i o n s represent a 
higher l e v e l — a more "democratic" stance — 
than nonverbal behavior. But-something close to 
the opposite may. also be true: Many people who 
express undemocratic' p r i n c i p l e s i n response to 
questioning are too apathetic to act on these 
p r i n c i p l e s i n concrete s i t u a t i o n s . And i n most 
cases, fortunately f o r the democratic system, those 
with the most undemocratic-.principles.are also those 

108 
I r e f e r here p a r t i c u l a r l y to John H. Ferguson and Dean E. McHenry, 

The American Federal Government, 9th e d i t i o n , (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1967) and the c l a s s i c William H. Young, Ogg & Ray's Es 
s e n t i a l s of American National Government, 10th e d i t i o n , (New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1969). This work, which i s l a r g e l y an excel
l e n t exposition of the American C o n s t i t u t i o n notes, somewhat obscurely, 
the issues under discussion here and e x p l i c i t l y chooses to leave them 
as questions, (e.g., " U n t i l they (nonvoters) are adequately prepared 
may i t not do more harm than good to pry them loose from t h e i r apathy?") 
See pages 91 and 104. 
109 

William Ebenstein, C. Herman P r i t c h e t t , Henry A. Turner and Dean Mann, 
American Democracy i n World Perspective, (New York: Harper & Row, Pub-
l i g h e r s , 1967). This work emphasizes cap i t a l i s m , socialism, economic 
and public p o l i c y issues. I t contains aspects of the conservative un
derstanding at pages 312-13 and 651. 

"'""'"̂ Emmette S. Redford, David B. Truman, Alan F. Westin, Robert C. Wood, 
P o l i t i c s and Government i n the United States, 2nd e d i t i o n , .(New. York: : 
Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1968). See p a r t i c u l a r l y pp. 233-247 
"'""''"'narian D. I r i s h and James W. Prothro, The P o l i t i c s of American Demo  
cracy, 4th and 5th e d i t i o n s , (Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.: P r e n t i c e - H a l l Inc., 
1968 and 1971. 
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who.are l e a s t l i k e l y to act." (4th edition,pp.78^79) 

The studies which I c i t e d above dating back to 1933 suggest that the "usual 

assumption" i s probably more often the case. There i s no granting by the 

authors that the more a c t i v e might be as i n t o l e r a n t i n behavior though not 

v e r b a l l y or that a c t i v a t i o n could have a p o s i t i v e e f f e c t on the i n a c t i v e -

or on the system. The authors go on to democratic hope only i n the t o l e 

rance of the e l i t e or the apathy of the mass. They go on to make quite 

c l e a r l y the conservative r e v i s i o n of democratic theory (4th e d i t i o n , pp. 

85-88). They o f f e r one d i s t i n c t i v e a ddition: 

"...democracy does not depend upon a nation of 
p o l i t i c a l men (because of) the s p e c i a l i z a t i o n 
and d i v i s i o n of labor through which modern society 
operates: a high l e v e l of p o l i t i c a l power and 
knowledge are required i n only a r e l a t i v e l y few 
s p e c i a l i s t s . Just as we do not expect everyone 
to know how to make shoes....'" (p. 86) 

However, I cannot f i n d these views i n the 5th e d i t i o n of t h i s text, nor 

can I locate the following i n the fourth: 

"With lower-status schools der;emphasizing p o l i t i c s 
as group c o n f l i c t and encouraging a passive a t t i t u d e , 
we would expect lower-status, people to p a r t i c i p a t e 
i n p o l i t i c s l e s s than those of higher status. And 
that i s p r e c i s e l y what happens." (p. 123) 

"The lack of a s o c i a l i s t party with an avowedly.^class 
appeal and the general muting of class differences by, 
the American system as a whole help further to explain 
the bias of the system toward more a c t i v i t y by those 
of higher status." (p. 174) 

There are new or extended discussions of adult s o c i a l i z a t i o n , s t r u c t u r a l 

The reference here i s to the excellent study by Edgar L i t t , " C i v i c 
Education, Community Norms, and P o l i t i c a l Indoctrination," American  
S o c i o l o g i c a l Review, 28 (February, 1963), pp. 69-75. L i t t does a 
comparative analysis of the ideology of schools teaching d i f f e r e n t 
s t r a t a ! groups. 
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factors and p a r t i c i p a t i o n , and -violence as a form.of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i 

pation. There has been a considerable t r a n s i t i o n i n the o v e r a l l tone of 

the text. Perhaps we are seeing the beginnings of a m u l t i p l i c a t i o n of 

perspectives on p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n reaching i n t o the strongest 

bastion of the conservative understanding. 

However, the same year (1971) saw the p u b l i c a t i o n of a new and 

very c l e a r a s s e r t i o n of the conservative understanding i n a new text by 
113 

Dye and Z i e g l e r . The authors have wr i t t e n this text to "challenge 

the p r e v a i l i n g , p l u r a l i s t i c view of democracy i n America," rather t h e i r 

view i s , s e l f - d e s c r i b e d , ' n e o - e l i t i s t ; 1 they accept the characterization 

which, for example, Walker conceded was u n f a i r . In t h e i r preface, the 

authors state that they disagree, one of them 
"...believes that, through r a d i c a l r e s o c i a l i z a t i o n 
and a re s t r u c t u r i n g of educational, economic, and 
governmental i n s t i t u t i o n s , the anti-democratic 
sentiments of the masses can.be changed." ( p . v i i ) 

And, 
"In contrast,. the other author values an enlightened 
leadership system capable of acting d e c i s i v e l y to 
preserve i n d i v i d u a l freedom, human d i g n i t y , and the 
values of l i f e , , l i b e r t y , and property. He believes 
that.a well-ordered society governed by educated and 
resourceful e l i t e s i s preferable to the i n s t a b i l i t y 
of mass soc i e t y . " (p; v i i ) 

In many ways the book i s c l e a r l y not conservative i n the usual 

sense of the word: i t i s c l e a r l y c r i t i c a l of American fo r e i g n p o l i c y 

and r e a d i l y accepts considerable portions of such writers as Domhoff, 

WrightjvMillSj.-and Gabriel Kolko. However, i t s views on p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

Thomas R. Dye and L. Harmon Z i e g l e r , The irony of Democracy, (Belmont, 
Cal.: Duxbury Press, 1971) . , 

http://can.be
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are quite c l e a r l y of the pattern we have located so often above. In a 

chapter e n t i t l e d " E l i t e s and Masses: The Shaky Foundations of Democracy," 

the authors make the most e x p l i c i t , consistent and clear statement of 

the conservative understanding of p a r t i c i p a t i o n a v a i l a b l e , f o r example, 

" . . . i t i s important to keep i n mind that although 
the masses may have anti-democratic a t t i t u d e s , they 
are also i n c l i n e d " t o avoid p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . And 
those with the most dangerous attitudes are the 
lea s t involved i n p o l i t i c s . " (p. 137) 

"The apathy of the masses acts to counterbalance 
the r a d i c a l l y conservative and p o t e n t i a l l y i r r a 
t i o n a l nature of t h e i r values. I t takes an unusual 
leader, such as George Wallace, to r a i s e them from 
t h e i r apathy." (p. 139) 

They include everything i n defense of these kinds of conclusions and 

off e r no balancing data, the forces of goodness, l i g h t and good up

bringing are a l l that preserves order against what i s p o t e n t i a l l y a 

h a t e f u l , seething mob. They make a v a r i e t y of assertions which are 

u t t e r l y without foundation and r a r e l y , i f ever, included i n other texts. 

One example w i l l s u f f i c e : 

"There i s no- doubt, f o r example, that the c h i l d -
rearing patterns of the lower classes are sub
s t a n t i a l l y more a u t h o r i t a r i a n than those of the 

J middle and upper classes." (p. 131) 

The findings regarding class d i s t r i b u t i o n of ch i l d r e a r i n g patterns are 

a c t u a l l y either ambiguous, inconsistent, or i n d i c a t e low l e v e l s of 
. „. 114 

ass o c i a t i o n . 
Before concluding t h i s s e c t i o n , , ! would. l i k e to mention a few 

See U r i g Bronfenbrenner, " S o c i a l i z a t i o n and S o c i a l Glass Through 
Space and Time," i n S.M. Lip s e t and R. Bendix (Eds.) Class, Status, and 
Power, 2nd e d i t i o n , (New York: The Pree Press, 1966), pp. 363-75. 
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textbooks'on other than "introduction to American p o l i t i c s " which 

express elements.of the conservative understanding.M?st clear among, the 

public opinion texts i s that by Erikson and L u t t b e g . M a n y American 

p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s texts carry the theme. Ranney and Kendall"*""^ are 

concerned with consensus, and abouttthe r e l a t i o n of i n t e n s i t y of 

popular b e l i e f s and . the s u r v i v a l of democracy. But Edward Banf ield"*""^ 

goes further and develops an understanding that democracy would, i f 

carried through, necess a r i l y destroy i t s e l f by reducing "the power 

a v a i l a b l e f or government." This d i s a s t e r would r e s u l t from demands 

for a maximization of government by "reasonable discussion of the com

mon good." He argues f o r the importance of support b u i l t by 'log 

r o l l i n g ' , deals, patronage, and even corruption to the existence of a 

democratic system. These forms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n are seen as e s s e n t i a l 

to democracy; other forms are seen to carry grave dangers. Power based 

t o t a l l y on democratic popular support,seems to Banfield to be worth 

nothing to 'democracy': "...the l o g i c a l culminationsbf democratic 

reform, v i z . , the el i m i n a t i o n of a l l undemocratic sources of power, 

Robert S. Erickson and Normal R. Luttbeg, American Pu b l i c Opinion: 
Its Origins,. Content and Impact, (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.), 
1973. See p a r t i c u l a r l y chapters 1, 4, 6, 7, and 10; the concern over 
mass at t i t u d e s and p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s the c e n t r a l theme of the book, on 
the w h o l e > i t : at times though not generally, i t tends to a l i b e r a l view 
s i m i l a r to that of Lane. 
116 

Austin Ranney and Willmoore Kendall, Democracy arid the American Party  
System, (New, York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1956). 
"^Edward C. B a n f i e l d , "In Defense of the American Party System," i n 
Robert A.. Goldwin, Ed., P o l i t i c a l P a r t i e s i n the U.S.A.;, (Chicago: 
Rand McNally & Co.), pp. 21-38. 
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would render government — and therefore the preservation of society — 

impossible." If leaders need at least the quantity of popularly un

checked (or unsupported?) power they now hold, one must assume that 

present levels of indifference are seen by Banfield to be tolerable, 

i f not minimal. In his stressed and re-stressed assessment that unin

tended changes of important consequence "for, say, the family, religion 

of the business firm," are li k e l y to be set in motion by changes in 

the party system "even a seemingly t r i v i a l one," he i s i n factual, 

though not evaluative, agreement^with many Marxists. 

Lastly, here there is onej other study of American p o l i t i c a l 

parties, Greenstein's The American Party System arid the American People 

which again uses 'voter performance' (commitment to democratic ground 

rules, p o l i t i c a l activism, and information levels) to discredit 'direct 

democracy': 

"The findings reported here should not be for
gotten. ... They afford us a notion, which w i l l 
be reinforced by later portions of the discus
sion, of what po l i t i c s may be like when a crude, 
direct-democracy approach to the problems of 
government i s adopted, an approach which con-
:eeives of pol i t i c s in terms of the simple trans
formation of public attitudes into public policy." 

He then argues that participation and rationality are far lower in both 

party-free and multifactional po l i t i c s and that i t is regrettable that 

therein responsibility cannot be pinned down. He then concludes that 

Fred I. Greenstein, The American Party System arid the American  
People, (Englewood C l i f f s , N.J.; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963). See also 
Hugh A. Bone, American Pol i t i c s and the Party System, 3rd edition,.(New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965), for example, pp.'535-36. 
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i n a stable party system, e.g., the American, voters may achieve moderate 

r a t i o n a l i t y and a "profound e f f e c t on government" (p. 102). The i m p l i 

cation i s that r a t i o n a l i t y and p a r t i c i p a t i o n are higher i n America than 

i n other developed democracies, a curious view for someone so versed i n 

the f i e l d . 

Thus i n a range of widely used texts, the conservative understanding 

remains, f o r the most part, a common theme, frequently presented without 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n or r e s e r v a t i o n . 1 From often c a r e f u l l y conducted research 

flow mixed, complex and p a r t i c u l a r f i n d i n g s . Related to those findings 

are more generalized conclusions which are often quite loose and from 

those conclusions i n turn i s derived, i n some texts, a point of view 

which i s s u f f i c i e n t l y removed from that o r i g i n a l research to cause one 

to wonder i f i t does not, despite the claims to an empirical grounding 

derive from altogether d i f f e r e n t sources. 

IV 

We are now to a point where I b e l i e v e I can begin to i n t e l l i g e n t l y 

ask some important questions. We have seen what i t i s empirical research h 

has c l e a r l y shown with regard to p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . I t has shown 

at the l e a s t that voter p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a r e l y exceeds 90% and i n the 

United States i s more commonly on the order of 60% or l e s s . I t has shown 

that quite consistently through time and c r o s s - n a t i o n a l l y the less 
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advantaged tend to vote less often. There are even sharper gaps in some 

aspects of participation which go beyond voting. Empirical research 

has generated.enough such findings so that we might begin.to isolate 

some of the cultural, institutional-structural and other contextual 

circumstances which seem to be associated with the considerable varia

tions in that differential. It has shown that the less educated tend 

to know less of the specifics of the p o l i t i c s of the society within 

which they l i v e . And i t further has shown that there tends, in post-

World War II America, to be some low level association between measures 

of social, advantage and some matters associated with attitudes supportive 

of l i b e r a l democracy. The findings here are, however, mixed and complex. 

Further, the less advantaged seem, r-j more consistently and clearly, and 

on a,cross-national basis, to be inclined to doubt that even democratic 

p o l i t i c a l systems are open to their influence. 

There is more than this, of course, but not nearly so much that we 

can begin to sustain or refute statements approaching a broad explanatory 

level.that we might then begin to relate effectively to something which 

might be characterized as an understanding. It is clear, however, that 

there is a widespread desire among researchers to move'to that level. 

Further, I would argue that not only should we move towards attempts at 

conclusions approaching that level, but that we must i f our research is 

to be meaningful and effective. I say.this because I believe that only 

in attempting to derive the several possible understandings which remain 

consistent with our empirical findings can we appreciate what we have 

found and how we found i t . Only at.the level of an articulated understanding 
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can we begin to connect our research to the value-relevant terms we 

think in which social ideologies are rooted . • 
119 

David Easton , some twenty years ago, wrote: 
"(there is a)... close relation between analysis 
and observation, on the one side, and moral out
look, on the other.... Self - c l a r i f i c a t i o n (is neces
sary and) requires more than a simple self-ques
tioning with regard to one's preferences. 

"As anyone who has attempted seriously to 
elaborate his moral views w i l l readily perceive, 
the attainment of moral cla r i t y , sufficient to 
allow a person to affirm a particular position, 
can be achieved only at the end of a long process 
of moral inquiry. Such a process is not easily 
understood or learned, no more easily in fact than 
the canons and procedures of s c i e n t i f i c method; 
and i t requires the same creative insight that 
the discovery of causal relations demands of the 
most f r u i t f u l empirical research...." 

And later, in conclusion, 

"... the theorist cannot check the impact of his 
moral views on his theory unless he is thoroughly 
aware of the nature of those views." (p. 232) 

To make any sense of what we have "found" in empirical research, we 

must (a) have asked theoretically grounded questions and (b) been able 

to make explanatory linkages inoourddata. To effectively perform either 

of those tasks requires the self-awareness that Easton speaks of. That 

in turn, as I hope is apparent from my discussion thus far of empirical 

social science and participation, requires i n a very profound way a know

ledge of the values which pervade one's time and place (social, cultural 

and geographic). I hope that I have also shown that p o l i t i c a l science 

David Easton, The P o l i t i c a l System, op. c i t . , pp. 228r-.39. 
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sometimes tended to be.consistently.weak i n t h i s -regard. 

Explanations i n s o c i a l science are always s a t i s f y i n g i n . a double 

sense, i n terms of one's data and i n terms of one's understanding of the 

s o c i a l world. I b e l i e v e that on the whole with regard to p o l i t i c a l p a r t i 

c i p a t i o n the explanations presented by empirical s o c i a l science have been 

less than they might be because we have not been very self-conscious 

about our understanding of our subject, about values and about the ideo

logy which bounds our understanding. Our explanations have been weak — 

but we have not been aware how weak. Not appreciating the shortcomings 

of what we have done to date has, i n turn, restrained us from moving 

very quickly to adapt and r e d i r e c t our methodology. A l l of t h i s i s stated 

of course'in bald and general terms; hopefully, i n turning to more spe

c i f i c matters c l a r i t y w i l l lessen i t s harshness. 

Can we pose research questions which improve our explanatory,power 

regarding p a r t i c i p a t i o n ? I f so, what kinds of empirical findings would 

bring us nearer to explanations which could be more e f f e c t i v e l y r e l a t e d 

to an'understanding of the p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n of the less advantaged? 

And, how has the conservative understanding, i n turn, tended to i n c l i n e 

us away from such explanations? 

(1) The conservative understanding has tended to guide research t o - U 

wards seeking explanations rooted i n the d i f f e r e n t i a l a t t i t u d e s and 

behavior of i n d i v i d u a l s rather than towards d i f f e r e n t i a l s . i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
120 

s t r u c t u r a l Contexts. We have expended our energies i n probing for 

120 
One of the best examples to date of f i t t i n g p a r t i c i p a t i o n d i f f e r e n 

t i a l s to i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s t r u c t u r a l differences i s the study of Black 
(continued on next page) 
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maximal differences i n attitudes and i n other 'things which people carry 

around i n t h e i r heads.' We have only very r a r e l y , i f ever, t r i e d to 

systematically, for example,relate the variance i n p a r t i c i p a t i o n d i f 

f e r e n t i a l s to such factors as the presence or absence of a working class 

mobilizing party, the u n i v e r s a l i t y of media-denial of c l a s s , or r e l a t i v e 

c l a s s d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n p o l i t i c a l education w i t h i n the schools. S t r u c t u r a l 

differences may be able to explain as much.or more of the variance as do 

those things which we have looked at. 

(2) The conservative understanding appreciates class d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n 

qu a n t i t a t i v e or q u a l i t a t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n as only to be expected and 

thereby either l i k e l y i n v a r i a n t through time and space, or not a.variance 

which i s important;!to explain. We have tended not to look at the s t r i k i n g 

d i fferences i n response to d i f f e r e n t aspects or phrasings of democratic 

q u a l i t y v a r i a b l e s . They are c r u c i a l both to an understanding of our own 

methods and to an understanding of p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Even more important 

perhaps, we have shied away from comparing those d i f f e r e n t i a l s cross-

n a t i o n a l l y and over time. -(This tendency to 'expect' class d i f f e r e n t i a l s 

of course i s reinforced i n t h i s regard, by the tendency to seek ' i n d i v i 

dual' rather than s t r u c t u r a l explanations for these behaviors, one needn't 

120 continued from previous page •, . . A 

r p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the American 
south by Matthews and Prothro (bp. c i t . ) . Their explanations, white 
resistance and i n t i m i d a t i o n varying c u r v i l i n e a r l y with percentage of 
Blacks i n the population, are f a r more'satisfying than explanations i n 
terms of p o l i t i c a l e f f i c a c y across s t r a t a l l i n e s . That i s , i s i t r e a l l y 
very u s e f u l to f i n d that American Blacks are more d i s i n c l i n e d to ' c i v i c 
duty' and le s s p o l i t i c a l l y ' s e l f - c o n f i d e n t , ' 'interested,' or 'know
ledgeable'? That begs the question unless one i s s a t i s f i e d that one 
can explain d i f f e r e n t i a l s i n behavior s o l e l y by a t t r i b u t e s of the i n 
di v i d u a l s involved. ' The question i s begged j u s t asilmuch f o r most other 
less advantaged persons. 
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look elsewhere — there.are enough individuals here to provide a 

large N. 

(3) We have tended .to take findings of very low level stratal based 

differences as theoretically important in part perhaps because they 

were supportive of the conservative understanding. This has i n turn 

caused a tendency to shy away from other sources of difference: e.g., 

variations in workplace conditions, cross-national and individual varia

tions ' in class consciousness, or variations in historically specific 

objective and subjective class conditions (e.g., levels of ra c i a l or 

technological job displacement). 

(4) We have been unimaginative-in our 'causal arrow' applications 

because of a variety of •:.assumptaonsi-p|'ordexample,iw.e3have_not looked 

•.effectively,-enough~;-:at:/theneimpa,c1t on qualitative participation of 

increments i n quantitative participation. Also^we navel not of ten., ap

preciated the.possibilityL.tha.t a G t u a l r p a r t i c i p a f c i o n r o d s r - t h e source of 
121 

feelihgsrof* efficaeypc• •.! L i c a . l e,". ̂ a^v ; ••.^n \ •• - ;S. 

(5) Further, we have rarely considered or investigated the possibility, 

the extent to which and ways i n which, a l l developed democracies might 

be systematically biased against the participation of the less advantaged. 

We have just assumed they are 'more or less' open. 

(6) We have not considered broad hi s t o r i c a l trends i n participation 

and sought to relate them to possible sources of discouragement of par

ticipation. For example, and admittedly,' empirical measures are not 

developed here (but which i s cause and which i s effect there?), could 

not-participation be related i n some'way to the massiveness of social 

121 
We should perhaps attempt to devise means of studying the results of 

highly effective participation incidents on the later p o l i t i c a l activity 
of the participants. 



212 

decision-making? (That i s , i s i t not p o s s i b l e that the kinds of things 

the le s s advantaged might want are not w i t h i n the decision-making realm 

of elected o f f i c e - h o l d e r s — m u n i c i p a l or n a t i o n a l , that the relevant 

economic units are outside t h e i r scope of t h e i r p o l i t i c a l and/or geo

graphic control) . These are p a r t i c u l a r l y d i f f i c u l t matters to study, but 

i f low l e v e l s of p a r t i c i p a t i o n are n a t u r a l , good, or a sign of contented-

ness, there i s l i t t l e motivation to begin to develop methods of data 

generation and/or a n a l y s i s . Why with generally r i s i n g education, income 

and occupational status have p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates declined over the past 

century ( p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the U.S.)? 

(7) The conservative understanding i s r e l a t e d to an era i n American 

h i s t o r y which had a tendency to r e j e c t as vague and dangerous several 

q u a l i t i e s of the s o c i a l analysis of i t s forebearers 1:' the spinning of 

overarching s o c i a l theories, a perceived m i l l e n i a l i s m , and a s o c i a l l y 

c r i t i c a l posture. There has" always, of course, been t h i s tendency i n 

American: s o c i a l thought, but i t was perhaps more pronounced i n an era 

which seemingly eat j-once had to come to grips with Fascism, Stalinism, 

Freud and the r i s e of the nuclear age. In the f i e l d of p o l i t i c a l par

t i c i p a t i o n , research explanations which seem to be c r i t i c a l of any 

i n s t i t u t i o n have been eschewed and theory has been as often assumed as 

based on research findings and as often accepted as debated. 

(8) And l a s t l y f o r the moment, though I w i l l consider these and r e l a t e d 

matters further i n my f i n a l chapter, the conservative understanding tends 

to d i s i n c l i n e researchers to looking for p o t e n t i a l i t i e s . What complex of 

conditions have produced a highly p o l i t i c a l l y a c t i v e working class? What 
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characteristics are associated with highly atypical participators 

among the less advantaged? . And, more important, what institutional-

structural or historically specific contextual factors have been asso

ciated with atypically high quantitative or qualitative participation? 

A differing understanding might incline us to look for atypicalities 

i n ever more subtle ways: to be more actively interested i n fleeting 

moments, in the intricacies of attitude-behavior differences, i n ano

malous l o c a l i t i e s , however small. If one is comfortable with present 

r e a l i t i e s , one is less concerned to seek signs or even glimmers of 

change. 

Within the immediately preceding discussion, another important 

consideration emerged — or rather perhaps reappeared. Is i t not the 

case that many of the weaknesses discussed here are related to what 

are usually conceded to be methodological shortcomings of empirical, or 

more particularly, quantitative methods? For example, sample surveys do 

not lend themselves to quick use, behavioralism has been characterized 

as that method which takes the individual as the basic unit of analysis, 

and behavioral research is an enterprise which focuses better on common-

alities^not the his t o r i c a l l y specific. I w i l l discuss these matters fur

ther below; at this point I must note that under some circumstances the 

conservative understanding and behavioral methodology can be mutually 
IOO -

reinforcing. Generally: I; believe, and I hope I have shown, that this is 

122 
However, we should recall that i n section II of this chapter, we saw 

clearly that there is a mass of behavioral evidence which contradicts 
elements of the conservative understanding. The relationship then i s 
clearly a complex one and I fear that one-sided and simple conclusions 
cannot be drawn. 
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by no means a matter of methodological inev i t a b i l i t y . If there i s , a 
causal arrow can be placed primarily (I doubt causation i s utterly uni
directional except in cases like f a l l i n g out of windows and broken legs) 
from understanding to methodology more than vice versa. The leading 
intervening variable in the case of understanding may well have been 
matters largely particular to America and to the hi s t o r i c a l era 1930-
1950 wherein nearly a l l the founders and practitioners came of p o l i t i c a l 
age. 

Perhaps the best way to appreciate more fu l l y the weaknesses and 
strengths of the explanations and methods of empirical research i s to 
look at an understanding, which i s almost diametrically opposed to the 
conservative understanding of participation differentials, that of 
Marxism. In so doing, we remove ourselves to a very considerable ex
tent from the cultural place and the methodology with which we have 
been dealing thus far. In so doing, as I suggested in my introduction, 
perhaps we can better, appreciate through contrast some things about 
empirical social science,which are not so obvious in direct observation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

I 

Marxist explanations of the relative p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the 

, less advantaged differ considerably from those of empirical social rsscience. 

This is surely not surprising given the fundamental differences in approach; 

t ' ':. before we proceed we should begin to discuss a few of those differences. 

One of the most obvious differences is in the units of analysis; 

Marxism's focus is on social systems and on groups (classes) as elements 

of whole systems. There is rarely, i f ever, any attempt to base analysis 

on the measured attitudes or behavior of individuals. When the position 

or behavior of classes are considered that unit is conceived most often 

in i t s relation to the socio-politico-economic system as a whole rather 

than as the analytic composite of fundamentally separate individuals. 

Another major distinguishing feature of Marxism is the emphasis on 

comparative historical specificity. There^is a constant attempt to 

define the uniqueness of a particular locus in time and space rather than 

a greater emphasis on buildings.up towards universal generalizations. 

Several universals are accepted as generally true from the outset and 

analysis most often seeks to apply and interpret those generalizations to 

and within specific historical circumstances. One of those universals 

accepted by a l l Marxists is that nothing is constant and unchanging,, a l l 

things — attitudes, ideas, concepts, structures, behaviors, institutions 

— can only be understood and explained within a wider understanding of 

any given time, place, level of development of productive forces and 

structure of productive relationships. This view is not, of course, 
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unique to Marxism; what i s d i s t i n c t i v e i s the overriding emphasis which i t 

receives and the thoroughgoingness with which i t i s pursued. 

The accepted universals of Marxist theory are more s p e c i f i c than a 

mere a s s e r t i o n of change. Change i s taken to be i n a given d i r e c t i o n 

(towards * the s o c i a l i z a t i o n of a l l means of s o c i a l production). Change i s 

taken to have one fundamental dr i v i n g force (the forces — processes, in-r 

struments, technologies — of production). , The bulk of change i s taken to 

proceed i n a given s t y l e (revolution — rapid, thoroughgoing and r e l a t i v e l y 

rare transformations of the s o c i a l order). And change i n each epoch i s 

taken to have.a given h i s t o r i c a l agent — i n the epoch of capitalism the 

agent i s the i n d u s t r i a l proletariat.''' Carrying such an elaborate set of 
2 

givens i s of course contrary to the tenets of empirical s o c i a l science. 

Any Marxist explanation presupposes at l e a s t t h i s much. 

Several other basic differences which can and should be noted 

at the outset of our inquiry include the following: 

(1) Within a Marxist mode of analysis there can be no recourse to psycho

l o g i c a l explanations as end explanations — a l l behaviors have roots which 

are material and s o c i a l . 

(2) In Marxist a n a l y s i s , i n d i v i d u a l s have no fundamental r o l e i n h i s t o r i c a l 

change — s o c i a l classes are the sole subjects of h i s t o r y . I n d i v i d u a l s ^ n d 

Many have said that Lenin replaced the agency of the p r o l e t a r i a t with 
the agency of the vanguard party; below I w i l l discuss t h i s a b i t further. 

^lost Marxists would take exception to the^use of the word 'givens' here. 
They would see such matters as deriving from the study of h i s t o r y and the 
analysis of the c a p i t a l i s t system. 

o 
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even classes) swim against the current of social forces with l i t t l e effect. 

Their movement is significant only perhaps relative to other swimmers and 

never, except in the very short-term, can they even keep even with the cur

rent. Minor changes and individuals behaviors are of l i t t l e account; very 

few matters are not mere matters of detail. 

(3) Marxists doubt that any science can be historically neutral; the ob

jective of Marxist science is to advance the revolutionary transformation 

of the capitalist order. There must be a constant interplay between 

revolutionary theory and revolutionary practice. The test of p o l i t i c a l 

theory is in the unfolding events of the everyday p o l i t i c a l world. 

There are many more differences, but I w i l l ddefer' them,and further 

consideration of those mentioned thus far here,until the f i n a l two chapters. 

Let us turn now to the comparison of empirical and Marxisf explanations 

of the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the less advantaged. 

II 

There is a matter which I touched on in Chapter I which should be 

developed a bit further here; namely the double meaning which p o l i t i c a l 

inactivity-in a l i b e r a l democratic context carries for Marxists. For some 

Marxists, and particularly for many Marxist-Leninists, the working-class> 

to the extent that i t is f u l l y p o l i t i c a l l y conscious,has a tendency to 

reject any and a l l aspects of the l i b e r a l democratic system as a sham. This 
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rejection i s for these analysts something to be expected, something which 

need not be explained. What needs to be explained is in a sense the op

posite form of behavior — the absence of revolutionary consciousness, part 

of which is an acceptance of l i b e r a l democratic p o l i t i c a l channels. Thus, 

for some of the Marxists (in some contexts) what is being explained i s 

pant i s not non-participation, but the failure to reject l i b e r a l democratic 

participation for more active, direct conflictual forms of p o l i t i c a l 

activity and p o l i t i c a l consciousness. 

This is something which must be kept in mind as we proceed here, but 

i t is not, however, a serious obstacle to the comparison of Marxist expla

nations of the lack of p o l i t i c a l consciousness within the working class to 

empirical social science's explanations of the tendency among the less 

advantaged to participate less within the l i b e r a l democratic framework. 

In the f i r s t place, those who empirically studied participation and sought 

to explain the strata-based differentials were concerned with a wide variety 

of ac t i v i t i e s many of which would be common to both l i b e r a l democratic and 

revolutionary participation, however defined. For example, talking about 

po l i t i c s , attempting to win others over to one's point of view, joining any 

party, attending any p o l i t i c a l meeting and so forth. More significant per

haps are the qualifications of the Marxist rejection of li b e r a l democratic 

participation as a positive measure of p o l i t i c a l consciousness. Many Marxists 

would simply not accept that view; most Marxists, most of the time have, when 

legally allowed to do so, participated in l i b e r a l democratic electoral p o l i 

t i c s . Many do not see these activities as sufficient to those transforma

tions of the social order which they see as necessary; but some do. In any 
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case-most, I think i t is fair to say, see p o l i t i c a l activation as some

thing of a continuum; p o l i t i c a l activity of whatever nature being generally 

seen as an advance over p o l i t i c a l inactivity. P o l i t i c a l activity within 

the l i b e r a l democratic system (this includes trade unionism and extra-

larliamentary participation as well as electorally-centred activities) 

is seen for the most part by Marxists as a means of activating workers 

towards a fuller p o l i t i c a l consciousness. Some Marxists would see that 

sum of activities as sufficient, many more would argue that extraparlia-

mentary organization, mobilization and general p o l i t i c a l consciousness 

would have to be raised to a level sufficient to at least neutralize the 

power of the military-judicial apparatus of the state. A large number 

would argue that neutralization is impossible, the state is irretrievably 

and utterly at the service of the ruling class, and meaningful p o l i t i c a l 

power w i l l only be actualized when- the state apparatus is defeated in a 

military battle by an organized agency of the working class or, in a few 

cases, by the more or less spontaneous self-activity of the mass of the 

population. But even within this latter group of Marxist t many,perhaps 

most in recent years, would see involvement even in electoral p o l i t i c s 

as a strategically necessary part of the development of a mass p o l i t i c a l 

consciousness. Nearly a l l Marxists, even Marxist-Leninists, would see 

electoral participation as at least tactically useful in this regard. 

The explanations offered by the Marxists would, for the most part 

then, be seen by them to apply to p o l i t i c a l activity in general of which 

electoral activity is a part. Some of their explanations of the d i s i n c l i 

nation to electoral activity w i l l be put in terms of a reasoned rejection 
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of that a c t i v i t y either i n general or under p a r t i c u l a r circumstances. 

These l a t t e r explanations are i n a sense of a d i f f e r e n t order,but i t 

w i l l be c l e a r i n the discussion that t h i s i s the case, and one need not 

be a Marxist to accept them, i n whole or i n part,as v a l i d explanations 

of behavior. F i n a l l y , whatever the basis on which a given argument i s 

put forward, whatever i t s intended a p p l i c a t i o n s , i t might, as well, be use

f u l l y applied by others to explain r e l a t e d behaviors. The reasons offered 

as explanations for a c l a s s not coming to a f u l l Marxist-Leninist con

sciousness might*as well,be u s e f u l l y added by others even to the explana

t i o n of the tendency of the l e s s advantaged to vote l e s s often and surely 

to any wider conception of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

Many Marxists, p a r t i c u l a r l y some orthodox L e n i n i s t s , make only 

minimal attempts to explain the i n a c t i v i t y of the working c l a s s owing to 

a perspective which iinhim'ahy way.snresembles the conservative under-^ 

standing. Lenin himself wrote, 

"...without the 'dozen* t r i e d and talented leaders 
(and talented men are not born by the hundred), pro
f e s s i o n a l l y trained, schooled by long experience and 
working i n perfect harmony, no c l a s s i n modern society 
i s capable of conducting a determined struggle.... I as
sert (1) that no movement can be durable without a •,. 
stable organization of leaders to maintain continuity; 
(2) that the more widely the masses are spontaneously 
drawn into the struggle and form the basis of the move
ment and p a r t i c i p a t e i n i t , the more necessary i t i s to 
have such an organization and the more stable i t must be 
(for i t i s much easier for demagogues to sidetrack the 
more backward sections of the masses; (3) that the 
organization must consist c h i e f l y of persons engaged 
i n revolutionary a c t i v i t i e s as a profession."^ 

V.I. Lenin, What Is to be Done?, (New York: International Publishers, 
1969), p. 118 and p. 121. Lenin adds to these three factors two which 

(continued on following sheet) 
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Elsewhere i n that same work,-he stated quite emphatically that, 

"The h i s t o r y of a l l countries shows that the 
working class, e x c l u s i v e l y by i t s own e f f o r t , i s 
able to develop only trade-union consciousness, 
i . e . , the conviction that i t i s necessary to com
bine i n unions, f i g h t the employers, and s t r i v e 
to compel the government to pass necessary labor 
l e g i s l a t i o n , etc. The theory of socialism, however, 
grew out of the philosophic, h i s t o r i c a l , and econo
mic theories elaborated by educated representatives 
of the propertied classes, by i n t e l l e c t u a l s . By 
th e i r s o c i a l status, the founders of modern scien
t i f i c s ocialism, Marx and Engels, themselves 
belonged to the bbourgeois i n t e l l i g e n t s i a . In the 
very same way, i n Russia, the t h e o r e t i c a l doctrine 
of Social-Democracy arose altogether independently 
of the spontaneous growth of the working-class mo
vement; i t arose as a natural and i n e v i t a b l e out
come of the development of thought among the 
revolutionary s o c i a l i s t i n t e l l i g e n t s i a . " (pp. 31-2) 

S o c i a l i s t p o l i t i c a l consciousness comes from outside of the working class 

and from outside the 'spontaneous' struggle of the workers; the workers 

are only e f f e c t i v e l y p o l i t i c i z e d by a party organization, of a party 

composed of i n t e l l e c t u a l s and p r o f e s s ional r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s . 

"Hence our task, the task of Social-Democracy, 
i s to combat sponteneity, to d i v e r t the working-
class Mmovement 1"ftomkthis spontaneous, trade-unionist 
s t r i v i n g to come under the wing of the bourgeoisie, 
and to bring i t under the wing of revolutionary S o c i a l -
Democracy." (p. 41) 

Lenin's development of the view that the workers must be lead by 

4 continued from previous page ., . . , 
apply xn autocratic states .— the more 

membership i n the revolutionary party i s confined to professionals the 
better equipped i t i s to deal with the p o l i c e and, thereby, the greater 
would be the number of people from the working c l a s s who could j o i n the 
movement. This i s not to say that they would i n i t i a t e or lead i t , nor 
does i t reduce the firmness of Lenin's view that the vanguard party i s 
necessary under a l l conditions (at l e a s t a l l pre-1900 condit i o n s ) . 
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others, that without revolutionary theory (and a vanguard party) there 

could be no revolutionary movement, was met by sharp r e p l i e s from other 

Marxist re v o l u t i o n a r i e s .There are;, many Marxists who. are not also 'social . 

aemocratsowho wouldarejeGtl(thesus.etefcTaaiyan'guardnpa-rt_y,hand many others 

whoiwouldc.r.e-jeota. i.tsiuhde-r mbstt ^ondition.sapro-accep£ni\ta0nly i n non-Leninist 

•formsf.ie£ I do not w i i h to devote much space to this, reply. tp-Lenin, but I 

do not want to leave untouched the commonly held view that Lenin's 'con

servatism' on this question was or i s u n i v e r s a l among revolutionary 

Marxists. Rosa Luxeinrbmrg"' i n her Leninism or Marxism? (1904) wrote: 

"The a c t i v i t y of the party organization, the growth 
of the proletarian's awareness of the objectives of 
the struggle and the struggle i t s e l f , are not d i f 
f i c u l t things separated c h r o n o l o g i c a l l y and mecha
n i c a l l y . They are only d i f f e r e n t aspects of the same 
process. Except for the general p r i n c i p l e s of the 
struggle, there do not e x i s t f or the S o c i a l Democracy 
de t a i l e d sets of t a c t i c s which a Central Committee can 
teach the party membership i n the same way as troops 
are instructed i n t h e i r t r a i n i n g camps.... 

"For t h i s reason S o c i a l Democratic centralism 
cannot be based on the mechanical subordination of 
the party membership to the leading party center." 
(p. 88) 

Further, 

"The indispensable conditions for the r e a l i z a 
t i o n of Social-Democratic centralism are: 1. The 
existence of a large contingent of workers educated 
i n the p o l i t i c a l struggle. 2. The p o s s i b i l i t y f o r 
the workers to develop t h e i r own p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y 
through d i r e c t influence on public l i f e , i n a party 
press, and public congresses, etc." (p. 89) 

For Luxemburg the working c l a s s i s f u l l y capable of making i t s own 

Rosa Luxemburg, The Russian Revolution and Leninism or Marxism? (Ann 
Arbor: The U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan Press, 1961) — 
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revo l u t i o n and further any r e v o l u t i o n made i n i t s name by some separate 

e n t i t y i s a fundamentally f a l s e transformation. She concludes, 

"...The working c l a s s demands the r i g h t to make 
i t s mistakes and l e a r n i n the d i a l e c t i c of h i s t o r y . " 

"Let us speak p l a i n l y . H i s t o r i c a l l y , the.errors 
committed by a t r u l y revolutionary movement are 
i n f i n i t e l y more f r u i t f u l than the i n f a l l i b i l i t y of 
the cleverest Central Committee." (p. 108) 

Luxemburg also c r i t i q u e d the Russian Revolution on l a r g e l y the same grounds 

and throughout warned thatIfeninism was something h i s t o r i c a l l y p a r t i c u l a r 

to the a u t h o r i t a r i a n and underdeveloped conditions of T s a r i s t Russia not, t 

as Lenin would have i t , aoset of general p r i n c i p l e s . ^ Other well-known 

Marxists offered s i m i l a r c r i t i q u e s of Lenin's view and argued strenuously 

that power i n the t r a n s i t i o n from capitalism to socialism must remain i n 

the hands of the workers themselves and not be displaced or coopted into 

the hands of a revolutionary party or the state. Most.notable among these 
7 8 9 other c r i t i c s were Anton Pannekoek, K a r l Korsch, and Hermann Gorter. 

6 
See the f i r s t half of the j o i n t p u b l i c a t i o n , op. c i t . , the pamphlet 

The Russian Revolution, written i n 1918. 
^See p a r t i c u l a r l y Anton Pannekoek, Workers Councils, ("Cambridge, Mass. : 
Root and Branch, 1970). Therein Pannekoek i n r e b u t t a l to Lenin states: 
"The in s i g h t needed cannot be obtained as i n s t r u c t i o n of an ignorant mass 
by learned teachers, possessors of science.... It can only be acquired by 
self-education, strenuous s e l f - a c t i v i t y . " (.p. .99) Also quoted by Stanley 
Aronowitz i n "Left-Wing Communism: The Reply to Lenin," i n Dick Howard 
and K a r l E. Klare (Eds.), The Unknown Dimensions(New York, Basic Books, 
Inc., Publishers, 1972). Aronowitz further reports that, "Pannekoek warned 
against the 'one-sided teaching of doctrines,' that 'can only serve to 
breed obedient followers,'" (p. 177) 
8 
K a r l Korsch, K a r l Marx (New York: Russell and R u s s e l l , 1963) and Three  

Essays on Marxism (London: Pluto Press, 1971) 
9 
Hermann Gorter, World Revolution (Glasgow: S o c i a l i s t Information and 

Research Bureau, n.d.) and "Letter i n Reply to Comrade Lenin," i n Helmut 
Gruber, Ed., International Communism i n the Era of Lenin (New York: 
Fawcett, 1967). 
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A p a r a l l e l to Lenin's view that working cl a s s i n a c t i v i t y (low 

l e v e l of consciousness) was something to be expected i s the view 

of many Chinese Communists i n power. In a widely promoted pamphlet by 

L i n Piao"'"^ i s the following . statement: 

"Taking the e n t i r e globe, i f North America and 
Western Europe can be c a l l e d 'the c i t i e s of the world', 
then Asia, A f r i c a and L a t i n America constitute 'the 
r u r a l areas of the world.' Since World War I I , the 
p r o l e t a r i a n revolutionary movement has for various 
reasons been temporarily held back i n the North Ameri
can and West European c a p i t a l i s t countries, while the 
people's revolutionary movement i n A s i a , A f r i c a and 
L a t i n America has been growing vigorously. In a sense, 
the contemporary world r e v o l u t i o n also presents a p i c 
ture of the encirclement of c i t i e s by r u r a l areas. In 
the f i n a l a n a lysis, the whole cause of world r e v o l u t i o n 
hinges on the revolutionary struggles of the Asian (etc.) 
peoples who make up the overwhelming majority of the 
world's population." (p. 49) 

His explanation of the i n a c t i v i t y of the Western working c l a s s goes no 

further than the assertion that there exist "various reasons" for t h i s 

behavior. This f a i l u r e to o f f e r explanations for working cl a s s quietude 

i s common among Marxists i n power who seem to have a considerable i n a b i l i t y 

to understand the i n t e r n a l p o l i t i c s of the nations of the developed West. 

This seeming reluctance i s not however the case among the Marxists i n the 

deyelopedLWesite, p a r t i c u l a r l y those not following ainorthodox l i n e or the d i s -

' c i p l i n e of an orthodox party. For them the quietude within 'advanced c a p i -
11 , , 1 1 'talism >is Ithelibasicq'question anandninhttfreiroworks are found the best 

Marxist explanations of the i n a c t i v i t y of the l e s s advantaged. 

L i n Piao, Long Live the V i c t o r y of People's War! (Peking: Foreign 
Languages Press, 1966). 

"'""'"It can, of course, be argued that much of what i s discussed here i s a 
necessary concommittant of a l l i n d u s t r i a l s o c i e t i e s . C e r t a i n l y that i s 

(continued on following sheet) 



225 

I have placed the explanations which they put f o r t h under t h i r t e e n 

headings; within the material grouped under each heading there i s often 

considerable overlap with other headings, most of these arguments are 

c l o s e l y i n t e r r e l a t e d and mutually supportive. Many of the elements of 

explanation discussed here are also a part of non-Marxist explanations; 

however, only within Marxism are they primary f a c t o r s . In some cases I 

have included here some discussion of questions which might be pursued 

i n empirical study;.these threads w i l l come together a b i t more when I 

developnthe question of the p o s s i b i l i t y of e m p i r i c a l l y studying Marxist 

explanations i n the next chapter. 

F i n a l l y , before proceeding, I should add thatd-some of the ex

planations here were presented i n contexts of other, varyingly relevant, 

questions, than the question to which I r e l a t e them. In e f f e c t , some of 

the explanations iEj/have adapted to the question at hand. In e f f e c t , what 

we invpart have then i s how Marxism or how a. Marxist might explain the 

i n a c t i v i t y pf the l e s s advantaged. In most ;cases these explanations 

a c t u a l l y were offered d i r e c t l y to our question. In those few cases where 

I have developed themes which were not i n t h e i r o r i g i n a l statement directed 

to p r e c i s e l y t h i s question, i t should be clear to the c a r e f u l reader. 

11 continued from previous sheet . . , T , 
at l e a s t xn part the case. I do not 

be l i e v e i t i s necessary to decide here which i s the greater contributor 
or the ultimate cause; that i s obviously a most d i f f i c u l t question. The 
works I w i l l r e f e r most often to here include Paul A. Baran and Paul M. 
Sweezy, Monopoly C a p i t a l , (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1966); Andre 
Gorz, Strategy for Labour, (Boston: Bacon Press, 1967); Michael Kidion 
Western Capitalism Since the War, (London: Penguin Books, 1968); and 
Ralph Miliband, The State i n C a p i t a l i s t Society, (New York: Basic Books, 
Inc., Publishers, 1969). Others w i l l be c i t e d as I proceed. 
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III 

The f i r s t element i n a Marxist explanation of the tendency to a 

lower l e v e l of working class p o l i t i c a l consciousness or a c t i v i t y than might 

be hoped for or expected l i e s i n the conditions of work i n advanced c a p i ^ 
12 

t a l i s t society. Marxists, and Andre Gorz i n p a r t i c u l a r , have a good 

grasp of the destructiveness to human p o t e n t i a l of manual work i n contem

porary i n d u s t r i a l society. He has an empathy not evidenced by even the 

most " l i b e r a l " explanations of non-Marxists (e.g., Robert Lane who consi

ders i t important that the working c l a s s does not i n f a c t work longer hours 

than many sectors of the middle c l a s s , but does not ask what was done i n 

those hours). Gorz argues that workers are stunted i n both knowledge and 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . I t i s not a question of sweat-shop exhaustion (though one 

should consider too the vast number of women workers i n h o s p i t a l s , laun

d r i e s , and clothing manufacturing f a c t o r i e s who then go home to ch i l d r e n and 

hoBsework) i t i s more a matter of boredom, of crushed c u r i o s i t y , of no 

work-related need or p o s s i b i l i t y of growth, of learning, or of development 

of self-image. Gorz makes a further case — with only i s o l a t e d documenta

t i o n — that management i s f u l l y aware that i t i s c r u c i a l to avoid a worker's 

developing " . . . s k i l l s superior to those which his s p e c i a l i z e d job requires." 

Gorz suggests that there may be some tendency to working c l a s s autho

r i t a r i a n i s m but sees i t as d e r i v a t i v e from the "despotic, a u t h o r i t a r i a n 

society with a m i l i t a r y d i s c i p l i n e " which " p e r s i s t s behind the gates of 

12 Page references here are to Strategy for Labour, op. c i t . 
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f a c t o r i e s . " ( p . 35) C l e a r l y , there i s a broad area for research here 

into the r e l a t i o n s h i p of workplace s i t u a t i o n and p o l i t i c a l a ttitudes 
13 

and p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Empirical s o c i a l science has devoted too l i t t l e 

a t t e n t i o n to the p o l i t i c a l structure of the workplace and the character 
of the factory as a s o c i a l i z i n g experience. 

Gorz r e l a t e s the absence of f u l f i l l m e n t i n the work s i t u a t i o n , the 

absence of workers c o n t r o l over what i s produced and how, and the absence 

of t o l e r a b l e work s t y l e to wage demands: 

"Wage demands are more often motivated by a r e v o l t 
against the workers' condition i t s e l f than by a 
re v o l t against the rate of economic e x p l o i t a t i o n 
of labor power. These demands translate the desire 
to be paid as much as possible for time being l o s t , 
the l i f e being wasted...." (p. 37) 

It i s l e s s , he argues, that workers are entranced by money and what i t can 

buy than that they are i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y unable to ask for anything else : 

See e s p e c i a l l y Louis L i p s i t z , "Work L i f e and P o l i t i c a l A t t i t u d e s : A 
Study of Manual Workers," APSR, December, 1964, pp. 951-962. See also 
for example, Reirihafd Bendix, Work and Authority i n Industry (New York: 
Harper Torchbooks, 1963); R. Blauner, "Work S a t i s f a c t i o n and I n d u s t r i a l 
Trends i n Modern Society," i n Walter Galenson and S.M. Lipset (Eds.), 
Labor and Trade Unionism: An I n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y Reader (New York: 1960); 
Fred H. Blum, Toward a ^Democratic Work Process (New York: Harper and 
Bros., 1953); Walter S. Neff, Work and Human Behavior (New York: Athers-
ton Press, 1968); C. Walker and R. Guest, The Man on the Assembly Line 
(Cambridge: Harvard Un i v e r s i t y Press, 1952). These studies are sug
gested as sources of further consideration i n t h i s regard. However, few 
studies ( L i p s i t z excepted) have attempted to l i n k actual workplace a c t i 
v i t y and p o l i t i c a l behavior. See also Almond and Verba, op. c i t . , pp. 
280-283 and 294-299. 

One a d d i t i o n a l ?exception i s William R. Torbert's recent Being f o r  
the Most Part Puppets (Cambridge, Mass.: Schenkman Publishing Company, 
1973) which r e l a t e s to some extent job structure, l e i s u r e pursuits and 
p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . He finds a s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between job structure and p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . The study can be taken to 
be suggestive of a range of questions to be pursued. One of the lacks i n 
the study i s that there i s no attempt to determine the e f f e c t s of any 
negati'veeaspeetsaw.hi'ehsmightshave beentcommonkf6- a l l ithecLWorkplace s i 
tuations studied. 
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management i s f a r l e s s reluctant to o f f e r sizeable wage and benefits 

o f f e r s than they are to concede any ground on 'management prerogatives,' 

the structure of the workplace; or decision-making. This makes unions 

and workers les s i n c l i n e d to push such matters i n the bargaining process. 

Union leaders often as well see such demands as a p o t e n t i a l r o l e - t h r e a t , 

either because they might f e e l i l l - e q u i p p e d to deal with such unfamiliar 

matters or because workplace democracy might weaken t h e i r d i s t i n c t i v e 

p o s i t i o n . A l l of t h i s deserves to be pursued further — e s p e c i a l l y where 

experiments are being t r i e d . Over the longer term, we should t r y to ob

serve the e f f e c t s of d i s t i n c t i v e workplace arrangements on p o l i t i c a l a t t i 

tudes and p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

There are many other Marxists who treat workplace conditions and 

t h e i r p o l i t i c a l e f f e c t s in a manner s i m i l a r to that of Gorz. But= to 

avoid r e p e t i t i o n here, I prefer to look b r i e f l y at an unusual, i n t e r e s t i n g 

and suggestive s t u d y — not,in any sense,Marxist ind methodology, though 

Marxist i n conception and p u b l i c a t i o n . The study i s a series of 40 

personal accounts of work and i t s meaning, written by workers i n 40 d i f -
14 

ferent jobs, edited by Ronald Fraser. In h i s introduction, Fraser quotes 

Marx making a point developed l a t e r by Gorz: 

"The worker f e e l s himself at home only outside 
his work and f e e l s absent from himself i n h i s work. 
He feeHis atrhomeiwhen hemis .nottwbrking,ilanduno1tdat 
home when he i s working. His work i s not f r e e l y con
sented to, but i s a constrained, forced labour. Work 
i s thus not a s a t i s f a c t i o n of a need, but only a means to 
to s a t i s f y needs outside work." (p. 8, volume 1) 

Fraser stresses i n his introduction h i s view that there i s a pointed 

14 
Ronald Fraser;:, Work, two volumes, (London: Penguin Books, 1968). The 

contents were o r i g i n a l l y published i n the New L e f t Review i n 1965, 1966 
and 1967; Fraser i s a member of the New L e f t Review e d i t o r i a l board. 
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s i l e n c e i n the everyday world about the meaning of work i n people's l i v e s . 

"We spend the greater part of our l i v e s working, 
yet r a r e l y f i n d time to think what our jobs mean to 
us. The repression i s curious, as though a v i t a l 
sector of our l i v e s were incommunicable, or perhaps 
not worth communicating." (p. 7) 

An advanced p o l i t i c a l consciousness i n the Marxist sense requires that 

people think p o l i t i c a l l y i n r e l a t i o n to t h e i r work and t h e i r s o c i a l po

s i t i o n as determined by that work. But perhaps i t i s the case that 

Marx's understanding of the working c l a s s ' appreciation of the n e g a t i v i t y 

of work did not proceed far enough — perhaps was not s u f f i c i e n t l y psy

cho l o g i c a l — he underestimated the capacity of human beings to repress, 

even the major part of t h e i r l i v e s . Work and the e f f e c t s of work on one's 

l i f e may only be r a r e l y thought about, e s p e c i a l l y i n s o c i o - p o l i t i c a l terms. 

Shorter work weeks make t h i s a l l the easier. That which i s r a r e l y faced, 

i s repressed, unconsidered, only barely within one's (Knseio.usnessiand i s thereby 

something which i s only marginally accessible to ordinary empirical 

procedures. 

Most of the accounts of work are tales of boredom, i n d i f f e r e n c e to 

d a i l y r i s k to health (e.g., coal mining), powerlessness, utter lack pf 

c o n t r o l of every minute of one's.day, and, to be sure, occasional s a t i s 

f a c t i o n s and personal r e l a t i o n s h i p s on the job. Consistent too i s an unar-

t i c u l a t e d f e e l i n g of a desire to have some influence over what i t i s one 

makes, how well i t i s made, who can use i t and the processes by which i t 

i s made. There issnoi.des.criptdon of how the authors of each account were 

chosen, l i k e l y they are among the more a r t i c u l a t e on these issues; i t 

would be worth following up several of the points made by each i n i n t e r 

views with a random sample of persons i n the same occupation. (It could 
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be effective to e l i c i t responses to the points made.*by these" authors.) 

The work experience of most people is clearly not supportive of participa

tory, or for that matter, even hopeful attitudes. Tedium is exhausting 

and stultifying; forty or more hours of i t in a week — especially when 

i t i s a seenrLhg-.certainty that i t w i l l last for one's whole l i f e — i s not 

easy to face. Organizations which promise incremental economic changes, 

but which remind one of one's class and one's l i f e , are not always eagerly 

accepted. 

A second element of Marxist explanation is intimately related to the 

f i r s t and has already been alluded to in one excerpt from Gorz. This is 

the tendency of workers to focus onetheypaycheck, on consumption as the 

meaning in their lives, as what is important. Work has no meaning in i t 

self and is not something to be often thought about,or thus,reflected on 

in a p o l i t i c a l l y relevant way. One's l i f e begins at punching out time and 

one's satisfactions are not in the hope of meaningful labour, but in goods. 

Gorz offers further consideration of a consumption-centered social order 

and i t s effect on p o l i t i c a l activity: 
"...monopoly capitalism can play on the passive 

and individual needs of consumption, can propose 
ever more complicated and sophisticated modes of 
satisfaction, develop the need to escape, s e l l the 
means of forgetting, of distracting oneself from 
the pressures of industrial organization, means of 
dreaming that one is human — because there is no 
chance of actually becoming such — by the acqui
sition of prefabricated symbols of humanity." 
(p. 72) 

Perhaps an empirical study of snowmobile ownership and p o l i t i c a l parti

cipation should be done. 

Gorz goes on to say: 
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" . . . i t is practically impossible for organs of 
information and education to fight against commer
c i a l propaganda so long, at least, as they address 
a dispersed and atomized public... collective needs 
cannot be substantially defined except collectively." 
(p. 95). 

Many workers go through their workplace lives with their minds elsewhere 

and in their non-work lives are privatized to the extent that they are 

primarily attuned to the extra-familial social order by means of commer

ci a l media. Collective needs cannot be 'sold,' as Gorz sees i t , to iso

lated individuals — working-class solidarity jingles do not produce street 

marches or general strikes. Marx could not have imagined the passivity of 

mid-twentieth century consumer-oriented existence, nor how readily a 

highly developed productive system can occupy endless hours of worker 

time at minuscule cost. 

In effect, under this heading we have already three explanations . 

?£wI&v^P>%1li£i£^ bepexpecded (1) the 

character of contemporary commercial propaganda and the impossibility (or 

at least great d i f f i c u l t y ) of communicating collective needs in a similar 

or, given the habits, i t establishes,effectively competing manner; (2) 

the ready availability and general development of the means of forgetting; 

and (3) the saturation of individual lives with those individual messages 

and iindividual-centered goods to the necessary exclusion of collective 

a c t i v i t i e s , collective wants and collective goods. 

Other Marxist authors"*""* have seen capitalism as fundamentally a 

"^The article to which I refer directly here is Dave Gilbert, Bob Gott
lieb and SSusan Sutheim, "Consumption: Domestic Capitalism," in Massimo 
Teodori, (Ed.), The New. Left: A Documentary History (Indianapolis: The 

: ~ ' (continued on following sheet) 



232 

system which channels basic human needs into commodity form. Recent 

writers have argued that t h i s i s i n turn related to the simultaneous 

r i s e i n di s c r e t i o n a r y income and the r i s e i n the proportion of fi x e d to 

f l e x i b l e costs. That i s , under c a p i t a l i s m investment i s a f i x e d cost 

and workers are a f l e x i b l e cost, they can be l a i d o f f . Any consumer i n 

come above'that needed to meet basic needs must be spent and to assure 

r e t u r n s on investment means must inc r e a s i n g l y be found to assure that i t 

i s spent. That i s 

"the basis for creating and manipulating consumer 
needs i n using and r e d i r e c t i n g r e a l human needs, 
associating them with a given commodity. Thus the 
needs f or sex, love, personal i d e n t i t y and c r e a t i v i t y 
...are used to s e l l products become an a l i e n power 
outside himself; at the same time, h i s own ( s o c i a l l y 
formed) inner needs are turned against him, to make 
him desire those same a l i e n products. 

"The l o g i c a l extension oflth'is process i s man-
defined and delimited by the commodities outside himself. 
Man becomes defined by what he has, not what he does...." 
(pp. 430-31) 

The roots of consumer fe t i s h i s m run deep. P o l i t i c a l quietude i s based 

not so much on comfort as on the s u b s t i t u t i o n of material goods for f e l t 

basic needs. Discomfort with boredom, powerlessness and so f o r t h which 

might r e s u l t i n c o l l e c t i v e demands are displaced by the promise of i n 

cremental access to material goods. More thoroughgoing, general changes 

only r a r e l y come to mind when the culture, the everyday r e a l i t y of working 

15 continued from previous sheets „ _ -,r>,-r>\ / o r 
Bobbs-Memll Company, 1969), pp. 425-

437.- The argument, of course, derives i n part from Marx and h i s claim 
that capitalism converts a l l values to market values. G i l b e r t , G o t t l i e b 
and Sutheim i n the i r a r t i c l e go on to suggest that there i s revolutionary 
p o t e n t i a l i n the developments which they discuss. I believe that that part of 
t h e i r argument i s generally unconvincing, although developments as broad 
as we are discussing can we l l have some e f f e c t s which advance and some 
e f f e c t s which retard p o l i t i c a l a c t i v a t i o n . 
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people i s absorbed by material commodities and their glorification. 

The third element in a Marxist explanation is so commonplace and 

well-known in North America that I w i l l not develop i t greatly here. It 

is made up of a large body of research — often overstated or associated 

with mechanistic causation models — which attempts to demonstrate that 

the dominant culture of capitalist society is bourgeois culture and that 

the ideological apparatus of that society is controlled by the bourgeoisie. 

During the 1960s, i t is l i k e l y the case that every maj.or..:uniyersity i n North 

America had the corporate connections of i t s Board of Governors 'laid 

bare.' The economic dependency of media on large corporate advertisers 

has been shown, as has the class make-up of local school-boards. Also dis-

cussed haverbeenetheostructure ofgithetpubiishinguihdus.try,ii'hc'luding the 

recent take-overs of many major book publishers and producers of education 

materials by massive international corporations, e.g., Random House by the 

Radio Corporation of America, the massive impact of upper-class controlled 

major foundations on social research and social action, and even the monied 

support of Protestant fundamentalism. A l l of this gives somewhat tangible 

flesh to Marx's assertion that everywhere in every epoch the dominant 

ideology is the ideology of the ruling class. A l l of this research does 

not, of course, in i t s e l f prove the assertion of control or bias; owner-

For a further Marxist discussion of the extent and significance of ad
vertising, market research, and so forth, see Baran and Sweezy, op. c i t . , 
pp. 112-141. This chapter is entitled "The Absorption of Surplus: The 
Sales Effort," and in i t Baran and Sweezy make the point that i t is not 
only the effect of these activities which are necessary to support the 
economic system, but given their sheer size, these ac t i v i t i e s in them
selves go a considerable way towards absorbing surplus value. (The term 
'surplus value' w i l l be defined shortly below.) 
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ship or ultimate l e g a l control are not the sole determinants of content. 

Random House seems to have published more L e f t authors since the takeover 

by R.C.A. than before (they s e l l well),and most of the investigators of 

Boards of Governors were students or f a c u l t y i n those same u n i v e r s i t i e s . 

On the other hand; proof that a culture i s not monolithic i s not a de

monstration that ^ . r e l a t i v e l y small group i s not predominant. 

Curio u s l y , i n a sense i t i s only r e l a t i v e l y recently that Marxists 

have come to see ideology as the primary f i e l d i n which at l e a s t the 

i n i t i a l p o l i t i c a l b a t t l e s within a c a p i t a l i s t order must be fought. Many 

Marxists have been prone to either the view that ideology followed c l a s s 

p o s i t i o n i n a mechanical way (proletarians are automatically predisposed 

to Marxism), or, secondly, the view that when a working class i s 'bought 

o f f one merely need wait for the impending economic collapse or, l a s t l y , 

the need to leave advanced consciousness to the vanguard party. These 
17 18 

views are increasingly unacceptable more recently. Gramsci and Lukacs 

were among the most i n f l u e n t i a l i n moving Marxism towards a stress on the 

importance of the achievement of cla s s consciousness. Gorz states c l e a r l y , 
"The c u l t u r a l b a t t l e for a new conception of man, 

of l i f e , education, work, and c i v i l i z a t i o n , i s the pre
condition for the success of a l l b a t t l e s f o r socialism 
because i t establishes t h e i r meaning." (p. 132) 

Marxists, I believe, are more frequently coming to the view that the 

X / S e e Antonio Gramsci The Modern Prince and Other Writings,,(New York: 
International Publishers, 1967). See p a r t i c u l a r l y Romano G i a c h e t t i , 
"Antonio Gramsci: The Subjective Revolution," i n Howard and Klare, 
op. c i t . , pp. 147-68. 

^Georg Lukacs "History and Class Conscisousness (Cambridge, Mass.:' 
The MIT Press, 1968). 
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economic base is not the sole determinant of social change; the cultural 

superstructure can have considerable weight in slowing or.in making 

possible the social transformation which they expect. The cultural power 

of the advantaged i s a powerful force in the dampening of class conscious

ness; the mass nature of modern media and their ever more narrow control, 

can only tend to enhance this effect. 

In considering this point, I w i l l excerpt some brief sections from 

Ralph Miliband's The State in Capitalist Society which deal-.with the role 

of the media, especially newspapers, in advanced capitalist societies. 

"The ideological function of the media is 
obscured by many features of cultural l i f e in these 
systems, for instance the absence of state dictation, 
the existence of debate and controversy, the fact 
that conservatism is not a tight body of thought and 
that i t s looseness makes possible variations and d i 
vergencies within i t s framework, and much else as well. 
But obscured though i t may be, the fact remains that 
the mass media in advanced capitalist societies are 
mainly intended to perform a highly 'functional' role; 
they too are both the expression of a system of domina
tion, and a means of reinforcing i t . 

"But whatever their endless differences of every 
kind, most newspapers in the capitalist world have one 
crucial characteristic in common, namely their strong, 
often their passionate h o s t i l i t y to anything further to 
the Left than the milder forms of social-democracy, and 
quite commonly to these milder forms as well.... 

"At the core of the commitment l i e s a general- ac
ceptance of prevailing modes of thought concerning the 
economic and social order and a specific acceptance of 
the capitalist system, even though sometimes qualified 
as natural and desirable." (p. 221) 

Miliband does not say that these media are on a l l matters monolithic in 

outlook, he is very careful to say: 

"As has also been stressed repeatedly in preceding 
chapters, this profoundly conformist outlook admits of 
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variations and deviations: i t certainly does 
not preclude a c r i t i c a l view of this or that aspect 
of the existing order of things." (p. 223) 

But what he does assert is that on several broad matters they are 

strikingly solidaristic in outlook. In my view, the most p o l i t i c a l l y 

significant of these solidarities i s the following: 

"Similarly, and consistently, the press for the 
most part has always been a deeply committed anti
trade union force. Not, i t should be said, that news
papers in general oppose trade unions as such. Not 
at a l l . They only oppose trade unions, in the a l l too 
familiar jargon, which, in disregard of the country's 
welfare and of their members' own interests, greedily 
and irresponsibly seek to achieve short-term gains 
which are blindly self-defeating. In other words, 
newspapers love trade unions so long as they do badly 
the job for which they exist. Like governments and 
employers, newspapers profoundly deplore strikes, and 
the larger the strike the greater the ho s t i l i t y : woe 
to trade union leaders who encourage or f a i l to 
prevent such manifestly unsocial, irresponsible and 
obsolete forms of behaviour. The rights and wrongs 
of any dispute are of minor consequence; what counts 
is the community, the consumer, the public, which 
must be protected, whatever the cost, against the 
actions of men who blanSlyyobey the summons of mis
guided and, most li k e l y , evil-intentioned leaders." 
(p. 222) 

It would be very interesting to do a content analysis of press response 

to trade union actions; I believe that such an analysis would sustain 

Miliband's assertion. Thissbiasimay'well sometimes ,reinforce i-solidarity; 

among organized workers, but as in most advanced nations, this occurs for only a 

decided minority of the working class.The p o l i t i c a l effect over the long-

term and in general must be divisive of class consciousness. The effects 

of this divisiveness undoubtedly must s p i l l over into the more general 

p o l i t i c a l effectiveness of the less advantaged. 

But to many Marxists ideological dominance or even hegemony i s less 



237 

decisive an inhibitor of class consciousness and p o l i t i c a l activation 

than is the repressive potential of the state. The courts, the police, 

the military and the bureaucracy are not seen to be^neutral in_class or 

p o l i t i c a l struggles. As Miliband puts i t : 

"...they (Marx and Engels) never departed from 
the view that in capitalist society the state was 
above a l l the coercive instrument of a ruling class, 
i t s e l f defined in terms of ownership and control of 
the means of production." (p. 5) 

However, Miliband notes that this i s the general view but that "Marx... 

never attempted a systematic study of the state." (p. 5) Miliband concurs 

in this view but develops a quite subtle and complex contemporary analysis 

of the role of the state. As he puts i t most generally: 

"In order to meet (increased pressure), the state 
then exercises a second option (the f i r s t being mild 
reform), namely repression; or rather, reform and 
repression are tried simultaneously.' These are not 
alternative options but complementary ones. However, 
as reform reveals i t s e l f incapable of subduing pressure 
and protest, so does the emphasis shift towards re
pression, coercion, police power, law and order, the 
struggle against subversion, etc. Faced as they are 
with intractable problems, those who control the levers 
of power find i t increasingly necessary further to erode 
those features of 'bourgeois democracy' through which 
popular pressure i s exercised. The power of representa
tive institutions must be further reduced and the ex
ecutive more effectively insulated against them. The 
independence of trade unions must be whittled away, 
and trade union rights, notably the right to strike, 
must be further surrounded by new and more stringent 
inhibitions. The state must arm i t s e l f with more 
extensive and more efficient means of repression, 
seek to define more stringently the area of ' l e g i t i 
mate' dissent and opposition, and strike fear in' 
those who seek to go beyond i t . " (pp. 271-72) 

I discussed earlier the timely and effective repression of the American 

Socialist Party which included denial of postal mailing privileges, depor

tations of activists and denial of seats to legitimately elected 
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legislators, both state and national. Miliband also discusses the 

p o l i t i c a l attitudes of the upper-levels c i v i l service in France, England 

and America and especially the p o l i t i c a l character of the military of(| 

< ficers corps.Blasts Miliband feels is becoming more pronounced as the 

state expands i t s activist role: 

"This interchangeability between government 
service of one kind or another and business is 
particularly characteristic of the new breed of 
1 technocrats '• who have been spawned by the econo
mic interventionism of the 'neo-capitalist' 
state, and who wield considerable influence and 
power in a variety of departments, planning orga
nisms, regulatory boards, financial and credit 
institutions, nationalised industries and services; 
and i t also applies to the even newer breed of in
ternational 'technocrats' who man the supranational 
institutions which have come into being as a result 
of the internationalisation of advanced capitalism." 
(p. 125) 

This interchangeability was, of course, also demonstrated by C. Wright 
19 

Mills in The Power E l i t e . In i t s e l f , this demonstration should no.t .be 

taken to behavdemonstration'pfitheaexistehceaofeafunifieanelite. But coupling 

ithissw'ithlayhistbrysof outbursts'"of p o l i t i c a l repressiontinsthe -interests 

ofathe statusdqub(j withlsdme general-iknowledgeitthatosuch repression; could 

beso-fnaefofcmfcwhiehoiUtterlyldestroysviLiberalpdBmocracye^must have some damp-

eningieffectaonapo'liticalractivism of a radical character. 

The effects need not often be direct. The most important aspects, 

as Miliband points out, may be "the role of the state in (the) process of 

'p o l i t i c a l sociali:zation.,',,M He does not, however, elaborate how indirectly 

19 C. Wright Mills The Power E l i t e (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1956) 
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t h i s process might operate. How many p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i s t s elsewhere learned 

a lesson of hopelessness from the events i n Chile? How many ' r e a l i s t s ' 

i n the working-class leadership of other countries w i l l now be more l i k e l y 

to 'take i t slowly' i f i n power? How many a n t i c i p a t e foot-dragging i n 

the upper c i v i l service? How often has t h i s ' a n t i c i p a t i o n ' s p l i t the 

unity of the disadvantaged? How many has this driven to the conclusion 

that a l l p o l i t i c s and a l l p o l i t i c i a n s are e s s e n t i a l l y the same? Even i f 

i t i s not the case, as many or most Marxists would have i t , that u l t i m a t e l y 

the state w i l l side with the r u l i n g c l a s s i n every case, the fac t that i t 

c l e a r l y has i n some cannot be u t t e r l y without s o c i a l i z i n g e f f e c t s . 
20 

The tendency to uniformity and s o l i d a r i t y among and i n support of 

established powers stands i n sharp contrast to a f i f t h element of explana

t i o n of i n a c t i v i t y of the disadvantaged offered by Marxism. This element 

i s the many forms of d i v i s i o n within the ranks of the disadvantaged. Gorz 

points out that only as a c o l l e c t i v e e n t i t y — a cohesive group of commu

n i t y — one bent on winning the r i g h t of self-government, could the d i s 

advantaged act e f f e c t i v e l y i n such an e f f o r t . They have not done so, he 

argues, because 
"The poor of a f f l u e n t s o c i e t i e s are not o r d i n a r i l y 
representative of t h e i r c l a s s . S o c i a l o r i g i n , edu
cation, race, age, geography, etcetera d i v i d e them. 

Again Miliband does not see uniformity as monolithic: 
"For i n d o c t r i n a t i o n to occur i t i s not 

necessary that there should be monopolistic 
control and the p r o h i b i t i o n of opposition: 
i t i s only necessary that i d e o l o g i c a l compe
t i t i o n should be so unequal as to give a crushing 
advantage to one side against the other. And th i s 
i s p r e c i s e l y the p o s i t i o n which obtains i n Ad
vanced c a p i t a l i s t s o c i e t i e s . " (p. 182) 
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They are in no condition to organize themselves into 
cohesive groups. But less poor sectors of the popu
lation can organize — a l l those who work manually 
or intellectually as actual or potential groups in 
the factories, offices, or universities." (p. ix) 

21 

Michael Harrington, not a Marxist, effectively demonstrated that the 

one-third of Americans who are the least well-off are precisely those who 

are the most divided. They are divided into groups : including the aged, 

women workers, ethnic minorities, and those living in pockets of rural, 

isolated poverty. These groups are known in new-left jargon as the 'under

class'. They often are unable to contact each other or even to know how 

common their condition is to others within their group. Given this fact, 

i t i s easy for them to perceive general social problems as personal pro

blems: to doubt their individual a b i l i t i e s , to see their, conditions in 

terms of past personal errors. But not only are they separated within 

each group, but the groups are. separated — their problems are not seen 

as problems common to a l l of them and related, as Marxists would see i t , 

to the inability of the capitalist system to f u l l y utilize human potential, 

to allow the maximization of surplus value extraction. Further a l l these 

elements have been for the most part cut off from the organized working 

class. 

It is these groups — the poor — that are the least p o l i t i c a l l y 

active. Even i n the United States, trade union members are more li k e l y 

to participate p o l i t i c a l l y than are non-trade union members; they are far 

more inclined to involvement than- almost a l l of the poor (the only ex

ception might be the recent tendency of some Blacks to be highly active 
21 Michael Harrington, The Other America (Baltimore; Penguin Books, 1962) 
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in some circumstances)• This very large minority is separated from that 

group with which in combination i t might .stand as a majority. And what 

in turn are the particular circumstances of that group? 

An important factor in the understanding of the manual working 

class can be taken from what in Baran and gweezy is a passing comment: 

The answer of traditional Marxian orthodoxy — that 
the industrial proletariat must eventually rise in 
revolution against i t s capitalist oppressors — no . 
longer carries conviction. Industrial workers are  
a diminishing minority of the American working-class, 
and their organized cores,in the basic industries 
have to a large extent been integrated into the sys
tem as consumers....They are not, as they were in  
Marx's day, the system's special victims, though they 
suffer...more than some, less than others. (emphasis 
mine, p. 363) 

The f i r s t underlined portion is of greatest concern here. Industrial 

workers as a group are in numerical decline in America (and much of 

Western Europe) — are they not then as a group historically unique in a 

significant way? Their class position is threatened by modernity as i t 

never has been before: for a time, more machines had meant more jobs 

which workers were capable of doing, even i f a particular job or plant or 

industry might have been threatened.. This i s no longer the case. What 

are the p o l i t i c a l effects of this change? That the kind of work a manual 

worker did was once the basis for our technological society gives precious 

l i t t l e psychic support to a worker whose job today only exists because he 

is willing to work for marginally less than the cost of that mechanical 

replacement which is already in use in higher-wage areas. That his son 

might go to university is only satisfying in one sense, i t is in another 

a ;,reminder of his obsolescence. Not voting could be in part an act of 

defiance (as, in part, is the rejection of school bonds referenda- as 
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numerous studies have shown.) In some cases i t could be a complaint 

with a l l s l i c k n e s s , modernity, and progress. This explanation i s h i s t o r i 

c a l l y conditioned and i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true, we might expect, for America 

i n the past twenty years. (And that i s the locus of the overwhelming bulk 

of empirical p a r t i c i p a t i o n studies.) Perhaps the explanation of working 

cla s s apathy l i e s only i n small garfed&rjaS-seh"thlngsjas£Ulack^of reducation," 

and '•'•apathyn,-;ea'ndninmarsens.et1lies;rtoo - i n r a n i i n a r t i e u l a t e ^ r e a l i z a t i p n ' b y 

weJrke.rshoItthechistoEicallycspecificnpositiQnmofiuthewmanualjworker i n con

temporary AmeriicaingSuchathingsvareneasilydcohfounded;.nailacki6f i n d i v i d u a l 

selSnQonfidenceamightshave^similarlhistorico.igo.cial> rootsaand..might beduse-

frullycs.een as anaindividualorief l e c t i o n of ^class condition. 

And t h i s condition of easy replacement might have, i n turn, impact 

on the unity of organized manual workers with the several groups composing 

the "poor." A class under seige, whose i n d i v i d u a l existences are threatened 

by machine replacement are l i k e l y to be e a s i l y divided from other groups 

seeking to.enter t h e i r d e c l i n i n g ranks: f o r e i g n workers ( i n Europe), 

minority-group members, women, and the displaced r u r a l poor. Further, an 

i n d i v i d u a l who might see himself as capable of l e s s than a machine i s not 

" F o r empirical evidence, see for example, Richard W. Brandsma, Di r e c t  
Democracy and Water P o l i c y (Davis: I n s t i t u t e of Government A f f a i r s , Uni
v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a , 1966); Harlan Hahn, "Ethos and Soci a l Class: Refe
renda i n Canadian C i t i e s , " P o l i t y , 2 (Spring, 1970), pp. 295-315; H. Hahn, 
"Northern Referenda on F a i r Housing: The Response of White Voters," 
Western P o l i t i c a l Quarterly, 21 (Swptember, 1968), pp. 483-95; Richard F. 
Carter and William G. Savard, Influence of Voter Turnout on School Bond  
and Tax E l e c t i o n s , U.S. Dept. H.E.W., O f f i c e of Education (Washington: 
CPO, 1961) ; Raymond E. Wolfinger and Fred I. Greenstein, "The Repeal of 
Fa i r Housing i n C a l i f o r n i a , " A.P.S.R., 62 (September, 1968), pp. 753-69; 
and James W. VanderZanden, "Voting on Segregationist Referenda," P.O.Q., 
25 (Spring, 1961), pp. 92-105. 

http://co.igo.cial
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going to be confident about.his a b i l i t y to enter p o l i t i c a l competition 
with those who build or own machines. And those who can imagine them
selves as in any way above that condition w i l l be unlikely>;to'-',feel a 
solidarity with those within or below i t . The less advantaged are a dis
parate and socially divided group, those divisions are an ongoing pressure 
against class consciousness and p o l i t i c a l activation. 

The sixth element in a Marxist explanation of lack of p o l i t i c a l con
sciousness is really an extension of the f i f t h ; i t was alluded to in the 
above paragraph. It is contained in the many discussions (and versions) 
of the distinction between the old and the new working class. For some 
the 'new working class' are white collar workers whose work is becoming 
ever more routinized, ever more mass in setting, and ever more dead-ended 
in terms of social mobility. They point to the rapid growth and militance 
of white collar unions as revitalizing labour ranks. There is much evi
dence in support of this view and i t would be interesting to study what 
changes occur in p o l i t i c a l consciousness or p o l i t i c a l activity in any 
such groups which moved towards the ranks of labour or increased in m i l i 
tance. However, to whatever extent this tendency to proletarianization 
and politicization of white collar sectors may be beginning, this process 
has not generally proceeded very far (e.g., see unionization as a percen
tage of white collar employment). A brief set of explanations for low 
p o l i t i c a l involvement of the less advantaged could flow from what has to 
date been, from a Marxian point of view, a false division of the working 
class. The manual working class has been isolated by the extensions of 
the t r i v i a l symbols of management power (dress, hours, absence of phy
sica l l y exhausting work, air conditioning, papers, pencils, words, forms, 
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etc.) to a large group of workers. Consciousness of the manual workers 

lagged as they were kepti.a.minority by the_lack of --consciousness of-low-

l e v e l w h i t e - c o l l a r workers,^who seemed~for many -yearslhopelessly quiescent 

C l e r i c a l workers i n banks and insurance companies, etc. suffered wages 

barely, i f at a l l , above the l e g a l minimum wage, and worked under r i g i d 

authority seemingly without complaint. (This i s e s p e c i a l l y true i n North 

America where, generally, those who mutter union are s t i l l summarily d i s 

missed) . lfeh^9'dntaad±videdriM-dition?whi-ehimigh.ty be i n decline, both manual 

and white c o l l a r workers could be pressured towards lesser p o l i t i c a l con

sciousness. The former from the discouragement of seemingly permanent 

minority status, the l a t t e r from cross-pressures of status and income. 

But there i s another, more complex, d e f i n i t i o n and analysis asso-
23 

ciated with- the term 'new working c l a s s . ' Serge Mallet and A l a i n 
24 

Touraine speak of three phases i n the character of i n d u s t r i a l development 

within each of which i s a d i f f e r e n t working c l a s s . The f i r s t phase i s 

that of small c a p i t a l i s t enterprises — wherein workers know a whole 

trade, are paid piece-rate — are artisans except that they no longer own 

either t h e i r tools or t h e i r products. P o l i t i c a l consciousness came f a i r l y 

e a s i l y under such conditions — the workers a l l understood the operations 

of the section of industry within which they worked. This was an age of 

syndicalism which has l a r g e l y passed. The second phase has been dominant 

i n the developed world for much of t h i s century: this i s mass assembly-
23 

Serge Mallet, La Nouvelle Classe Ouvriere, (Paris: Editions du S e u i l , 
4th e d i t i o n , 1969). Also see a r t i c l e by Dick Howard i n Klare and Howard, 
op. c i t . , pp. 388-413. 
24 

A l a i n Touraine, The Post I n d u s t r i a l Society, (New York: Random House, 
1971). 
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l i n e industry. Each worker learns the use of "one machine, which does 
25 

part of one job i n one s p e c i f i c branch of one given industry." This 

i s Marx's c l a s s i c p r o l e t a r i a t which w i l l p o l i t i c i z e because of the mass 

and hyperequalitarian nature of ilts work s i t u a t i o n . However, while that 

was true i t was also true that the assembly l i n e was deadening — the 

pride of accomplishment and sureness of a b i l i t y of the e a r l i e r era was 

gone. The majority of manual workers are i n most places s t i l l of t h i s char) 

racter. — they are trade-union organized, they tend to orient toward the 

parliamentary p o l i t i c a l process rather than the workplace, and t h e i r 

union movement tends to be bureaucratized and distant from the rank and 

f i l e . The 'new working c l a s s ' i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a t h i r d phase of i n 

d u s t r i a l development: automation. WWorkers tend to be highly trained, 

the machinery complex and changing; the workers' tasks are adjustment and 

r e p a i r , and the work often v a r i a b l e . : Most such workers need post-secondary 

'junior c o l l e g e ' t r a i n i n g ; and Mallet includes engineers and others i n 

this category. Mallet argues that t h i s group i s characterized by company-

wide rather than trade unions and that t h i s w i l l produce a l e s s bureaucra

t i c unionism and a far greater concern with a l l aspects of the p a r t i c u l a r 

corporation. This combined with the greater overview of such workers, 

and t h e i r a b i l i t y to see themselves a s , ? w i t h i n a small group, a c t u a l l y 

running the i n d u s t r i a l process, w i l l tend to produce renewed and extended 

d i r e c t demands for control of the i n d u s t r i a l process. This, i n turn, 

could - eoMdthaveta'- cpmplex e f f e c t on rparti : c i p a t i o h o c e 3 3 : 

Howard i n Klare and Howard, p. 394. 



246 

"The absenteeism of the c i t i z e n s which today i s 
deplored by a l l those democratic bleeding hearts 
(bonnes consciences democratiques) i s compensated 
by the development of a s p i r i t of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i n 
socio-economic organizations. This i s probably the 
most i n t e r e s t i n g aspect, and that having the most 
important consequences, i n the evolution of Company 
Unionism. It leads us, i n e f f e c t , to r e v i s e funda
mentally the e n t i r e t y of our p o l i t i c a l habits and 
our conception of the exercise of democracy. 

One need not accept the i m p l i c i t hypothesis that greater d i r e c t 

demands for power i n the i n d u s t r i a l process inhibitethe^more ortho - r _ , 

dox p o l i t i c a l forms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n to see some relevance f o r p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

i n the a n a l y t i c breakdown of the working class over time (the evolutionary 

nature of working class consciousness). There i s no c e r t a i n t y of what the 

p o l i t i c a l e f f e c t s of these three phases are, that i s something which could 

be studied empi r i c a l l y . Also we should remember ( r e c a l l i n g Trotsky's con

ception cCmbined^andauhevenvdeveOiopmenteandpapplying i t here) that at t h i s 

time a l l three phases now e x i s t simultaneously within developed economies 

and t h i s could well be a source of d i v i s i o n w i t h i n the working c l a s s . 

For example, does the p r e - p o M t i c a l character of c r a f t unions promote a 

cross-pressure or a lessened c l a s s consciousness? Is the so-called new 

working cl a s s more m i l i t a n t and active? Or Does i t merely see i t s e l f as 

an upward-mobile e l i t e , thereby f e e l i n g cross-pressured? does the new 

working c l a s s have a greater overview of the i n d u s t r i a l process, does i t 

f e e l more able to manage industry, i s . i t l e s s i n c l i n e d to ordinary p o l i t i c s ? 

F i n a l l y , here there i s another matter commonly related to t h i s d i s 

cussion: the increasing dependence of advanced capitalism on non-

9ft 

Howard, op. c i t . , at p. 399 quoting Mallet, op. c i t . , p. 245. 

http://is.it
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productive workers. As Howard, discussing Mallet, puts i t : 

"...because of the increasing investment i n 
constant c a p i t a l (plant, equipment, and the 
l i k e ) and the decreasing investment i n v a r i a b l e 
c a p i t a l (labor-power), capitalism w i l l n e c e s s a r i l y 
have to cut i t s c i r c u l a t i o n ( d i s t r i b u t i o n ) costs 
i n order to increase i t s p r o f i t while at the same 
time, and for the same reasons, capitalism also 
w i l l have to produce more and more goods i n order 
to pay for i t s continued expansion, and i t w i l l , 
therefore, need an ever larger force of nonpro
ductive laborers whose only task i s d i s t r i b u t i o n . " 
(Klare and Howard, .p. 392) 

This large and growing sector of the work-force i s i n a peculiar p o s i t i o n 

v i s - a - v i s the rest of the working c l a s s . G i l b e r t , G o t t l i e b and Sutheim 

i n discussing sales, a d v e r t i s i n g , accounting and c l e r i c a l workers state: 

"The question of consciousness here i s blurred 
by ambiguous cla s s p o s i t i o n (class based.on the 
r e l a t i o n to the means of production). These workers 
s e l l t h e i r labor power on the market, yet do not 
d i r e c t l y create value. E s s e n t i a l l y , t h e i r function 
i s to help the c a p i t a l i s t s appropriate surplus value 
( r e a l i z e p r o f i t s ) . " (Teodori, p. 434) 

This i s a further form of d i v i s i o n within the ranks of wage earners and 

further relegates manual workers or the poor into a minority p o s i t i o n , 

whether the greater i n d u s t r i a l organization of c l e r i c a l workers w i l l tend 

to increase t h e i r c l a s s consciousness i n the f a c t of such a seemingly 

fundamental d i v i s i o n i s unknown (and doubtless highly v a r i a n t ) . Knowing 

to what extent such workers f e e l consciously complicit i n consumer society 

or whether they are tending to increasing a l i e n a t i o n or cynicism i n the 

f a c t of revelations of low product q u a l i t y or planned obsolescence would 

be h e l p f u l to any understanding of the p o t e n t i a l f o r f e e l i n g s of s o l i d a r i t y 

with manual workers, technical workers or the poor. This would be an i n 

t e r e s t i n g occupational sector to study further, e s p e c i a l l y tcsseek occupational 
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v a r i a t i o n s of at t i t u d e s within i t . The increasing s i z e of t h i s sector 

seemingly casts sbmer.do.ubt5.abo.ut any argument that a l l segments of a new 

working class defined i n terms of white c o l l a r versus manual workers are 

p o t e n t i a l l y susceptible to r a d i c a l p o l i t i c i z a t i o n . The potentials f o r a 

wider unity are seemingly thereby l i m i t e d and t h i s could then be a further 

l i m i t a t i o n on s o l i d a r i t y and a c t i v a t i o n . 

The seventh element i n a Marxist explanation of i n a c t i v i t y . , a r e l a t e s 

as well to a d i v i s i o n within the ranks of the les s advantaged. However, 

i t i s not as i n the previous two matters a cleavage which tends to divide 

a p o t e n t i a l l y u n i f i e d class into subgroupings, rather i t i s a matter of 

d i v i s i o n s within the l i v e s of i n d i v i d u a l workers. To e s t a b l i s h the meaning 

of t h i s element and part of i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e here, l e t us look at the analysis 
27 

of Michael Mann: 
"The values of the countries with which I am 

dealing remain today i d e n t i f i a b l y c a p i t a l i s t to the ' 
extent that they remain committed to a l i b e r a l mar
ket view of ethics and society. According to t h i s 
view, freedom and j u s t i c e are best secured by 'breaking 
down' man's needs and a c t i v i t i e s into separate segments 
(work, consumption, p o l i t i c s , , etc.) and providing each 
one with a separate market i n which i n d i v i d u a l s can 
express th e i r preferences and r e a l i z e t h e i r needs.... 
What i s meant by 'the end of ideology,' therefore, i s 
the acceptance by the mass of the people of t h i s 
instrumental and segmented structure. I n d u s t r i a l or 
p o l i t i c a l behaviour isr c h a r a e t e r i z e d by the separation 
of each sector, and i m p l i c i t (though probably non-
normative) acceptance of 'the laws of the market' 
regulating each sector. This i s what I s h a l l term the 
ideology of hegemonic capitalism. 

Michael Mann, 'Consciousness and"Action Among the Western Working Class, 
(London: The MacMillan Press, Ltd., 1973).- Mann i s sympathetic to aspects 
of Marxism, though not a Marxist. 

http://sbmer.do.ubt5.abo.ut
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"Marxists are well aware that the segmentation of 
l i f e i n c a p i t a l i s t society constitutes an obstacle to 
the r e a l i z a t i o n of clas s consciousness. For the l a t t e r 
to develop, the worker must make 'connections' between 
his work and family l i f e and between his i n d u s t r i a l and 
his p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y . " (p. 19) 

I w i l l deal b r i e f l y here with segmentationtion i n general and then con

sider i n d u s t r i a l versus p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y i n my next point. 

F u l l c l a s s consciousness and thereby the corresponding need f o r 

thoroughgoing and sustained p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y requires inMa-Marxist-view 

that the less advantaged be able to see the i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s between 

a l l elements of t h e i r l i v e s and to conceive those l i v e s i n t o t a l i t y as 

q u a l i t a t i v e l y other than they are. For example, they must see that the 

common structure of the.family; j-tcwnrking; male and home and child-centered 

fejiuale — i s . n o t i n e v i t a b l e ,i huti isba° function pf_ a . p a r t i c u l a r , c • 

organization of industry and society. They should see that t h i s s p e c i a l i 

zation r e l a t e s at l e a s t i n part to a need for e f f i c i e n c y dictated by the 

need f o r p r o f i t . They should see too that i t r e l a t e s to a tendency 

within capitalism to overproduction and thereby an i n a b i l i t y to absorb 

itn£owbheHiWO,bk force allnwhoimightlKant tofv?ork, They should see that 

workers are deprived of their f u l l humanity by the i r powerlessness regarding 

the work process and the s o c i a l order and, thereby, are conditioned to a 

proneness t'o fear any deprivation of 'manliness' or 'femininity, ' those 

d i s t o r t e d forms of humanity which are supportive rather than destructive 

of the productive process. • A l l i n a l l , they must see family l i f e and work 

l i f e as i n t e r r e l a t e d and only i n understanding those i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

can they come to imagine t h e i r l i v e s and the s o c i a l order i n q u a l i t a t i v e l y 

d i f f e r e n t ways. Similarly,, they must see the r e l a t i o n s h i p between family 
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structures and consumption patterns, work and consumption patterns and 

so forth. The tendency of our culture to separate these realms is then 

a hindrance to consciousness and activation. 

The eighth element is the complex matter of the institutionaliza

tion of industrial conflict and includes studies .of jthe: p o l i t i c a l roots and 

effects of that process. This process, of course, has been identified 
28 

by many non-Marxists, most prominently Ralf Dahrendorf. However, Marxists 

see i t s origins and effects in distinctive ways. Trade unions, in a 

Marxist view, tend towards economism that i s , wage and benefit demands 

rather than Challenge tohthessoeio-economic order, an order of which they 

are structurally a part. As we discussed above, ifiiworkersrcontrolled-the 

enterprise there would be no function for trade unions or trade union 

leaders; economic issues are more easily a part of the collective bar

gaining process than are control issues. As Mann puts i t , 
"...whereas economic rewards in the capitalist enter
prise can be collective, job creativity-control 
rewards are largely distributive. The economic in
terests of r i v a l parties can in principle be served 
by increasing the total reward available for share-
out by collective cooperation. By contrast, there 
tends to be a fixed amount of work control available 
for distribution, and for one party to increase 
control the other .must necessarily lose some of i t s 
control. It is evidently easier to obtain.a working 
solution to conflict on the former than on the l a t 
ter issue....What we c a l l the institutionalization 
of industrial conflict i s nothing more or less than 
the narrowing down of conflict to aggressive economism 
and defensive control. This has been taken to i t s 
furthest point by contemporary American trade unions...." 
(p. 21) 

Ralf Dahrendorf, Class "and Class Conflict in Industrial Society, 
CStanford: Stanford University Press, 1959). 
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"Defensive control" is a matter of formalizing de facto arrange

ments made on the factory floor which allow workers greater f l e x i b i l i t y 

and creativity in the; reduction pnocesrs.. Ordinarily, these are comparatively 

minor matters and are often traded back in the bargaining process in ex

change for further economietgains.as. - This latter aspect of the bargaining 

process is consistent with the general recent trend to base bargaining on 

productivity. This trend is increasingly the case as more and more cor

porations produce on a world scale — absolute gains are not granted; only 

i f more is produced i s the wage benefit package advanced. Thereby, i t 

becomes a part of the interest of trade union to aid management's drive for 

higher productivity per labor hour — to cooperate in time study operations, 

to promote efficiency, to quickly quell sporadic outbursts — in short, to 

S ^ 0 E,fir 4i n E S E f i . management's perspective. A l l of this tends to dampen 

class consciousness and to turn militants into renegades and saboteurs. 

The capital intensive industrial machine is smoothed — high investment, 

at the second phase of industrialization,dd'emands smoothness, regularity, 

and cooperation and the pattern of industrial bargaining tends to assure 

i t . Workers are rewarded collectively for quietude and allow themselves 

individually to be supervised to the minuteStss detail of action — a r r i 

val, break and departure timed in seconds, and bodily motion for eight 

hours a day watched and controlled to the smallest nuance. The artisan 

lost ownership of the tools of work in the i n i t i a l industrial revolution, 

but collectively resisted control; in the second phase the workers*own 

organization is integrated into the industrial machine. Finally, bargai

ning becomes a highly developed s k i l l and the union organization'often 
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beccmesas h i e r a r c h i c a l , s p e c i a l i z e d and s k i l l e d as management i t i s a 

p a r a l l e l organization whose leadership has a l i f e s t y l e , educational l e v e l 

( a l b e i t sometimes self-education),b even-a salary scale nearer to that 

of management than that of union members. 

This whole process would seem, a n a l y t i c a l l y , to have e f f e c t s which 

m i g h t s t i n h i b i t s t p o l i t i c a l s e l f - a c t i v a t i o n . A l l matters i n one's l i f e 

and work are l e f t to experts, one learns to cooperate, even to obey. One 

learns that those i n power , an unions? management', ardi elsewrere^iaEimuch the same, and 

that 'we' are ' a l l i n t h i s together.' Resistance i s seemingly only pos

s i b l e through negative responses, i n d i v i d u a l , anomic, and i s o l a t e d beha-

29 
v i o r s , e.g., secret damage to products or machines. The kind:' of s o l i -

d a r i s t i c , p o s i t i v e behavior that could s p i l l over into p o l i t i c a l con

sciousness i s discouraged by the high l e v e l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n of 

c o n f l i c t . 

F i n a l l y here, recently several Marxist h i s t o r i a n s — e s p e c i a l l y i n 

America — have been rewriting the h i s t o r y of the o r i g i n s of both trade 

unionism and l i b e r a l i s m . The term 'corporate l i b e r a l i s m ' became the 

cutting edge of the American New L e f t i n the 1960s — l i b e r a l i s m became 

not a somewhat too moderate p o t e n t i a l a l l y of r a d i c a l s , but rather the 

ideology of the very powerful. Corporate l i b e r a l i s m was seen to be a 

point of view that was s u f f i c i e n t l y sophisticated and subtly versed i n the 

art of cooptation as, for example,!^-a, to have a c t i v e l y cooperated i n 

the formation of the trade union movement. Previously, of course, trade 

unionism was seen simply by the Le f t as worker-initiated, c a p i t a l i s t -

r e s i s t e d and i n the end a v i c t o r y f o r the common man. Many recent -

29 
For some discussion of increases i n such behavior see Emma Rothschild, 

"GM i n More Trouble," New York Review of Books, March 23, 1972, or New  
York Times, A p r i l 2, 1972, p. 40. 
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studies..: in the History of the American union -movement, largely by 
Marxists, have made a quite effective case that corporate leaders in 
many instances were highly supportive of Unionism. Whether the owners' 
of capital saw their words and actions as enlightened generosity, 
Christian good w i l l , or in coldly rational terms- (as a means to smooth 
out spontaneous outbursts,- to organize the workplace, and to place an 
upper limit on demands), doubtless varied among the individuals involved. 
Whatever they thoughtthey were doing 'ithereawa§casrlseginilabor' s absolute, 
Ifbnotgrelative., share, tnlandj ago evolution-, tpwardst a l l , theeaboye-mentioned 
rgeidlyiraitionalg matters, i t could .Ee.argued that there have been 
several other "coldly rational1;' .benefits to the evolving capitalist 
industrial system; One might .be the distribution of income to workers" 
- ^ r seemingly against the interest of the capitalists-V^T.which! In the 
longer term-rgave an equilibrium ̂ to the systenuJhy lessening the tendency 
to.overproduction and stagnation. The welfare state and even national 
planning are also seen as largely- Initiated_Ey and/or In the interests' 
of corporate liberalism In part for the same reasons; surplus -value 
absorption and Industrial coordination and smoothness necessary 

Among the best studies; here are.--Section I; (.-American Corporate 
Liberalism.d9.00-^19148"X. of James Weinstein and Dayid Wv Eaklhsv .(Eds.X. 
For "â New--'America (New York: Random House? 19.7OX; and Ronald Radosh. 
and Murray Rothbard, (Eds.), A New-History of Leviathan: F.ssavs on the  
Rise of The American Corporate-State (New-York.; Dutton,. 
19721.; and in general works By-William A. RWilliams", Martin J.-Sklar, 
James Weinsteln, Ronald Radosh. and others. Interestingly, the sharpest 
replies on these issues-come from Marxists in the IJPUSA, for. example?, 
historian Philip'S-Foner* For a differing picture of labor history, 
see the four volumes, published thus far in his- History of <t-hesLab o r  
Movement in the United^States (New York: International Publishers, 
1947-1965 and continuing). 
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to protect monopoly investment. In the p o l i t i c a l arena big business 
and big labor can be seen to operate in considerable harmony of i n 
terests which relates to their evolving in plant cooperation pattern. 
This cooperation these historians have found is at i t s highest level 

31 
in such matters as foreign policy. 

It can 1i>en<(jarnfhas b3enj)n argued that this whole p o l i t i c a l spillover 
from the institutionalization of industrial conflict generates strongly 
against widespread class consciousness and produces an almost non-com
petitive pol i t i c s . Both of these factors might tend to, in turn, 
promote low levels of participation among the disadvantaged. Many 
major differences have been "settled" and the remaining matters are 
limited, the procedures are'stracturedJand settled ..anddaiLll i s institution
alized into patterns of decision which utterly exclude ordinary workers 
There i s then a double effect on activation: both quietude and elitism 
both in the workplace and directly in the p o l i t i c a l sphere>generate 
against participation. Much of this discussion and nearly a l l of the 
historical research here relate particularly to America. This can be 
taken as an example of historically specific Marxist studies (others 
of which w i l l be discussed shortly below).. It i s in America, of course 
that the relative participation of the disadvantaged i s at i t s lowest. 

There is another aspect of the contemporary Western p o l i t i c a l 
process which interrelates with and reinforces corporate liberal/trade 
union cooperation. This I take as the ninth element in a Marxist 
31 

See particularly the excellent and detailed study by Ronald Radosh, 
American Labor and U. S. Foreign Policy (New York: Random House, 1969).. 
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explanation and i t can be characterized as the incrementalism of 
avoiding collective solutions. Gorz,referring to the deep need for 
greater self-control and self-fulfillment in contemporary industrial 
society, writes: 

"The demand for the satisfaction of these needs, 
which cannot be expressed in market terms, necessarily 
takes on p o l i t i c a l and collective forms; and the sa
tisfaction of these collective needs, precisely because 
i t cannot be procured except by public services belonging 
to the col l e c t i v i t y , constitutes a permanent challenge 
to the laws and s p i r i t of the capitalist system." 
CP- 83) 

Whether or not i t i s the case that public needs necessarily l i e outside 
a capitalist market and a li b e r a l democratic polity, i t is_ the case 
that few such demands are presently expressed economically or p o l i t i 
cally. The problem of, in Galbraith's words, "public squalor within 
private affluence" has been often discussed and, while i t i s s i g n i f i 
cant, need not be detailed again here. We might usefully, however, 
consider the question in i t s relation to p o l i t i c a l participation. 

Consider for example, the possibility of a demand arising for 
an across the board reduction in the work week and a proportional 

32 
selective reduction in GNP. Obviously, such, a scheme would produce 
dislocation problems; obviously, a lot of people hate their days off. 
But many would like such a change, I believe. Only a very few i n d i v i 
duals can privately make such a work arrangement, almost no single 
corporation or industry could make i t , and perhaps not even any one 

33 ... " — t r y z=zl± ~~-Ct:.lt, Th-r1. i s the ~-\-.L. It looks f r . .r-—" •• '_ 
32 

By means of, for example, the elimination or reduction of advertising, 
market research, product multiplication, annual automobile models, auto 
use within large c i t i e s , some appliances, and some increase in corporate 
tax rates producing a weeding out of their bureaucracies, office buildings 
and private jets. If this were on the agenda, how many would be inclined 
against? 
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country could enact i t . That i s the point. This looks increasingly, 

considering structural unemployment, environmental damage and other 

mattersj like a notion less than mad, yet i t ±s_ mad to propose i t pro-

grammatically. The colle c t i v i t y i t encompasses (the developed West and 

beyond) l i e s beyond the bounds of p o l i t i c a l expression. But this alone 

not what prevents i t from being raised. When people are atomized and 

face the market alone, only with the most marginal portion of their an

nual income might they "choose" to purchase an electric knife sharpener. 

The extra day off from s t i f l i n g labor is not an option; i t is presently 

quite beyond conception. The working man is unlikely to "not want" an 

item so badly that he is willing ;:to begin the overthrow of Western 

c i v i l i z a t i o n to trade itoforrtimes. The market and the public sphere, 

economics and p o l i t i c s , are locked in an unfair competition. There i s 

no established habit of collective solutions sufficient to allow for 

anything so seemingly "drastic." Most people likely understand, or at 

least suspect, that the economic system could not cope with such a 

demand, however desirable i t might in i t s e l f be to many or even most 

individuals. Another example w i l l make the general point more clear. 

Consider that the market dominance of social l i f e has such great 

impact on both individual perspectives and individual living arrange

ments that the "accidental individual" i s as far from being able to 

become a "social individual" as he might have been in the Lockean/ 

Jeffersonian world of the independent peasantry. Persons are, for 

33 
Consider here the effect on balance of payments problems and so forth. 

Perhaps only the U.S. could overcome their short f a l l ; by,selling.off 
heayynfor;g'ignainvestments in Europe and/or Canada and elsewhere. 
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example,often unable to live without private cars. Having once committed 

themselves to purchase and upkeep, they find i t far cheaper to use that 

car than to use public transport. Public transport i s never permitted 

to get good enough for many to escape i n i t i a l ownership — that kind of 

limited blockage is relatively easy for highway-auto-rubber-steel-pil 

lobby. Individual_arrangements-incthe marketplace..become/; f Or, many,;-

the only conceivable arrangements; a massive rebuilding of the trans

portation system is not widely-considered:because.?as less adequate in

dividual solution has already pre-empted the p o l i t i c a l (collective) pos

s i b i l i t i e s . Under such, a situation, how can sufficient pressure be 

mounted to offset the weight;offtHd's'e:x\tosare psychologically, economically 

"locked i n " to an acknowledgedly wasteful system? (An interesting 

study here would be of auto workers attitudes toward public transpor

tation.) The p o l i t i c a l agenda is severely limited by theipm'nipresence, 

dominance and seeming permanence of individual "need—fulfillment" within 

the marketplace. Collective, p o l i t i c a l demands rarely get much-hearing 

until such time as an obvious crisis, pn tbe order of ,the-total draining of all 

liquid f o s s i l fuels in the space of a century or anoitherusuch-; disaster. 

P o l i t i c a l apathy is not simply a matter of citizen preference for 

private l i f e over public l i f e , individual over collective solutions. 

In the f i r s t instance, such tendencies are intimately related to the 

structure of the economic system. In the second ,democratic p o l i t i c a l 

systems reflect that market model; the American system particularly was 

designed to make collective decision-making almost impossible. Many 

empirical researchers, i t should be recalled, argue that inclination to 



25.8. 

private l i f e i s somehow natural. Marxists see this aspect of behavior 
as largely a side effect of capitalist market arrangements. 

I w i l l close the discussion here with a further quote from a more 
34 

recent article by Gorz: 
"The fact i s that most of the population ex- • 

periences some aspect of impoverishment: e.g., 
environmental impoverishment through degradation, 
pollution, destruction or corporate appropriation 
of li g h t , space, water, a i r ; impoverishment through, 
the degradation of urban living conditions, through 
the increasing cost of transportation both in terms 
of money and of time, to such a degree that the 
genuine disposable daily free time of suburbanites 
nowadays has been calculated to be not greater than (sic) 
. 150 years ago. Impoverishment also in health, con
ditions and in education, since the backwardness 
of school education in comparison to socially 
necessary knowledge i s increasing sharply. And 
impoverishment as regards culture, genuine popular 
culture having been a l l but destroyed by i t s com
mercial substitute.... 

"However, a l l these aspects of social impoverish
ment cannot give rise to new radical demands as long 
as they are experienced by each individual isolatedly 
or by an atomized mass of city dwellers. Nor can they 
be translated into radical demands by neighborhood 
committees devoid of any class basis, or by voters 
looking to the state for institutional and legislative 
solutions. Radlcalization of demands can take place 
only when and where the effects of impoverishment can 
be related directly to their ultimate:cause, this cause 
being the logic of capitalist accumulation and the 
structural power of capital to impose i t s logic onto 
the methods, the p r i o r i t i e s , the organization and the 
technology of production: in other words, the social 
needs bred by capitalist development can find an anti-
capitalist translation and effectiveness only in the 
places of work where the.power and logic of capital 
can be attacked directly on.a class basis." 

The f i r s t of the two examples used in thevprevious point touches 
herenonnarmatter addiiignalntovtfieemaimsissueo^(the d i f f i c u l t y of.raising 

collective solutions in the face of a l i b e r a l state and a capitalist 

Andre Gorz, "The Working Class and Revolution i n the West," Liberation, 
16 (September, 1971) pp.31-37. In the awkward sentence i n the f i r s t quoted 
paragraph should be inserted aphrase l i k e , 'the urban dwellers o f at point 
where I have placed sic. 
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economy). This new. point, which might be called the evolution of a 

highly integrated world p o l i t i c a l economy, can be in turn separated 

into two matters: one, the tenth element, could be called a trend 

towards a more issueless p o l i t i c s , and the other, the eleventh- element, 

the domestic p o l i t i c a l effects of imperialism. I believe that these 

two points are among the most important and characteristic aspects of 

a Marxist explanation of p o l i t i c a l inactivity. 

The argument that the international integration of the p o l i t i c a l 

economy of the capitalist West has generated an issueless politics of 

l i t t l e concern to anyone, especially anyone who would require the 

prospect of major socio-economic changes to justify the expenditure 

of energy p o l i t i c a l l y , has been most effectively put by. Michael Kidron. 

Kidron, viewing Britain primarily, though his observations may well be 

nearly as true for much- or a l l of the developed West, observes that 

Parliament has lost nearly a l l i t s i n i t i a t i v e and discretion, that con

temporary politics i s not so much too complex,as many have argued, but 

rather has;beenrrelpeated-'t̂ ^ of popular control. This is 

not due simply to a benignly necessary professionalization, but rather 

to a concentration of power and an outmoding of institutions so severe 

that the possibility of. public participation i s a l l but eliminated. 

"International integration has reduced to a shadow . 
the scope for truly national policies and this sha
dow is i t s e l f fixed in a complex of international 
treaty obligations." Cp- 102)L 

"...fhe size of the state sector and i t s commital 
of resources for years in advance n u l l i f i e s most 
of what Parliament used to do in controlling the 
Government's purse strings." Cp. 103) 

"^Kidron, op. c i t . 
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Almost nothing, he observes, is done in open discussion.• He charac

terizes western pol i t i c s as in a condition of nearly universal coalition 

or "implicit coalition". But,. 

"Most important of a l l is the growing estrangement 
between politics and voting — p o l i t i c a l agnosticism 
is spreading: in 1951, twenty per cent of people 
thought that i t mattered l i t t l e or not at a l l which 
party was in power; by 1959, the proportion had grown 
to thirty-eight per cent; and by 1964, to forty-nine 
per cent." (p. 106, figures are for Britain) 

Further, 

" . . . c r i t i c s of established bi-partisan assumptions 
make...little headway at the polls whether they 
champion causes in which, the electorate i s more 
radical than Parliament (wage freeze or Vietnam, 
for example) or more conservative (homosexual law 
reform or corporal punishment, for example).." 
Cp. 107). 

In addition to these aspects of the problem, Kidron notes, for Britain, 

a "steady d r i f t of welfare (e.g., health, insurance), from public to 

private provenance.',', In short, 

"a big factor in the withdrawal of mass public i n 
terest i s i t s decreasing relevance for the attain
ment of direct, f e l t reforms." (p. 108). 

(In the U.S. of course many of.^the .items he discusses havesndtcyet been-tpublicly 

provided. European Left parties, he argues, have failed to grasp a l l 

this — they simply tried to substitute professionals for "...the en

thusiastic volunteers of (their) reformist heyday." (ptill4')'o3>he problem, and 

this i s a v i t a l part of Kidron's perspective, has been that the Left has 

actedevery. wrongly in proceeding on the assumption of Parliament's freedom 

to manoeuvre. The working class is increasingly, in his view, losing 

interest in p o l i t i c s ; in support he cites massive declines in labor, 
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socialist and communist party memberships across Europe during the 
1950s and 1960s {.though simultaneously they were typically getting a 
larger than ever vote). The momentary encounter at the polls becomes 
less and less meaningful as people vote more and more without firm 
commitment. 

In sum, Kidron sees the cause of indifference as one of the long-
term process which has l e f t almost a l l basic decisions to be made by 
select international secret dealings. Whatremainss are details and they 
hold l i t t l e interest for the average citizen. The cause i s not com
plexity, but rather the locus of power: the massive structure of inter
national capitalism, and the seeming acceptance of a l l . i t s preconditions 
and assumptions by a l l electoral contenders for power, including social 
democratic and even the Communist parties. T J _ ^ a.rgujtant 

This argument expressed by Kidron i s in a sense a specific and 
current variant of the more general Marxist theme, namely that people 
are disinclined to participate because most decisions are simply not 
made within the p o l i t i c a l process, let.alone in the electoral process. 
Only the details about which interests or individuals w i l l get what 
incremental benefits are resolved therein. Lane and Banfield noted, 
from sharply varying evaluative perspectives, that persons, with con
crete stakes, most often businessmen, are more inclined to participate. 
I f these decisions l e f t to the private sphere were on the p o l i t i c a l 
agenda, the Marxist perspective would imply, more people would parti
cipate and short of that, the.questions resolved in that process are, 
for most"people, moot. Baran and Sweezy give this some further contem
porary meaning in trying to demonstrate for example, that the decision 
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to have high m i l i t a r y budgets or to stimulate consumer demand rather 

than doing a v a r i e t y of other things such as bui l d i n g public transporta

t i o n or reducing productive l e v e l s , i s a de c i s i o n which necess a r i l y f o l 

lows from the economic structure of our society. Not simply or even 

p r i m a r i l y because of the p o l i t i c a l power of corporations (media c o n t r o l , 
36 

p o l i t i c a l funds, e t c . ) , but rather because the s u r v i v a l of the economic 

system? dependsJontdeeisions of a c e r t a i n character. The economic?-system 

37 

i n t h e i r view i s thoroughly integrated and massively f r a g i l e . Whether 

or not i t i s so f r a g i l e as Baran and Sweezy seem to believe, i s not c r u c i a l 

(I do not believe i t i s ) , i t remains the case that many matters which on 

t h e i r face might stimulate i n t e r e s t i n the e l e c t o r a l process are a threat 

"to the economy" and therefore very d i f f i c u l t to get into the forums of 

public debate. 

The argument i n such a general form would be far more d i f f i c u l t to 

carry much further i n that form. It i s not nearly so e f f e c t i v e .as Kidron's 

more s p e c i f i c development of the theme which might mo.-re3 teas My^be-;§een to 

vary from time to time and place to place. There i s ,too ,another such 

""In t h e i r discussion of m i l i t a r y versus domestic spending Baran and 
Sweezy overplay such important considerations as these. They improve 
i n t h e i r discussion of American uniqueness: for discussion of the causes 
Shrd nature, ©"ft :tffe~ ''extreme'-' t t o n s t i t u t i o n a l o p r o t e c t i o n c o f i " m i n o r i t i e s " from 
majoritSriah-ism ^See*1, •Ba^ranwandy Swe,ezy,iop,. ,cit .3,5 p.p?.) 55-58. 
37 

For example, "...advertising i n a l l i t s aspects cannot be meaningfully 
dealt with as some undesirable excrescence on the economic system which 
would be removed i f 'we' would only make up our minds to get r i d of i t . 
The very o f f s p r i n g of monopoly capitalism, the i n e v i t a b l e by-product 
of the decline of pr i c e competition i n advertising constitutes as much 
an i n t e g r a l part of the system as the giant corporation i t s e l f . " (p.122) 
"...the economic importance of advertising l i e s not p r i m a r i l y i n i t s 
r e a l l o c a t i o n of consumer's expenditures among d i f f e r e n t commodities but 
i n i t s e f f e c t on the magnitude of aggregate e f f e c t i v e demand...." (p. 
124). (Both the above are from Baran and Sweezy, op. c i t . ) 
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concrete v a r i a t i o n on the theme which might be u s e f u l l y further developed 

i n r e l a t i o n to c l a s s consciousness and/or p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n and 
38 

that i s the matter which i s c a l l e d the f i s c a l c r i s i s of the state. 

Revenue s h o r t f a l l s i n selected areas are seen to be i n part a r e s u l t of 

the growing national and global mobilit y of c a p i t a l . C a p i t a l goes where 

the tax deal and regulatory deal i s best and l o c a l i t i e s must bid against 

one another to a t t r a c t industry; one e f f e c t i s a general decrease i n the 

percentage of t o t a l taxation which f a l l s on the corporate sector. This, 

i n turn, has two p o s i t i v e mobilizing e f f e c t s : the rapid spread of unioni

zation among c i v i l servants and other state employees and the p o t e n t i a l 

for taxpayer r e v o l t s among small property owners and wage earners. I t 

also has a negative e f f e c t on- p o l i t i c a l a c t i v a t i o n ; one s i m i l a r , though 

not so one-sided, as the matter described by Kidron. ' The i n t e r n a t i o n a l i z a 

t i o n of the economy and the a b i l i t y of corporations to "blackmail" govern

ments (one corporation i s free to choose among thousands of governmental 

j u r i s d i c t i o n s ) e f f e c t i v e l y removes a whole range of f i s c a l and thereby 

p o l i c y a l t e r n a t i v e s from the p o l i t i c a l agenda. Governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n 

A cannot r a i s e corporate taxes (sometimes cannot even levy corporate taxes),and 

cannot increase the q u a l i t y of public services very far beyond that to 

which the mostsdesparate of locations can accommodate themselves. Many :of 
39 

• these p o l i c i e s which might mobilize the l e s s advantaged are i m p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 
~*aSee here, for example, James O'Connor, "The F i s c a l C r i s i s of the State," 
R o r i a l - i g r K p - u n l n f i n n I, Jan.-Feb. 1970, pp. 12-53, and, I, March-April 
1970, pp. 34-94. 
39 

This can be l e s s the case f o r some c a p i t a l intensive i n d u s t r i e s , f o r some 
industries needing p a r t i c u l a r l y s k i l l e d workers, for those which extract 
scarce or s e l e c t i v e l y located raw materials, or those p a r t i c u l a r l y dependent 
on s p e c i a l transportation or communications f a c i l i t i e s . Nevertheless, c a p i t a l 
mobilit y has c l e a r l y been con s i s t e n t l y advancing for several centuries. 
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Under such circumstances quietude can e a s i l y be quite common, t h i s i s 

e s p e c i a l l y the case for "depressed" regions. It would be most i n t e r e s t i n g 

to study the r e l a t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates of such areas and to somehow 

develop a measure of r e l a t i v e l o c a l v u l n e r a b i l i t y to corporate r e a l l o c a t i v e 

threats (actual threats would be d i f f i c u l t to detect, but that i s not an 

imperative measure as one might reasonably assume that there are considerable 
40 

' a n t i c i p a t i o n ' e f f e c t s ) . I believe that t h i s whole aspect of explanation 

could be greatly developed. 

This l a t t e r process has except i n the recent case of o i l been almost 

u n i v e r s a l l y successful i n the Third World, and i s a r c r u c i a l aspect of im-

p e r i a l i s m . I do not need to develop here the d e t a i l e d Marxist p o s i t i o n on 

the nature and importance of imperialism, that i s r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e i n i n 

numerable sources.4''" I simply want to consider very b r i e f l y what Marxists 

see to be the p o l i t i c a l e f f e c t s of the i m p e r i a l i s t process on the p o l i t i c s 

One might for example measure worker consciousness of industry departure 
p o t e n t i a l , or desire f o r a d d i t i o n a l industry, even developing scales of 
how much and what workers i n a region might be w i l l i n g to concede to at
tr a c t or r e t a i n industry. This could then be re l a t e d to measures of class 
consciousness and p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y d i f f e r e n t i a l s . 
41 

A basic reading l i s t might include J.A. Hobson, Imperialism: A Study, 
Ann Arbor5 Mich.: Uni v e r s i t y of Michigan Press, 1965, o r i g i n a l p u b l i 
cation 1902); R. H i l f e r d i n g , Das Finanzkapital (Vienna: Weiner Volkbuch-
handlung, 1910); V.I. Lenin, "Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism," 
i n Selected Works, Volume 22 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1964), pp. 185-
304 ( o r i g i n a l l y w r itten i n 1915); P.M. Sweezy, The Theory of C a p i t a l i s t  
Development, (London: Dobson, 1946); P.A. Baran, The P o l i t i c a l Economy of  
Growth, (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1957); Ernest Mandel, Marxist  
Economic Theory, (London: Me r l i n Press, 1962); A.G. Frank, Capitalism and  
Underdevelopment i n L a t i n America, (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1967); 
Harry Magdoff, The Age of Imperialism, (New York: Monthly Review Press, 
1969); and Robert I. Rhodes, Imperialism and Undevelopment: A Reader, 
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1970), which contains an excellent b i 
bliography of standard and recent materials. 
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of the metropolitan nations. The assertion that working class quietude 

in the developed nations can.in part be explained by workers sharing in 

imperial "super-profits" has been a central theme in Marxist literature 

since Lenin, who wrote: 

"Imperialism has the tendency to create privilege 
sections also among the workers, and to detach them 
from the broad masses of the proletariat." (p. 283) 

Concerning this point, Lenin presents, for example, statistics regarding 

immigrants from less advanced areas dominating the bottom sectors of the 

American working class at the turn of the century. In speaking of this 

he writes: 

"It must be observed that...the tendency of 
imperialism to s p l i t the workers, to strengthen 
opportunism among them and to cause temporary decay 
in the working class movement, revealed i t s e l f much 
earlier than the end of the nineteenth and the 
beginning of the twentieth centuries...." (p. 283) 

Further,on England he quotes Engels who wrote (in a letter to Kautsky 

in 1882) : 

"'You ask me. what the English workers think 
about colonial policy.... The workers gaily share 
the feast of England's monopoly of the world mar
ket and the colonies.'" (p. 284) 

More generally Lenin wrote: 

"...enthusiasm over the prospects of im
perialism, furious defense of i t and painting i t in 
the brightest c o l o u r s — such are signs of the times. 
Imperialist ideology also penetrates the working 
class. No Chinese Wall separates i t from other 
classes." (p. 285) 

"The receipt of high monopoly profits by the 

A l l page references here are to Lenin's "Imperialism", op. c i t . 
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c a p i t a l i s t s i n one of the numerous branches of i n 
dustry, i n one of the numerous countries, etc., makes 
i t economically possible for them to bribe c e r t a i n 
sections of the workers, and for a time a considerable 
minority of them, and win them to the side of the bour
geo i s i e of a given industry or given nation against a l l 
others. The i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n of antagonisms between im
p e r i a l i s t nations for the d i v i s i o n of the world increases 
t h i s urge. And so there i s created that bond between 
imperialism and opportunism...." (p. 301) 

Thus, i n Lenin's view i m p e r i a l i s t operations can "buy o f f " (temporarily) 

much of the working class of the developed nations. (It i s i n t r i g u i n g 

that i t was never f u l l y appreciated how near t h i s view tended to a massive 

r e f u t a t i o n of Marx — i f c a p i t a l i s t s w i l l buy off using i m p e r i a l i s t p r o f i t s , 

what i s to prevent them from protecting themselves at every threatening 

juncture i n such a manner? Far-sighted c a p i t a l i s t s could not be trapped 

either into an overproduction syndrome or into impovfe-rashing workers to 

the point of massive d i s r u p t i o n . Lenin might be seen ironically as ra precursor 

of Keynes or of full-blown corporate l i b e r a l i s m ) . 

In any case, the notion of imperialism as a process has ^eyolved,-

into a view of global d i v i s i o n of labor with near whole.nations p r o l e t a -

r i a n i z e d on one end and near whole nations bourgeois on the other. This 

theme (most often i n l e s s extreme foriri')'_was carriedbonuby Stalin,Khrushchev, 

Mao and innumerable other s t r a t e g i s t s of Third World g u e r i l l a warfare and 

has been equally asQcpmmo.nd i n the developed nations. I t , not s u r p r i s i n g l y , 

reached i t s most extreme form i n mid-twentieth century America — where 

the only r a d i c a l hope was often taken to be outside America's borders, the 

only r a d i c a l task s u i c i d a l and/or t e r r o r i s t attacks' on America's imperial 

war-making c a p a c i t i e s . Only very recently (post-1968 France) has there been 

the beginning of a turnabout i n this view, which i s now more commonly seen 
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43 as a s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g prophesy. As Andre Gorz put i t : 

"But how can th i s struggle be e f f e c t i v e i f 
we st a r t from the assumption that the white laboring 
masses are the b e n e f i c i a r i e s of i m p e r i a l i s t e x p l o i t a 
t i o n and looting? How can a n t i - i m p e r i a l i s t and. 
s o c i a l i s t revolutions i n the so-called Third World 
win mass support i n the Metropolis i f we s t a r t from 
the postulate-that s o c i a l i s t r evolution i s necessary 
to defeat hunger and misery abroad, but that the op
pressed and hungry masses' l i b e r a t i o n i n the Third 
World demands that the white laboring masses become 

] poorer than they are?" 

Many current Marxists,then,believe that e a r l i e r Marxists exaggerated the 

quieting e f f e c t s of imperialism i n the developed world, but a l l s t i l l see 

i t as a powerful explanatory factor i n t h i s regard. 

I have taken the twelfth element of Marxist explanation to be the 

whole range of matters which can be conveniently placed under the heading 

of h i s t o r i c a l s p e c i f i c i t y . This i s j i o t , a s are idthe.r'eil*.ements,tQne,.explanation 

but rather a m u l t i p l i c i t y of matters united i n a common method of pro

ceeding. In the in t e r e s t of b r e v i t y , I w i l l look here mainly at j u s t the 

one issue of imperialism and i t s e f f e c t s on the domestic p o l i t i c s of the 

metropolitan powers. Let us f i r s t look at two excellent analyses of the 

development of working c l a s s p o l i t i c s i n B r i t a i n . In the f i r s t of these 
44 

Tom Nairn writes of three great phases of r e b e l l i o n : 

43 • • 
Gorz, "The Working Glass and Revolution i n the West,"op. c i t . , p. 32. 

Also • see Ernest Mandel and George Novack, Oh the Revolutionary P o t e n t i a l 
of the Working Class-, (New York: Merit Publishers, n.d.); and Ernest Mandel, 
Europe vs. America,(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1970) and almost any. 
Marxist discussion of the May, 1968 u p r i s i n g i n France. 
44 
Tom Nairn, " B r i t a i n - The F a t e f u l Meridian," New Lef t Review, number 

60, March-April, 1970, pp.3-35. % ce i s a • --> <\T~i a b ?\r. . 
- . i b i i u H i a a r i n n e r b>• $?.zx Lei*, t — JSU21D<SJL 
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"The f i r s t — and most revolutionary — coin
cided with the long process of industrialization 
itself,-'from the closing decades of the eighteenth 
century u n t i l nearly the middle of the nineteenth. 
The second phase occurred some time after the high-
point of British imperialist success, when the empire 
had begun to alter in character and decline in the 
face of competition from Germany, France and America: 
that i s , from the close of the 19th century and 
through the First World War, u n t i l the General Strike 
of 1926. The third i s occurring now, and accompanies 
the degeneration and c r i s i s of the whole system." (p. 5) 

And then notes, 

"Between the f i r s t and the second of these periods 
of active struggle there lay an era of defeat. This, 
time of collapse and frustration, from the 1840s u n t i l 
the 1880s, was decisive for the whole later pattern of 
the class-struggle. During i t , British conservatism 
f i n a l l y crystallized into a durable social order s t i l l 
perfectly recognizable today...." (p. 5) 

"The reason for the extraordinarily formative in
fluence of this period is that in i t the exhausted 
quiescence of the.class struggle coincided with the 
maximum florescence of British society in the world 
outside. While at home, the workers had been de
feated and anaesthetized, and the bourgeoisie had 
settled into i t s heritage, abroad the power of Britain's 
economic system penetrated Into every corner of the 
globe. Benefiting from i t s early start in the Indus
t r i a l Revolution, British capitalism extended into a 
natural empire...which was not yet seriously threatened 
by rivals. In this unique conjuncture, the British 
economic revolution was carried outwards successfully 
while a social counter-revolution triumphed at i t s 
head and heart. The latter provided a stable basis 
for the former; the former gave the necessary external 
conditions for the latter, the prosperity and security 
that the conservative hegemony demanded." (p. 5) 

Nairn then examines the interaction of foreign and domestic develop

ments overt)a period of a century and a half; in so doing, he is highly 

sensitive to the nuances of timing and institutional-structural develop

ment, and to the profound effects of both on contemporary p o l i t i c a l reality. 



convey some of the flavor of this discussion, I w i l l excerpt 

sections from the concluding part of his a r t i c l e : 

"The regime consolidated i t s success by attempting to 
integrate the subjugated working class more totally i n 
side the conservative hegemony. Most accounts of this 
process focus upon i t s economic aspect. That i s , upon 
the way in which a v i t a l part of the proletariat was 
somehow 'bought o f f by the system, in the shape of ithe 
higher wages and better conditions which imperialism 
made possible...." (p. 32) 

"There i s no question of the significance of this eco
nomic factor: i t was certainly a necessary condition 
of 'integration'. But i t must also be pointed out 
that i t Could only work in the way i t did because of a 
number of wider social factors. After a l l , higher 
wages and improved material conditions in themselves . 
do not necessarily imply a trend towards conservatism 
or satisfaction with the status quo...." (p. 32) 

"In Britain, these economic•changes took place under 
the most favourable circumstances for the status quo. 
The labour aristocracy flourished in the aftermath 

1: of class defeat, when the working class could only 
look back at a series of debacles and i t seemed that 
a l l other alternatives were f u t i l e . For, even more 
important than this negative outlook, the society 
which had won- the class war now possessed the most 
formidable battery of cultural weapons with which to 
follow up i t s victory. It was singularly well equipped 
to form the 'expectations' of the new stratum in a way 
convenient to i t s e l f . The labour aristocracy was a 
natural victim. Its whole tendency was to distinguish 
i t s e l f sharply from the 'unskilled' mass, but not so 
sharply from the lower middle-class strata above i t . 
"The boundaries of the labour aristocracy were flu i d 
on one side of i t s territory (i.e., the middle-class 
side), but they were precise on another. An "artisan" 
or "craftsman" was not under any circumstances to be, 
confused with a "labourer":'" Across such f l u i d 
boundaries, the apparatus of British conservatism 
could of course work freely: the Ideology of bourgeois 
'self-help', the dogmas of free-trade liberalism en
shrined in the Liberal Party, the various brands of 
respectability offered by the dissenting Christian 
sects,- the temperance movement, the prevailing respect 
for hierarchy and 'knowing one's place' (especially i f 
i t was not quite the lowest), and so on. It was even 



possible to accede to the ultimate accolade, the con
d i t i o n of being a 'gentleman'...." (pp. 31-33) 

"The point i s , surely, that the ambient conditions of 
B r i t i s h conservatism were such that i t never had to 
r e l y simply upon the crude (and highly uncertain) 
technique of 'buying; or 'bribing' part of the working 
c l a s s . These economic metaphors conjure up an image 
o f f e l i t e of Judases betraying th e i r c l a s s f or a few 
pieces of s i l v e r ; and as such, they represent a gross 
underestimation of the p o s i t i v e power of B r i t i s h 
conservatism...." (p. 33) 

"Thus, cla s s defeat and i m p e r i a l i s t triumph had led to 
the successful absorption of part of the working class 
into conservatism. This, i n turn, delayed the p o l i t i c a l 
development of the workers for decades more; i t ensured 
an e f f e c t i v e hiatus i n mass p o l i t i c a l consciousness for 
nearly 30 years, between the collapse of Chartism and 
the r e v i v a l of s o c i a l i s t a g i t a t i o n i n the 1880's. 

" B r i t i s h socialism was thus l a t e , of course, i n r e l a 
tionship to other countries. Her major s o c i a l i s t move
ment, the Labour Party, d i d not e x i s t e f f e c t i v e l y u n t i l 
a f t e r 1900, remained a minor party with very l i m i t e d 
ambitions and power u n t i l 1914, and received i t s present 
form ane c o n s t i t u t i o n only i n 1918 — that i s , some 
decades a f t e r the social-democratic p a r t i e s of the con
tinent. I t was l a t e too, i n the,sense thatAin B r i t a i n 
i t followed the r i s e of trade-unionism rather than 
preceding or accompanying i t — hence, i t was i n e v i t a b l y 
deeply affected (and indeed l a s t i n g l y conditioned) by 
t h e i r economism and conservatism of outlook. B r i t i s h 
'democratic socialism' was forced to grow i n the shadow 
of the trade unions, dependent on t h e i r finances, over
awed by t h e i r prestige, i t s room for p o l i t i c a l manoeuvre 
and t h e o r e t i c a l development constricted at every turn by 
t h e i r caution and t r a d i t i o n a l i s m . 

"But there i s a t h i r d , even more important, sense i n 
which the advent of B r i t i s h socialism was ' l a t e ' . It was 
t r a g i c a l l y l a t e i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to the whole evolution 
of B r i t i s h society, i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to the whole under
l y i n g imperial-conservative nexus. For by 1900, the long 
secular decline of t h i s system was already under way.... 
This long and grim rearguard a c t i o n was to constitute the 
universe of the Labour Party....It has confronted an era 
of grudging r e t r e a t , of penny-pinching and postponement, 
of n o s t a l g i a and half-heartedness, of slow d i s i n t e g r a t i o n 
and sad f r u s t r a t i o n , where today i s i n v a r i a b l y s a c r i f i c e d 
so that tomorrow can be a l i t t l e more l i k e yesterday. 
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The Labour Party set out to build a*new world in 
the crumbling mansion of British conservative-
imperial hegemony. It has ended up as chief care
taker of the ruins." (pp. 34-35). 

Thus we see that, in Nairn's view the sequence of events particular 

to Britain had great influence on the character, structure and effective

ness of the British Labour Party. It acquired certain characteristics 

which, again in Nairn's view >tended to make i t a far less effective 

socialist force than i t might have been. In the recent period, this 

analysis f i t s together with that of Kidron discussed above. Under such 

conditions,given such a character (though even Nairn would agree, I believe, 

that this character i s 'historically conditioned' hot 'historically deter

mined'), one could see d i f f i c u l t i e s for the Labour Party in building or 

sustaining a militant, active, committed body of supporters. 
45 

Another article worth noting here contains i n a sense the converse 

of the Nairn a r t i c l e , i t seeks to show - _ the distinctive character of 

American imperialism and the extent to which that imperialism i s rooted 

in the specific historic development of the United States. This provides 

an interesting parallel to Nairn's discussion and reinforces an important 

dimension of explanation in which Marxists are generally adept: the im

portance of interrelating a l l aspects of historic development. If impe

rialism retards class consciousness, whatever forces advance and condition 

imperialism have an important effect on that consciousness, which in turn 

then might affect those forces and imperialism. 

American imperialism for the author of this a r t i c l e , • G.S. Jones, i s 

characterized by two distinctive features: (1) i t s non-territorial cha

racter, and (2) i t s possession of a formally anti-imperialist ideology. 
45 
G. Stedman Jones, "The Specificity of U.S. Imperialism," New Left 

Review. Number 60 (March-April, 1970) pp. 59-87. 



He goes on to discuss the history of the formation of American imperialism 

with an aim to demonstrating "how far (that) characteristic modern form 

of American i m p e r i a l i s m . i s (a) product resulting from the particularity 

of American h i s t o r i c a l development." (p. 63) He sees American imperialism 

as, in part, a product of the availability of frontier space: 

"The United states was then already structurally an 
imperialist state at the moment of i t s foundation. 
The foundation of the United States was i n no sense 
an anti-imperialist or even an anti-colonial revolu
tion. If anything the American Revolution accelerated 
the development of American Imperialism by freeing 
westward expansion from the controls imposed by the 
British. Westward expansion and settlement at the 
expense of the Indians was eventually to secure the 
United States the crucial advantage of possessing 
the largest single domestic market in the world. 
But already at the time of the Revolution, i t s 
p o l i t i c a l advantages were realised. The famous 
Turner thesis was understood from the beginning 
by the more sophisticated American politicians. 
Madison, for instance, in his Federalist Papers, 
clearly understood the purpose of the frontier -
for by the almost indefinite provision of cheap 
land further and further to the West, the dangers 
of class warfare resulting from unequal distribution 
of property, could be postponed. Just as an expanding 
internal frontier i n Sweden had resulted in relatively 
weak instruments of feudal domination, so i t was hoped 
that the Western frontier would act as the self-per
petuating safeguard of property and democracy in 
America." (p. 65) 

And later, 

"The expansion of the frontier by trade into South 
America and the Pacific i n the 1880s and early 1890s 
was increasingly associated with idea of an ever ex
panding commercial frontier which would alleviate 
discontent at home. Frederick Turner in the 1890s 
produced his famous frontier thesis of American Demo
cracy. His ideas heavily influenced both Theodore 
Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson (who considered himself 
to be.carrying Turner's ideas into practice). Turner 
regarded commercial expansion as the magic escape route 
from, his otherwise depressing conclusions. The march 
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to the P a c i f i c would not stop at the shore l i n e . 
Turner saw the necessity of continued expansion, 
and f o r strong government support of en t e r p r i s i n g 
c a p i t a l i s t s . 'Once f u l l y a f l o a t on the sea of 
world wide economic i n t e r e s t s ' , he wrote, 'we 
s h a l l develop p o l i t i c a l interests....'/''' (p. 73) 

And f i n a l l y here, 

"The three major depression periods coincided with 
outbreaks of i n d u s t r i a l violence perhaps unmatched 
i n other c a p i t a l i s t countries of the period — the 
railway s t r i k e of 1877, the Chicago Haymarket r i o t 
of 1886, and the Pullman S t r i k e and Coxey's march 
of the unemployed upon Washington i n the 1890s. 
Madison's p r e d i c t i o n that class war would follow 
the closing of the f r o n t i e r seemed to be coming 
true. 

"The aftermath of the C i v i l War thus produced ah 
economic substructure that impelled a f u l l y fledged 
modern imperialism. The v i c t o r y over the Southern 
planters ensured that the nature of imperial ex
pansion would not generally follow the European 
pattern of formal p o l i t i c a l domination over vast 
c o l o n i a l areas — except w i t h i n the borders of 
the United States i t s e l f . There was no prominent 
m i l i t a r y - a g r a r i a n class vying f o r proconsular em
ployment. The new American empire was to be a 
s t r i c t l y bourgeois product. I t would both solve 
the problem of surplus disposal and reduce d i s 
content at home. The open class c o n f l i c t un
leashed by the i n d u s t r i a l depressions from the 
1870s to the 1890s swung the vast majority of the 
anxious middle class behind a p o l i c y of informal 
but c a r e f u l planned economic domination i n Asi a 
and L a t i n America." (pp. 71-72) 

Again, the a r t i c l e s by Nairn and by Jones are i n many ways t y p i c a l o 

Marxist explanations. • I w i l l discuss the general c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of 

those explanations shortly below. 

Before doing so, I want to deal here with one f i n a l element i n 

the Marxist explanation, s e l f - c r i t i c i s m . That i s , many Marxists see 

p o l i t i c a l quietude in. partasvaresultpfitpasjfeerEors ihriMarxfetifeheoryifaid^practLc 
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Quietude i s taken to be a product of inc o r r e c t Marxist-Leninist 

p o l i t i c a l action. It,, . f u r t h e r , i s taken as evidence that h i s t o r y has 

'disproven' the.correctness of past praxis. A few b r i e f examples w i l l 

s u f f i c e here. The f i r s t i s again from Aronowitz' discussion of the so-
• 46 c a l l e d Council Communists (here Pannekoek): 

"After 1925 the T r o t s k y i s t s began to c r i t i c i z e 
the S t a l i n regime f o r i t s departure from Leninist, 
p r i n c i p l e s . The Council Communists disagreed, 
seeing a continuum. They argued that Bolshevism 
had 'solved the h i s t o r i c a l problems of the bour
geois r e v o l u t i o n i n feudal c a p i t a l i s t Russia with 
the aid of the p r o l e t a r i a t as the active f i g h t i n g 
instrument. .. .Marxism-Leninism i s not Marxism, but 
a f i l l i n g of the Marxist terminology adapted to 
the needs of the bourgeois r e v o l u t i o n i n Russia.' 
The Bolsheviks were seen as a 'revolutionary, 
p e t i t bourgeois and J a c o b i n i c a l i n t e l l i g e n t s i a ' 
that transformed the p r o l e t a r i a t into an object, 
rather than the subject, of the revolutionary 
process. They reduced the workers to instruments 
of the CommunistfeParty, j u s t i f y i n g t h i s by t h e i r 
theory of the party." (p. 177) 

47 
This view i s r e i t e r a t e d i n modified form and up-dated by Gorz: 

\oD "...some c e n t r a l aspects offthe L e n i n i s t theory of 
the party no longer hold true i n advanced c a p i t a l i s t 
s o c i e t i e s . To begin with, the theory that the working 
c l a s s , l e f t to I t s e l f , cannot go beyond trade u n i o n i s t i c 
demands, i s c l e a r l y refuted by what has been going on 
i n Great B r i t a i n , I t a l y and France during the l a s t 
years.... 

"This r e v o l t against a l i e n a t i o n and oppression, 
t h i s demand for s e l f - r u l e , self-government from 
below, d i r e c t democracy and q u a l i t y , i s c l e a r l y i n 
compatible with a theory of the vanguard as formu
lat e d by Lenin under very d i f f e r e n t conditions.... 
This concept of the p a r t y . i s openly rejected now
adays by students as w e l l as by young workers as a 
kind of p o l i t i c a l paternalism and authoritarianism 

Aronowitz, op. c i t . 

Gorz, op. ' c i t . 
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which i s bound to degenerate into d i c t a t o r s h i p 
over and not of the p r o l e t a r i a t . " (p. 37) 

A l l of t h i s is. summed up i n Strategy for.Labour where Gorz writes: 

"...there i s not and there cannot be a s o c i a l i s t 
s ociety which the working class.movements of the 
advanced c a p i t a l i s t nations may take as a model." 
(p. 19) 

48 
From this perspective Gorz evolves a strategy of r a d i c a l reforms: 

"Instead of dichotomizing the future ffomhthe present — 
future power and present impotence, l i k e Good and 
E v i l — what must be done i s to bring the future into 
the present, to make power tangible now by means of 
actions which demonstrate to the workers t h e i r po
s i t i v e struggle...." (p. 11) 

.it 

This i s a strategy which sharply d i f f e r s from much of e a r l i e r Marxist 

waiting f o r revolutionary conditions to ripen; i t i s a proposal to, i f 

you w i l l , advance f e e l i n g s of p o l i t i c a l e f f i c a c y through successful con

f r o n t a t i o n with power, and through the exercise of the increments of power 

won. E a r l i e r Marxists had often f e l t that reforms 'within the system' 

nec e s s a r i l y strengthened the a b i l i t y of c a p i t a l i s m to avoid collapse. 
. 49 

This view i s complicated by a r e l a t e d point made by ^ G a b r i e l Kolko: 
"The i n t e l l e c t u a l and p o l i t i c a l heritage of Marxism 
did not prepare the l e f t i n America and Europe f o r 
the complexities of the twentieth century, i f only, 
because, exegetical c i t a t i o n s notwithstanding, 
Marxism and a l l i t s l a t e r v a r i e t i e s and schools p r i o r 
to World War I accepted a paralyzing and d e b i l i t a t i n g 

A non-reformist reform for Gorz i s one which permanently changes the 
r e l a t i v e d i s t r i b u t i o n of power between cla s s e s . See Gorz, Strategy for  
Labour, pp. 7-8 for more d e t a i l e d explanation and examples. The quote 
i n the text also comes from this source. 
49 

Gabriel Kolko, "The Decline of American Radicalism i n the Twentieth 
Century," i n Weinstein and Eakins, op. c i t . , pp. 197-220. There are also 
matters i n t h i s extended quote which I w i l l r e fer back to from early i n 
the next chapter. 



276 

optimism which was i n h e r i t e d from the i n t e l l e c t u a l 
t r a d i t i o n of the idea of Progress. Defeat as a 
p o s s i b i l i t y of long-term,, even permanent duration 
was never entertained, and a s o c i a l theory that 
cannot consider t h i s option i s not merely i n t e l 
l e c t u a l l y unsatisfactory but misleading as a 
basis of p o l i t i c a l analysis and action. Ignoring 
the i n t e l l e c t u a l issue of possessing an accurate 
account of past events, mechanistic optimism led 
s o c i a l i s t s to s l i g h t the negative consequences of 
action or i n a c t i o n i n r e l a t i o n to desired goals, 
and to try to f i t every, major event of p o l i t i c a l 
and economic development into a pattern of i n e v i 
table progression that j u s t i f i e d optimism. Such 
determinism' led to. quietism, even celebration and 
opportunism, as s o c i a l i s t s everywhere welcomed 
the events that led to t h e i r undoing. Never was 
i t considered that s o c i e t i e s have options to suc
ceed and to f a i l i n the attainment of desired 
goals, and that the precarious r e l a t i o n s h i p of means 
to ends warranted continuous concern. S o c i a l de
mocracy and bolshevism a l i k e , sharing the premises 
of h i s t o r i c a l l i b e r a l i s m , avoided considering the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of t r a g i c h i s t o r y , aiviewpoint that might 
be based on secular premises but which placed, as 
the p r i c e of success, a greater burden on.superior 
thought and appropriate s o c i a l a c t i o n at c r i t i c a l 
junctures i n h i s t o r y . The need for d e c i s i v e a c t i o n 
i n unpredictable s i t u a t i o n s had no meaningful place 
i n e i t h e r s o c i a l i s t , or, a f t e r 1918, bolshevik 
p o l i t i c a l strategy, since the normal evolution of 
things did not warrant i t , and for this reason the 
p a r a l y s i s of the l e f t i n the face of r e a c t i o n before 
World War I or between the two world Wars i s quite 
e x p l i c a b l e . " (pp. 198-199) 

L a s t l y , Ralph Miliband brings together i n a few short paragraphs 

most of the points made previously i n t h i s s e l f - c r i t i q u e ' a n d w i t h i n 

that process poses, I b e l i e v e , one of the major reasons for the l i m i t e d 

character of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v a t i o n of the l e s s advantaged. He places the 

blame squarely on the i n t e r n a l structure of Communist parties (though i t 

could be argued that i t might w e l l apply to a l l p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s ) . He 

puts another facet onto Gorz' c a l l for r a d i c a l reforms: the revolutionary 
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party i t s e l f must i n i t s own structures provide a large part of the 

v i s i o n of the future to date l a r g e l y unmanifest f o r the less advantaged 

of the Western democracies. The only test of this claim that can be 

made.is f o r some party to take up t h i s challenge. 

"The f a i l u r e o f j s o c i a l democracy would present much 
less sombre prespectives i f the t r a d i t i o n a l a l t e r 
natives to s o c i a l democratic p a r t i e s , namely Com
munist ones, were not themselves, with hardly any 
exception, a f f l i c t e d by c e r t a i n profound weaknesses, 
of which the gravest i s t h e i r lack of genuine i n t e r 
n a l democracy. 

"A serious revolutionary party, i n the circumstances 
of advanced capitalism, has to be the kind of 'hege • 
n i c ' party of which Gramsci spoke, which means that i t 
must be capable' of 'creating a unity, not only of 
economic a n d ' p o l i t i c a l aims, but an i n t e l l e c t u a l and 
moral unity, posing a l l the issues which a r i s e , not 
on the corporative l e v e l but' on the"taniversal" l e v e l , 
arid 'coordinated concretely with the general i n t e r e s t s 
of subordinate groups.' But the creation of such a 
party i s only p o s s i b l e i n conditions of f r e e discussion 
and i n t e r n a l democracy,'of f l e x i b l e and responsive 
structures. 

"Nor i s t h i s e s s e n t i a l only as a means of obviating 
i d e o l o g i c a l anaemia and p o l i t i c a l s c l e r o s i s . I t i s 
equally e s s e n t i a l as a demonstration of the kind of 
s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l order which such a party seeks to 
bring into being. I t i s i n i t s own present structures, 
i n i t s own present modes of behaviour, a t t i t u d e s , and 
habits that i t must prefigure the society to which i t 
aspires. For i t i s only by so doing that i t can con
vince the vast majority of the population whose sup
port i t requires that i t s purpose i s not to replace 
one system of domination by another, conceivably 
worse. I f s o c i a l i s t democracy i s i t s a s p i r a t i o n for 
tomorrow, so must i n t e r n a l s o c i a l i s t democracy be i t s 
r u l e today. Mere proclamations of future intentions 
are not enough." (pp. 274-275) 
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IV* 

In concluding this chapter I w i l l very briefly summarize here 
some of the ways in which the Marxist explanations of p o l i t i c a l inac- : -
ti v i t y contrast with those offered thus far by those engaged in empirical 
research on p o l i t i c a l participation. Many Leninists would accept some 
aspects of the conservative explanation; namely that inactivity of the 
disadvantaged is a result of their being uninformed and disinterested. 
On the whole though, Marxists, including Leninists, would hasten to add 
further explanations rooted in the socio-economic system to their doubts 
about ordinary individuals. Absent too is the view that inactivity is a 
reflection of a general satisfaction with the socio-political order. Also 
the use of psychological characteristics, e.g., feelings of general or 
p o l i t i c a l efficacy as explanations in themselves, is also largely absent. 

There are, however, some parallels in the patterns of explanation. 
Both Marxism and empirical social science give considerable weight to 
lack of organizational strength. It i s seen as very important by Marxists 
and i s , in turn, elaborately explained by them in terms of such things as 
the media dominance of the more advantaged, the general importance of eco
nomic power in the p o l i t i c a l process, and the many forms of division among 
the less advantaged. Explanations in terms of structural constraints are 
also very well developed in the Marxist literature. In fact, for example, 
explanations in terms of peripherality date back to Marx himself who wrote: 

"The small holding peasants form a vast mass, the 
members of which live in similar conditions, but with
out entering into manifold relations with one another. 
Their mode of production isolates them from one another 
instead of bringing them into mutual intercourse. The 

Prior to reading this section i t would be helpful to refer back to 
Chapter 3, section I. 

"^Many Marxists would see Leninist 'conservatism' as a betrayal of a 
thoroughgoing Marxism. A l l Marxist would reject most of the formulations 
of this view which we have seen associated with empirical studies.. 



279 

isolation is increased by France's bad means of com
munication and by the poverty of the peasants. (....) 
Each individual peasant family is almost self-suf
ficient. . .and thus acquires i t s means of l i f e more 
through exchange with nature than through intercourse 
with society." 

"In so far as millions of families live under 
economic conditions of existence that separate their 
mode of l i f e , their interests, and their culture 
from those of other classes and put them in hostile 
opposition to the latter, they form a class. In so 
far as there i s merely local interconnection among 
these small-holding peasants and the identity of 
their interests begets no community, no national 
bond, and no political^organization among them, they 

Contemporary Marxists would, of course, argue that this view i s now seen 

to have applicability only under some circumstances, that i s , when whole 

nations are transformed by imperialism fthe peasantry must and can be 

mobilized. Nevertheless,.Marx's observations seem surprisingly 

modern for mid-nineteenth century writing and are a useful i l l u s t r a t i o n 

of the roots of Marxist structural explanations of p o l i t i c a l quietude. 

A l l Marxist explanations are, at least in a sense, structural; I merely 

mean to emphasize here that under this heading we can find an agreement 

of emphasis between Marxism and empirical social science which cannot 

be found to such an extent under any other. 

There are two other explanations sometimes mentioned by empirical 

social scientists, particularly those who could be characterized as 

offering a 'liberal' explanation, which are common as well to Marxism. 

The explanations are those which for empirical social science were 

identified as system unresponsiveness up to and perhaps including re

pression and the l i f e experiences component of attitudinal explanations. 

HLewis S.Feuer (Ed.) Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politi c s and ••• 
Philosophy, (Garden City, N.Y.:Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1959) pp.338-339. 

do not form a class. 
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Marxists of course are not r e l u c t a n t to characterize system behavior 

as repressive and i t i s the emphasis on repression and the importance 

of d i r e c t l y challenging the state apparatus which often most c l e a r l y 

separate Marxist from non-Marxist s o c i a l i s t s . Marxist see :repression 

as a generalized rather than a p a r t i c u l a r i z e d phenomenon. In empirical 

s o c i a l science the study by Matthews and Prothro i i d e n t i f i e s what might 

be repression of a p a r t i c u l a r group. The very Urecent empirical studies 

of system unresponsiveness which I.discussed i n Chapter .3 were l a r g e l y 

conducted s e l f - c o n s c i o u s l y i n response to the p o l i t i c a l science "main

stream" (and by, i n the case of Parenti at least,researchers thoroughly 

familar with Marxist a n a l y s i s ) . What i s then an u n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ex

planation i n empirical s o c i a l science i s probably the most thoroughly 

developed aspect of the Marxist explanation. Under the heading of un

responsiveness we might include such explanations as the economic cen

t r a l i z a t i o n which undermines the decision-making power of parliaments and 

even erodes the sovereignty of nations and t h e i r capacity to make i n t e r n a l 

decisions, the tendency toward working-class quietude i n those metropoli

tan nations which make major gains from imperialism, the all-pervasiveness 

of market place individualism, and again the power and one-sidedness of 

the means of mass education and communication. Actual repression by the 

state apparatus of l i b e r a l democracies i s also seen to be p a r t i c u l a r i z e d 

only i n the sense that i t Is 'held i n reserve' by the dominant classes 

and used only when t h e i r power seems to them se r i o u s l y threatened. 

L i f e experiences — e s p e c i a l l y work experiences, but as w e l l , f o r 

example, oppression based on sex and race — are seen by Marxists to 



2 8 1 -

.the p a r t i c i p a t o r y i n c l i n a t i o n s and capacities of 

the working class. Workplace structures are examined i n great d e t a i l 

x - with those empirical s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s who discuss 

at a l l , regarding the boredom and lack of c r e a t i v i t y of most work, but 

as w e l l and with great emphasis, Marxists examine the hierarchy of the 

workplace s e t t i n g , control over the design of the product produced, 

control over work l o c a t i o n and conditions, control over the pace of 

work, con t r o l over the secondary e f f e c t s of the industry, e.g., p o l l u 

t i o n .or resource depletion, and c o n t r o l over the q u a l i t y of the product. 
^2 

Again what i s an incident and occasional part" of the body of explana

t i o n i n empirical s o c i a l science i s a c e n t r a l and well-developed ana

lytic argument i n Marxism. 

F i n a l l y , l e t us look at an explanation which empirical s o c i a l 

science has found to be the case for a few low p a r t i c i p a t o r s : abstinence 

as an expression of anti-system f e e l i n g s including non-voting as a 

conscious act of withdrawal of system support. This f a c t o r i s also 

r a r e l y emphasized by Marxists; and t h i s s i l e n c e i s on the surface at 

l e a s t s u r p r i s i n g . I believe that the best way to acccount f o r t h i s lack 

of emphasis i s to r e a l i z e again that what Marxists are explaining i n 

most instances i s a phenomenon wider than non-voting. If pressed on 

that p a r t i c u l a r issue they would l i k e l y make such an assertion but that 

issue i s not the major focus of t h e i r concern. Further i t i s not v a l i d 

i n most p o l i t i c a l systems because i n most systems there are Marxist can

didates. Where there are not, there has e i t h e r been l e g a l repression 

which then becomes.the more fundamental explanation of there i s a 

thoroughgoing quietude which demands quite d i f f e r e n t explanations than 

52 
See, f o r example, L i p s e t P o l i t i c a l Man, pp. 198-200 as one of the 

exceptions. 
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what i s the opposite s i t u a t i o n : quietude with regard to o v e r a l l system 

d i s a f f e c t i o n . In e f f e c t there are few analysts of any perspective who 

see t h i s f a c t o r , one which i s moving large numbers of people and I see 

no reason to disagree here with t h i s assessment. 

In concluding t h i s chapter I would also l i k e to discuss b r i e f l y a 

few even broader differences between the explanations offered by Marxism 

and those offered by empirical s o c i a l science. ' To begin with, as has 

been mentioned at several points, Marxism places f a r greater emphasis 

on s t r u c t u r a l and system-oriented explanations than has empirical 

s o c i a l science. Explanations rooted i n the absence or presence of i n 

d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the disadvantaged are nearly altogether 

absent i n Marxism. To the extent that i n d i v i d u a l or group 'shortcomings' 

are discussed, they are seen as t o t a l l y d e r i v a t i v e from fundamental 

flaws i n the s o c i a l structure and thereby not of great explanatory 

import. Some of the methodological roots of th i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c w i l l 

be discussed i n the next chapter; i t w i l l s u f f i c e f o r the present to 

merely make.this observation. The-further observation might also be 

made here that there i s a current tendency i n the empirical study of 

r e l a t i v e i n a c t i v i t y to be more concerned as well with s t r u c t u r a l ex

planations. 

Secondly, the f i r s t order concern of Marxism with h i s t o r i c a l 

s p e c i f i c i t y has meant that Marxism has been r e l a t i v e l y quick to seek 

explanations of i n a c t i v i t y which are comparative both h i s t o r i c a l l y and 

c r o s s - c u l t u r a l l y . The seeking of v a l i d generalizations and universals 

i s overshadowed by the attempt to locate and explain the uniqueness of 
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particular situations. Obviously generalization and the analysis of 
exceptional situations are intellectual^/ processes which are inter
related and interdependent. I suspect that the difference of emphasis 
lies in the fact that Marxism carries with i t an elaborate body of what 
from the viewpoint of social science must be seen as assumptions about 
the operation of the physical and social universe. (Marxism would c a l l 
these matters laws, but the evidence for many of them, as w i l l be 
partially shown in the next chapter, is very limited)). To il l u s t r a t e 
the depth of the difference, consider that even the matter at hand 
here — the widespread quietude of the working-class of the developed 
West — is often explained as i f i t were an exceptional circumstance. 
That i s , i t is 'exceptional' in that i t f l i e s in the face of the funda
mental tenets of historical and dialectical materialism. It most 
decidedly i s not a matter which can be taken to be simply a reasonably 
reliable empirical generalization for which a partially valid explana
tion might be that that is the way such people are: Analysis and explana
tion are imperative and in a sense are the means by which theory is sus
tained in the face of empirical reality. Empirical reality is constantly 
forced into a perspective wherein i t s limits in time and space are probed. 
This process is not unique to Marxism; I believe, however, that the 
degree to and frequency with which i t occurs i s . 

Related to the second characteristic of Marxist explanation is 
then another1:1 the importance of theory as the basis of Marxist method 
and Marxist explanation. A l l of the Marxist explanations which were 
elaborated in this chapter can be seen to be derivative from the basic 
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Marxist-Leninist model of the f u n c t i o n i n g of the c a p i t a l i s t system. For 

example, Marx and'Engels asserted i n The German Ideology and elsewhere 

that the dominant ideology of any era i s the ideology of the dominant 

s o c i a l c l a s s . This 'guide' ( i n the form of an overstated generalization) 

i s the i n i t i a t o r of c a r e f u l a n a l y t i c and empirical examinations of means 

and of e f f e c t s i n s p e c i f i c s o c i o - h i s t o r i c a l contexts. These data can 

then be related toaa wide v a r i e t y of questions including that of the 

r e l a t i v e i n a c t i v i t y of the disadvantaged. Marxism i s i n the f i r s t 

instance deductive. Empirical s o c i a l science on the whole — and this 

can only be an i m p r e s s i o n i s t i c matter — has been f a r more an inductive 

process. 

Fco-urtMky, what i s taken to be the p o l i t i c a l universe i s greatly 

expanded from that commonly accepted i n p o l i t i c a l science. Marxism 

i s a general science of society and h i s t o r y , i t s explanations do not 

adhere to d i s c i p l i n a r y boundaries. Explanations of i n a c t i v i t y i n the 

p o l i t i c a l process quickly cross into workplace experience, corporate 

structure, and a v a r i e t y of aspects and e f f e c t s of the economic market. 

Marxism further often gives explanations based on h i s t o r i c a l or s o c i o l 

o g i c a l a n a l y s i s ; for example the h i s t o r i c impact of imperialism or the 

contemporary class structure. Again i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g that the 

empirical s o c i a l sciences more and more are interpenetrating i n t h i s 

manner; this may be e s p e c i a l l y true of p o l i t i c a l science. 

F i n a l l y here i t must be noted that a l l Marxist explanations have 

a self-conscious a c t i v i s t dimension. Marx asserted the task of 'phi

losophy' i s not to merely understand the world but to change i t . 
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Every Marxist explanation implies a need to alter the present social 
reality. Further, many of i t s explanations are easily developed into 
strategies or even tactics for changing the social world. Perhaps 
much of Marxism's dependence on the empirical socialvworld might de-
rav;e;from its;-usefulness as a p o l i t i c a l testing ground for the conclusions 
derived from studying i t . 'Hypotheses.' are tested in a process of 
action in the social world. Just as i t is seen to be impossible to act 
effectively without understanding, i t i s a tenet of Marxism that one 
cannot understand fu l l y without acting. It might be said that this 
factor adds a further dimension to the Marxist concern with the 
question of p o l i t i c a l activity. 
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CHAPTER 6 

In this chapter I hope to proceed from the a n a l y t i c summary of 

Marxist explanations presented i n the l a s t chapter to a further consider

a t i o n of how Marxism has dealt with p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y . As I d i d i n 

the elaborated consideration of the explanations of empirical s o c i a l 

science, I w i l l look here at Marxist explanations i n a context of (1) 

a Marxist understanding of the p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y of the le s s advan

taged, (2) Marxist methodology, and (3) the h i s t o r i c o - p o l i t i c a l context 

within which the explanations considered were presented. 

One observation should be made here immediately: the conservative 

understanding applied only a part* of empirical s o c i a l science ( a l b e i t , 

f o r the period 1950-1965, to what might.well have been the dominant 

por t i o n of those who studied the subject e m p i r i c a l l y ) . ' The understanding 

which I w i l l a t t r i b u t e to Marxism i s applicable to most Marxists though 

i t i s l e s s often d i r e c t l y stated by any of them — i t , simply, i s fun

damentally a part of t h e i r whole outlook. This i s not to say I see 

Marxism as a monolithic perspective. As I have t r i e d to show as a part 

of my presentation of Marxist explanation,;and'.a's isono,w I think generally 

known>,Marxism i s a very broad p o l i t i c a l and methodological umbrella. 

However, I think i t i s f a i r to say that where behavioralism shares some 

methodological presuppositions — i t i s somewhat more than a 'mood' — 

Marxism as part of i t s minimum corpus shares a somewhat wider range of 

p o l i t i c a l views. I t i s unusual and d i f f i c u l t f o r empirical s o c i a l 

s c i e n t i s t s to express a ' p o l i t i c a l ' viewpoint i n the context of t h e i r 

research (and the statements of the conservative understanding might 
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be cr i t i c i z e d on that ground)."*" This i s not the case in Marxism where 

from the viewpoint of empirical social science, the subjective and the 

objective could be said to be either fused or confused. Some very 

basic p o l i t i c a l assumptions are shared by those who see themselves as 

Marxist scholars and this sharing i s somehow more necessary that i t is 

within empirical social science. 

I 

When the explanations of Marxism and empirical social science were 

contrasted at the conclusion of the last chapter, i t was found that they 

differed considerably although at times the difference was one of emphasis. 

When one attempts to itemize a Marxist understanding of the inactivity 

of the less advantaged which parallels the six points which were set out 

for the conservative understanding the viewpoint is clearly a polar op

posite. The six elements which most Marxists might accept could, I 

believe, be stated as follows: 

(1) The belief that the p b l i t i c a l inactivity of the less advantaged 

is a product of a variety of historically specific conditions 

which w i l l , should, and must be overcome. 

(2) The belief that the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the less advantaged 

is a product of identifiable conditions specific to the social order 

That i t could be cri t i c i z e d from the point of view of some empirical 
social scientists, I, as I have said above, approve of the practice of 
relating one's findings to such a perspective, however imprecise that 
procedure might have to be in many cases. In this particular case, as 
I argued i n Chapters II and III, the practice need not have to-.be.as imprecise 
and inaccurate as i t was. 
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of capitalism and lib e r a l democracy. That system is seen to be 
'in the last analysis' a closed system without a revolutionary trans
formation of power relations. 

(3) The belief that p o l i t i c a l inactivity might be a sign of either the 
rejection of the p o l i t i c a l system or of one or more of many existent 
forms of repression within that system. 

(4) The belief that p o l i t i c a l progress requires a high level of p o l i t i c a l 
consciousness and activity on the part of the less advantaged. 

(5) The belief that any tendency to low knowledgeability or tolerance 
\si has historically specific roots and may, i f part of a conscious re

jection of the limits of the p o l i t i c a l system,be part of the means 
of overcoming those shortcomings. 

(6) The belief that certain forms of intolerance are necessary to p o l i 
t i c a l progress. 

Related to these -views is an overriding view that l i b e r a l democratic ca
p i t a l i s t systems are fundamentally and 'correctly' unstable and inadequate. 

There are few exceptions among Marxists to this overall point of 
view. One exception to the f i r s t element might be noted here: the view 
among orthodox Leninists that within a capitalist system the working 
class cannot attain more than trade union consciousness and that organi
zational a b i l i t y and a theoretical overview must come in .urge measure 
from those outside the less advantaged groups. Also exceptional, of 
course, is much of the p o l i t i c a l practice within Communist regimes in 
power. The Marxist explanations of (apologies for) repressive post-
revolutionary practice are well-known and legion? and we needn't develop 
them here. 
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What i s important here i s that some aspects of t h i s understanding 

seem . to f l y i n the face of empirical evidence, even and perhaps espe

c i a l l y h i s t o r i c a l evidence, the sort most commonly a part of Marxist ex

planation. For example, since p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y i s not notably 

greater i n n o n - l i b e r a l democratic, n o n - c a p i t a l i s t systems, how can that 

'system' be said to explain i n a c t i v i t y ? . Further there has been l i t t l e 

s ign that l i b e r a l democracy i s unstable i n a systemic sense within ad

vanced c a p i t a l i s t systems. Governments may be unstable, but there i s '•/ 

l i t t l e sign that s o c i a l i s t revolutions are common or pending within 

these forms of s o c i a l order. There i s further no s o l i d evidence that 

many of those who are i n a c t i v e are consciously r e j e c t i n g the system. 

That any of t h i s understanding or that any of the Marxist expla

nations can be sa i d to have been demonstrated depends very much on what 

sorts of evidence one i s w i l l i n g to accept. Thus, before we can proceed 

much farther with t h i s discussion, we must discuss to some extent here 

the methodology and epistemology of Marxism. 

II 

Perhaps one of the best ways to begin to get at something of a 

broad view of ̂ Marxist methods i s to consider how Marxists view empirical 

s o c i a l science and i t s methods. This i s perhaps very i n d i r e c t ; we are 

looking here at part of what Marxists think t h e i r methods are not. How

ever, the ground here i s highly abstract and i n such matters c l a r i t y may 



291-

only be a v a i l a b l e i n a process of comparison and contrast. A further and 

more important reason for proceeding t h i s way at the outset i s that, as 

w i l l be shown shortly, methodological self-consciousness i s not a strong 

aspect of Marxism and thus our best route to some perspective on i t s 

methods may w e l l be an i n d i r e c t one. 

An i n t e r e s t i n g point of departure here i s the observation that 

quite c o n s i s t e n t l y some Marxists with whom we have dealt here take beha

v i o r a l s o c i a l science s u f f i c i e n t l y s e r i o u s l y to f e e l that t h e i r work i s 

at l e a s t i n part an answer to that body of l i t e r a t u r e . This i s a very 

recent and s t i l l a t y p i c a l tendency i n Marxism. E a r l i e r very few were 

aware of empirical s o c i a l science, and s t i l l I know of only a handful who 
2 

are f a m i l i a r with i t i n any d e t a i l . 
3 ̂  

Andre Gorz J i n h i s preface to an American e d i t i o n of h i s major work 

discusses what he believes to be a widespread, profound and growing need 

of many i n d i v i d u a l s i n Western c a p i t a l i s t s o c i e t i e s to f i n d s a t i s f a c t i o n 

and meaning i n the work they do. These needSjas was discussed i n the pre

vious chapter^ are such that they cannot be met without p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 

decisions regarding what i s produced, how i t i s produced, and to which 

human/social needs are given p r i o r i t y . But, he states 
These q u a l i t a t i v e needs are not e a s i l y perceived. 
They are f a r less immediate than pain or hunger. 
As f o r c e f u l l y shown by Herbert Marcuse ( i n One  
Dimensional Man) they can be repressed and blurred 
by propaganda, i n d o c t r i n a t i o n , and fun into some 
vague f e e l i n g of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n and emptiness." 
(p. x) 

2~- cr^cia* neec, b_ •= uiet, ag^i.u in Gorz' view. :.-Z • 
Some p a r t i c u l a r c i t a t i o n s w i l l follow; here I merely want to observe 

that this rawarehes.s -centers l a r g e l y ^ i n iBritaihlp ifche United States, and 
e s p e c i a l l y Eastern Europe. One worthwhile source which should be men
tioned here i s Peter Berger (Ed.), Marxism and Sociology: Views from  
Eastern Europe (New York: Appleton-Century Crofts, 1969). 
3 
Again a l l page references are to Strategy f o r Labor unless otherwise noted. 
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The crucial needs to be met, again i n Gorz' view are self-fulfillment and 

self-determination — these are needs of the 'human man' no longer those 

of the''human animal'. The resolution of these needs is no longer obviousr. 

"Hunger calls for food to eat. But what does emptiness, 
boredom, dissatisfaction with l i f e and with the world 
c a l l for?" (p. x) 

Gorz feels that these needs might be met, but that 

"...this possibility i s not automatically perceived; 
the very existence of 'free needs' depends on the 
social individuals a b i l i t y to win consciousness of 
his potential freedom." (p. x) 

This leads us to Gorz' central observation on the methods of empirical 

social science: 
4 

"This i s why empirical sociologists tend to 
question the existence of these new and higher 
needs. The empirical individual i s so condi
tioned by social and cultural patterns by indoctri
nation, values, and ways of reasoning that,he can
not generally formulate what he feels." 

Gorz, then, is.conscious of empirical social science and seeks to under

stand why i t s findings differ from his firm beliefs. In so doing I take 

i t that he gives some credit to the claim of social science to be 

Gorz later in discussing 'technocracy';: "It shares this conservatism 
with a l l technicians insofar as they are.empiricists. Conductor of 
arirapparatushwhich interests him only for i t s smooth and efficient 
functioning, the technician cares a great deal more fortlthe instrument 
than for the ends i t serves. He lives from the beginning in a ready-
made rationality with predetermined purposes which his work and his 
education do not lead him to question. The only truth i s , for him, 
smooth functioning; and he sees value only in immediately applicable 
propositions. The rest is Utopia." (p. 123) This can be taken as 
an additional comment on empirical social science and with the above 
statement i t is very akin to the discussion of Marcuse's view which 
is elaborated shortly below. 
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sc i e n t i f i c . This not altogether hostile attention should encourage 

non-Marxists regarding the prospects of a dialogue. Many,more ortho

dox,Marxists have been more inclined to dismiss empirical social science 

with a series of tired phrases. 

Two of the other major works which we have considered above also 

directly address themselves to empirical social science. Baran and 

Sweezy, who open their book with a consideration of social science, 

praise the improved techniques and training of empirical social scientists, 

particularly economists, and then condemn what they take to be a cele

bration of American society and politics by that same social science. 

They, with perhaps a touch of paranoia,"' assert 

"One can even say that social scientists, assuring 
us for so long that a l l was for the best in what 
they took to be the best of a l l possible worlds, 
did what they could to keep us from looking reality 
in the face." (p. 2) 

But they are then willing to ask: 

"How ;can we account for the paradox of more and 
better trained social scientists f a i l i n g ever 
more glaringly to explain social reality?" (p. 2) 

They only partially account for i t with assertions regarding economic 

control of research and/or universities, but they quickly close that 

discussion in saying " . . . i t would be both wrong and libelous to leave 

the matter there." / 

They argue rather that the problem lie s in inherent limitations 

in the outlook and methodology of the social sciences. For example, they 

feel that an increasing specialization and compartmentalization creates 

a condition such that a view of society as a whole, "the chief preoccu-

— : ..2 — ^ —' ' tl . ^ tce . ' - ., ' s>n_e i t - -i . _ ^ i _ 
I see l i t t l e reason to suspect that empirical social science has been 

often either organized or self-conscious i n theseumatters. 
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pation of the great s o c i a l thinkers, since i t transcends a l l the 

s p e c i a l i t i e s . . . simply disappears from the purview of s o c i a l science. 

It i s taken for granted and ignored." Accordingly they chose the e p i 

graph for t h e i r book from Hegel, "The truth i s the whole." Large truths 

they argue must be "pursued i n t h e i r own r i g h t " . (p. 3) They grant 

the usefulness of 'smaller truths' and acknowledge that they have bor

rowed l i b e r a l l y from the findings of s o c i a l science (largely economics). 

They therefore "would be the l a s t to b e l i t t l e them". 

In Marcuse's One-dimensional Man . "behavioral, o p e r a t i o n a l " s o c i a l 

science i s c e n t r a l to his argument that contemporary developed s o c i e t i e s 

have become "one-dimensional". For Marcuse, the trend to one-dimensionality 

(the absence of p o s s i b i l i t i e s f o r c r i t i c a l reason): 

"may be rela t e d to a development i n s c i e n t i f i c method: 
dperationalism i n the p h y s i c a l , behaviorism i n the 
s o c i a l sciences. The common feature i s a t o t a l empiricism 
i n the treatment of concepts; t h e i r meaning i s r e s t r i c t e d 
to the representation of p a r t i c u l a r operations and 
behavior." ~" (p. 12) 

Concepts become synonymous with t h e i r corresponding set of operations 

(means of measurement). He quotes p h y s i c i s t P.W. Bridgeman's d e s c r i p t i o n 

(I b e l i e v e approvingly) of the future of • s c i e n t i f i c thought as one i n 

which: 

...we s h a l l no longer permit ourselves to use as tools 
i n our thinking concepts of which we cannot give an 
adequate account i n terms of operations. 6 

Marcuse asserts that such modes of thought are today predominant 

i n philosophy, sociology, psychology, and other f i e l d s ; he sees this as 

a den i a l , "the transcending elements of Reason," In short, 

'-'TVna ^ a i c t - g i ^ f l nn operational ar^. '-••'-•-••vicv-il concepts 
fi turns against tfcs n f 4 - ts to -fre^ trho-ifct and «elicvi"_ 
Ibid . , p r ^ y ; -and.P.W. BridReman, j,The;Logic., ofIMgderg. Physics (New York: 

Macmillari~~l'9'28} ,1 ;p. (-31. j 
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"The insistence on operational and behavioral concepts 
turns against the efforts to free thought and behavior 
from the given reality and for the suppressed alter
natives." (p. 16) 

"Given reality" for Marcuse is not true reality. That this assertion 

and the following appear to the""contemporary" mind as quasi-mystical 

would be taken by Marcuse as further evidence of one-dimensionality. 

"In the equation, Reason = Truth = Reality, which joins 
the subjective and the objective world into one antagon
i s t i c unity, Reason is the subversive power, the 'power 
of the negative' that establishes, as theoretical and 
practical Reason, the truth for men and things — 
that i s , the conditions in which men and things become .. 
what they really are."^ 

Here we have logical positivism's polar opposite: the subjective, 
, v n e ought; what for 

the ought; what for positivism is.pure <obser.ve-r.-s:eIf, becomes for Marcuse 

pureideality obsHumariity somehowdisnwhat i t could be. This view which 

Marcuse asserts, i t might be observed, is embodied in our use of language 

(thereby perhaps denying the one-dimensionality seen by Marcuse); 

human acts,arejnotocommonly'taken-tbebe those which are s t a t i s t i c a l l y 

representative of the acts of homo sapiens. 

Marcuse's view is in many ways an extreme one; he seems almost 

to distrust any need or attempt to merely explain the world as i t i s . 

There are less methodological Marxist writings wherein:this inclina

tion i s , perhaps unintentionally, adhered to. However i t should be 

added here that this weakness has, in turn, been pointed out by other 

Marxists. For example, in discussing the abstractness of Nicos Poulantzas' 

^Ibid., p. 123. This i s , of course, more Hegel than Marx. 
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importantrecent work on the ( c a p i t a l i s t ) state Miliband notes: 

"...the book hardly contains any reference at 
a l l to an actual c a p i t a l i s t state anywhere. 
Poulantzas says at the beginning of the work that 
'I s h a l l also take into consideration, not simply 
i n research but also i n exposition, concrete capi
t a l i s t s o c i a l formations,' But he doesn't....He seems 
to me to have an absurdly exaggerated fear of empir
i c i s t contamination ('Out, out damned f a c t ' ) . . . . " 

Poulantzas follows very much i n th'e-hypertheoretical and obscure 

s t y l e of h i s mentor Louis Althusser."" 1^ I t i s also i n t e r e s t i n g to note 

here that Marx himself, Engels i n p a r t i c u l a r , and almost a l l Marxists — 

even many of the most unorthodox are i n t e n s e l y concerned not so much 

to avoid 'hyperfactualism', but to avoid being seen to be involved with 

the 'opposite' anathema: utopianism. This dual avoidance and some of 

i t s e f f e c t s w i l l be discussed i n the concluding chapter which follows 

shortly. 

Perhaps the most widely c i t e d Marxist discussion which deals with 

the methods of empirical s o c i a l science i s the succinct essay "The Commit

ment of the I n t e l l e c t u a l , " by Paul A. B a r a n . 1 1 Baran argues strongly 

°Nicos Poulantzas, P o l i t i c a l Power and S o c i a l Classes, (London: New 
L e f t Books and Sheed and Ward, 1973). 
9 
Ralph Miliband, "Poulantzas and the C a p i t a l i s t State," New L e f t  

Review, 82, Nov.-Dec. 1973, p. 84. 
"^A good exposition of Althusser's writings i s contained i n Howard and 
Klare, op. c i t . , at pp. 365-387. Also see Norman Geras, "Althusser's 
Marxism"; An Account arid Assessment," New L e f t Review, 7.1, January-
February 1972, pp. 57-86 and Leszek Kolakowski, "Althusser's Marx," 
i n The S o c i a l i s t Register 1972 (London: The M e r l i n Press, 1971), pp. 
111=128. 

The a r t i c l e i s contained i n the c o l l e c t i o n of Baran's writings under 
the t i t l e of The Longer View (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1969). 
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against 'ethical neutrality' i n the social sciences. At one point he 

wonders about the possibility that i t is impossible to deduce "by means 

of evidence and logic alone any statements concerning what is good or 

what i s bad or what contributes to, rather than militates against, human 

welfare." He then replies to this concern as follows: 

"Whatever force there may be in this argument, i t is 
actually beside the point. It can be readily granted 
that there is no possibility of arriving at a judgement 
on what is good or bad for human advancement which would 
be absolutely valid regardless of time and space. But 
such an absolute, universally applicable judgement 
might be called a false target, and the insistence on 
i t s indispensability is an aspect of a reactionary ideol
ogy. The truth is that what constitutes an opportunity 
for human progress, for improvement in the lot of men 
and also what is conducive or inimical to i t s realization, 
differs in the course of history from one period to the 
next, and from one part of the world to another 
at no time has there been a possibility, or,for that 
-matter, a necessity to arrive at absolutely valid solutions; 
at a l l times there is a challenge to use mankind's ac
cumulated wisdom, knowledge, and experience to attain as 
close as possible ah approximation to what constitutes 
the best solution under the prevailing conditions." (pp.10-11) 

Baran then argues that ""(ethically neutral' minders of their own business" 

dodge their responsibility as persons who have the education and 'know-

how' to attain a worthwhile overview of socio-historical conditions and 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s . He does not accept, in effect, the Tightness of allowing 

a sharp value-fact dichotomy in social analysis. He holds that: 

"An intellectual is (thus) in essence a social  
C r i t i c , a person whose concern is to identify, to 
analyze, and in this way to help overcome the ob
stacles barring the way to the attainment of a 
better, more humane, and more rational social 
order." (p. 14) 

This viewpoint is a direct and fundamental differentiation from some 
•-'-/- oaaic suj^siviions of s r ^ i r i c a l a-'"-1 i': &n r?.se< 

of the basic suppositions of empirical social science. 
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What then, can we conclude regarding Marxism's view of i t s e l f 

from this b r i e f look at i t s view of empirical s o c i a l science? I think 

i t i s f a i r to assume that that which i t sees as weaknesses i n empirical 

s o c i a l science i t takes to be strengths of Marxism. F i r s l y here, Marxists 

suspect that there i s much within the human make-up of the l e s s advantaged 

which i s at t h i s juncture i n h i s t o r y vague and repressed; i t i s not suf

f i c i e n t l y self-conscious to be detected c l e a r l y by empirical research, yet 

i s nonetheless r e a l and important. The f i r s t question which might be 

asked i n reply to this view i s : i f these d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n s are not s u f f i 

c i e n t l y a r t i c u l a t e d i n the minds of the l e s s advantaged to be measured, 

how l i k e l y i s i t that these detectable though not measurable tendencies 

might a f f e c t t h e i r behavior? Another point which should be made i s that 

t h i s matter, even i f i t were the case (and there i s no way to surely 

demonstrate that i t i s ) , would not be grounds f o r claiming that there i s 

any permanent flaw i n empirical s o c i a l science. I t might be true e i t h e r 

that further s o p h i s t i c a t i o n of observational techniques might locate the 

'missing l i n k s ' or more simply that no one has yet even looked for them. 

Secondly, empirical s o c i a l science i s seen as too divided to per

ceive s o c i a l truths only v i s i b l e i n the study of the i n t e r p l a y of a l l as

pects of society over time. This c r i t i q u e too i s at l e a s t i n part o f f 

the mark i f only because i t i s the case that empirical s o c i a l science 

has i n recent years been quite r a p i d l y moving towards m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y , 

i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y and c r o s s - d i s c i p l i n a r y studies. T h i r d l y , empirical 

s o c i a l science i s , i n i t s single-minded concern with the w o r l d - a s - i t - i s , 

somehow incapable of c r i t i c a l power and thereby both supportive of the 
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established order and s o c i a l l y i r r e s p o n s i b l e . A l l of these c r i t i c i s m s 

are highly abstract and i t i s most i n t e r e s t i n g to note that very few 

Marxists,to my knowledge have offered any methodological c r i t i q u e which 

i s more concrete:or s p e c i f i c . Nevertheless, I b e l i e v e we now have a 

b i t of a perspective on what Marxists see as important and d i s t i n c t i v e 

about t h e i r approach to s o c i a l knowledge. This should be made more 

clear i n a more d i r e c t look at what Marxists take to be the basis of 

t h e i r methodology. 

I w i l l look somewhat further into t h i s c r i t i q u e i n my l a s t chapter. 
Most Marxists f e e l as Baran that t h i s i s r e l a t e d to the attempt of 
s o c i a l science to a t t a i n value-neutral fi n d i n g s . I t i s f a r le s s often — 
and I think curiously - linked to such other tendencies which Marxists 
might see within the methodology of empirical s o c i a l science such as 
a t h e o r e t i c a l i n c l i n a t i o n s , a h i s t o r i c a l i n c l i n a t i o n s , methodological i n 
dividuation, or an excessive i n c l i n a t i o n to q u a n t i f i c a t i o n and thereby 
reductionism. None of these matters are discussed at any length i n 
for example Istvan Meszaros' "Ideology and S o c i a l Science," i n the 
S o c i a l i s t Register 1970 (London: Merlin Press, 1972). Meszaros does 
however r e a f f i r m the Marxist r e j e c t i o n of " n e u t r a l i t y " . A f t e r a d i s 
cussion of Weber i n which he argues that Weber's w r i t i n g had an i d e o l 
o g i c a l character, Meszaros states: 

"The question'remains though: i s this the r e s u l t 
of personal f a i l u r e , or i s i t inherent i n the method 
i t s e l f ? In other words: i s the programme i t s e l f 
v a l i d , i r r e s p e c t i v e of i t s i d e o l o g i c a l l y biased 
r e a l i z a t i o n by Weber himself? 

"The answer seems to me to be negative for the 
fundamental reason that the'instruments and methods 
of s o c i a l analysis can never be r a d i c a l l y neutral with 
regard to t h e i r object." (p. 46) 

•K, I r~, ".ss'. , ' i i ' . L,lcie w i l l "b,e c ,. ; '...>se ̂ i^.ussed 
Meszaros a r t i c l e will,be,one of those discussed further i n the l a s t 

i ' " p ' h . f j ' . i n rhe ]?at chapter. chapter. 
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What then do Marxists see as the nature of their own methodology, 

a methodology which presumably avoids the weaknesses they see in 

empirical social science? Most Marxist writing on methodology seems 

to be either thoroughgoingly orthodox or abstractly obscure or both. 

Perhaps the best introductory consideration of these matters is with 

the former rather than the latter. There are few writings more orthodox thai 

two booklets by the British Communist philosopher Maurice Cornforth; 

the f i r s t Materialism arid the Dialectical Method and the second 

Historical Materialism. Dialectical materialism is seen to be the 

philosophical-epistemological heart of Marxism; i t s virtues and powers 

have been praised from Engels to the present. It is seen to contain 

the basic laws of development which describe (some even say 'guide') 

a l l -in the natural, historical and intellectual realms. Historical 

materialism is taken to be the more detailed application of dialect-

ical_miat.ezr*i'aallism to human history. We should perhaps begin then 

with a brief look at the 'basis' of Marxism, dialectics. (Materialism 

is summed up by Cornforth to three propositions, (1) briefly, everything 

which exists arises on the basis of material causes, (2) objective 

reality exists outside and independent of the mind which is i t s e l f a 

product of material processes, and (3) the world and i t s laws are 

knowable.) Motion and change are universals and dialectics is-taken 

'tOwbeiboth'iave'briclusion (laws of change) and a method (means of ap

prehending change). Above the laws of dialectics are two assumptions 

that everything is constantly in a process of change and that a l l things 

are somehow interrelated. Beyond that there are three laws of 
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dialectics:"""' 

(1) The law of the transformation of quantitative into qualitative change: 

" A l l change has a quantitative aspect, that i s , 
an aspect of mere increase or decrease which does 
not alter the nature of that which changes. 

"But quantitative change, increase or decrease, 
cannot; go on indefinitely. At a certain point i t 
always leads to a qualitative change; and at that 
c r i t i c a l point (or 'nodal point,' as Hegel called 
i t ) the qualitative change takes place relatively 
suddenly, by a leap, as i t were." (p. 82) 

The classic examples here are the heating of water to a^boil and the 

revolutionary overthrow of capitalism; the modern update is the ' c r i t i c a l 

mass' of nuclear explosions. 

(2) The law of the unity and struggle of opposites (also called at times 

the law of contradiction or the law of interpretation of opposites). 

"A suggestive but incomplete formulation of this 
law was given by Stalin in his Dialectical and 
Historical Materialism: 

'Contrary to metaphysics, dialectics holds 
that internal contradictions are inherent in a l l 
things and phenomena of nature, for a l l have their 
negative and positive sides, a past and a future, 
something dying away and something developing; 
and that the struggle between these opposites, 
the struggle between the old and the new, between 
that which is dying away and that which i s being 

•:born, between that which is disappearing and that 
which is developing, constitutes the internal con
tent of the process of development, the internal 
content of the transformation of quantitative 
changes into qualitative changes. 

The dialectical method therefore holds that 
the process of development from the lower to the 
higher takes place not,as a harmonious unfolding 

See also -Frederick Engels, The Dialectics of Nature or Anti-Dilhring 
in numerous available editions. Marx himself spent l i t t l e time on 
these matters. Page references here are to Cornforth, Materialism and 
the Dialectical Method. 
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of. phenomena, but as a disclosure of the contra
d i c t i o n s inherent i n things and phenomena, as a 
'struggle' of opposite tendencies which operate 
on the basis of these contradictions.' 

To understand development, to understand how 
and why quantitative changes lead to q u a l i t a t i v e 
changes, to understand how and why the t r a n s i t i o n 
takes place from an old q u a l i t a t i v e state to a new 
q u a l i t a t i v e state, we have to understand the con
t r a d i c t i o n s inherent i n each thing and process 
we are considering, and how a "struggle" of op
posite tendencies arises on the basis of these 
contradictions." (pp. 86-87) 

I t i s now customary to add very quickly something on the order of the 

following:"^ 

"We can never deduce what w i l l happen i n any 
p a r t i c u l a r case, or how a p a r t i c u l a r process can 
be c o n t r o l l e d , from the u n i v e r s a l idea of contra
d i c t i o n . As has already been stressed, the 
d i a l e c t i c a l method does not consist i n applying 
some preconceived scheme to the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
everything, but consists i n basing conclusions only 
on the "concrete analysis of concrete conditionsV. 

Each kind of process has i t s own d i a l e c t i c , 
which can be grasped only by the d e t a i l e d study of 
that p a r t i c u l a r process.... 
.-..We cannot learn e i t h e r the laws of physics or 
the laws of society i f we try to deduce them from 
the u n i v e r s a l idea of contradiction. We can learn 
them from by i n v e s t i g a t i n g p h y s i c a l and s o c i a l pro
cesses. Physical movements and the movement of 
people i n society are quite d i f f e r e n t forms of move
ment, and so the contradictions studied by s o c i a l 
science are d i f f e r e n t , and work out i n a d i f f e r e n t 
way, from those studied by physics. S o c i a l and 
p h y s i c a l processes are s i m i l a r i n that each contains 
contradictions,but d i s s i m i l a r i n the contradictions 
each contains." (pp. 95-96) 

Generally reference here i s made to Mao Tse-tung's essay "On Contra
d i c t i o n " wherein he made the d i s t i n c t i o n between "the u n i v e r s a l i t y " 
and the " p a r t i c u l a r i t y " of contradiction. (See Cornforth, p. 95) 
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(3) The law of the negation of the negation. Dialectical negation 
emphasizes that development i s progressive and proceeds from one 
stage through the arising of an opposite which overcomes the original 
and eventually i s i t s e l f overcome. The negation of the negation i s 
not a return to the point of original, but the resolution of con
tradictions such that the process has evolved to a higher level, 
(see Cornforth, pp. 116-^117). The classic examples are primitive 
communism-class society — communismu'and̂ se'ed —-f<Louri=cand fruit" 
The latter example i s so obviously both selective and dubious in 
any case that i t (and the third law) are not given aAlot of atten
tion these days. 
It is not often understood that the 'laws of dialectics' are pat

terned as a reply to Aristotle's laws of formal logic and as such do quite 
sharply distinguish Marxism from 'ordinary' sc i e n t i f i c method and sc i e n t i f i c 
explanation. Filipov"'""' cites Hegel and Engels in this regard: 

"According to the dialecticians, the basic short
coming of logic l i e s i n i t s laws, which are supposedly 
slavish silhouettes of stable things and cannot be ap
plied to processes; to movement, to change, to l i f e , 
or to anything that demands any s i g n i f i c a n t . f l e x i b i l i t y 
of thought. Hegel maintained, for example, that formal-
logical and rational thinking 'is inflexible and one
sided' and 'consistently leads to destructive and 
ruinous results.' Engels likewise maintained that 
in formal logic 'things and their mental images, ideas, 
are isolated, to be considered after the other apart 
from each other, r i g i d , fixed objects of investigation 
given once for a l l . " (p. 15) 

Alexander Philipov.(usually spelled Filipov), Logic and Dialectic  
i h the Soviet "Union (New York: Research Program on the U.S.S.R., 1952) 
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Filipov's introductory sentence i s , I feel, overstated; however, i t i s 
clearly the case that many 'dialecticians' have on some occasions"^ 
harshly condemned logic i t s e l f . . 

The three basic laws of l o g i c i t can be recalled are: (1) the law 
of identity (A is A), (2) the law of contradiction CA cannot be simul
taneously A and not-A) and (3) the law of the excluded middle (A thing 
is either A or not—-A, and a third alternative does not exist). To the 
f i r s t law i t is replied that nothing i s the same, that a l l things are 
both the same and different. To the second law i t is replied that the 
absence of contradiction i s only the case for things which are static 
and l i f e l e s s ; whenever there is change (elsewhere they argue this i s 
always the case) there is contradiction. To the third law, i t is replied 

3(, thatli't?is inapplicable to cases where A is in a transition stage i n i t s 
development. In brief the laws of dialectics are taken to be applic
able to a universe in which the only stable rule is that a l l things are 
in flux. Formal logic is seen, by Hegel and by most Marxists who have 
written on the subject (very few), to be unable to cope with such a 
universe. 

There are several important criticisms of dialectical material
ism which should be mentioned here. Filipov writes: 

"Non-dialectical philosophy fully recognizes the 
laws of formal logic, but considers them only as a 
set of rules required for consistent thinking and 
valid inference. Dialectic, on the other hand, offers 
i t s principles as universal ontological laws, and in 
establishing them i t completely repudiates the prin
ciples of formal logic." (p. 4) 

Dialectical laws clearly.have a character and status within Marxism which 

1 6See especially G.W.F. Hegel, The Logic of Hegel, W. Wallace translation, 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1874), p. 123 (Cited by Filipov at page 15; see 

•'• also, for example, Cornforth. op. r-i t- • > P« H6.«) 
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i s very d i f f e r e n t from the character and status of l o g i c within non-

d i a l e c t i c a l philosophy and science. Within Marxism the laws of d i a 

l e c t i c s , as F i l i p o v implies, are not so much rules of procedure as 

conclusions. As u n i v e r s a l l y general conclusions they, Marxists would 

have i t , can also serve as guides to some notion of what to look for 

i n any p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n . This view too has been countered as w e l l , 

e s p e c i a l l y by Sidney Hook^ who when he i d e n t i f i e s seven d i s t i n c t 

meanings of d i a l e c t i c i n Engels' writings includes and c r i t i q u e s several 

which are relevant here. At many points Engels sees d i a l e c t i c as a 

un i v e r s a l and he quotes Engels who states that the d i a l e c t i c i s "the 

science of the general laws of motion and development of nature, human 
18 

society and the s t a t e , " Hook points out that t h i s i s not the case 

on the most obvious l e v e l , regarding a matter admitted by Engels, namely 

that n o n - d i a l e c t i c a l thiiking,exi'sts^Astajguade' then the laws of d i a l e c t i c s 

are no more than suggestive. 
19 

Hook, however, maintains that as a guide d i a l e c t i c i s l e s s than 

suggestive, rather i t i s i r r e l e v a n t ; he states that, 
"to the extent that i t can be. ' i n t e l l i g i b l y 

stated, i t consists e i t h e r of a series of common
places, completely i r r e l e v a n t to the work of 
science,or of downright f a l s i t i e s and a b s u r d i t i e s . " 
(p. 201) 

Sidney Hook, " D i a l e c t i c and Nature," i n Reason, S o c i a l Myths, and  
Democracy (New York: John Day, 1940), pp. 183-226, and see also h i s 
ySciehceo and D i a l e c t i c a l Materialism," i n P o l i t i c a l Power and Personal  
Freedom, (New York: C o l l i e r Books, 1959), pp. 194-207. 
18 

F. Engels, Anti-Duhring. trans. E. Burns, (New York: International 
Publishers, 1939,-) p. 155. 
"^Page references are to "Science and D i a l e c t i c a l Materialism," op. c i t . 
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And further that, 

"It is obvious that a doctrine which holds that 
a l l things are dialectically interrelated cannot be 
a logical guide to any sc i e n t i f i c inquiry or ex
periment which holds that some things are irrelevant 
to any particular phenomena we are exploring. (p. 201) 

This does not however seem to refute the possibility that some of the 

time attempting to consider phenomena under study as i f they were dia

l e c t i c a l l y composed or interrelated can help to suggest explanations 

which are convincing i n themselves or suggestive with regard to a need 

for empirical testing. That i s , even though i t i s clearly less than 

i t claims to be ( i t i s surely not a complete method), i t may be part 

of a useful alternative perspective. 

Before extending this critique, however, we should very bri e f l y 

look at the rest of what Marxists take to be their 'method.' Historical 

materialism, the general development of dialectical materialism in the 

sphere of human society and history, is again less a method than a lan

guage and a theory. Historical materialism is often equated with 

'scientific socialism' and i t s central propositions have been repeated in 

innumerable summaries. One of the,most concise of these is Maurice 
20 

Cornforth's Historical Materialism. There he states: 
"Marx and Engels based socialism on a s c i e n t i f i c 

understanding of the laws of development of society 
and of the class struggle." (p. 11) 

Maurrdê etoim-fof.tehf.lHistb"r±cal-iMafe'e¥/ialt8ml:(N̂  York: International 
Publishers, 1971). Among the writings of Marx and Engels, see especially 
The Communist Manifesto and The German Ideology, by Engels see Socialism: 
Utopian and Scientific, and by Marx "Preface to the Critique of P o l i t i c a l 
Economy" and The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. 
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Among i t s central propositions are the following: 
(1) Power in any social order i s the possession of the ruling class; 

the ruling class is defined as that social formation which controls 
the means of economic production. 

(2) Whichever social class controls the means of production also controls 
both the state apparatus (the legal system and the physical means of 
coercion)and the ideological apparatus of society (the educational, 
intellectual and communications systems). 

(3) In every hitherto existing society there has arisen a class which i s 
anrantagoriistic class whose needs are resisted by the ruling class. 

(4) The ruling class and i t s opposition are determined by the relations 
of production (the social rules of relationships within the work
place and with regard to the social product). 

(5) The relations of production are determined by the forces of pro
duction (the level and structure of the technical means of producing 
economically valued goods). 

(6) At some point the forces of production are resisted i n their fur
ther development by the relations of production which arose o r i 
ginally to further their advance. 

(7) At that point, the disadvantaged class can attain f u l l self—con
sciousness and overturn the social order and appropriate the means 
of production to meet i t s needs and in so doing advance the possibil
i t y that the forces of production can more fully develop to meet 
the social needs of the whole society. 

(8) The above are social laws which operate some say wholly, others say 
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generally, outside the realm of human intentions. 
(9) The basis of these laws i s in the meeting of human material needs: 

"Historical materialism finds the key to the 
laws of development of society in 'the simple 
fact that mankind must f i r s t of a l l eat, drink, 
have shelter and clothing, before i t can pursue 
p o l i t i c s , science, art, religion, etc.' (Engels, 
"Speech at the Graveside of Karl Marx')." 
(Cornforth, p. 35) 

(10) No individual can affect history (social development) without the 

support of a class. 
(11) No qualitative social change can occur unless aanew class gains cortrol 

of the bureaucratic and military apparatus of the state. 
(12) The forces of production and the relations of production establish 

for a l l individuals a set of interests and these, interests deter
mine the nature of a l l religious, p o l i t i c a l , philosophical, moral 
and aesthetic ideas. ' 

(13) Under capitalism there i s a -massive advance in the forces of pro
duction (the social capacity to produce material goods). 

(14) The overwhelming majority of people are proletarianized — they 
cease to own or control any element of the means of production. 
Artisans are displaced by factory production, factories unite into 
industries, industries into cartels (multi-national corporations); 
small producers are replaced i n sector after sector. 
Capitalist social relations spread into a l l sectors including dis
tribution and agriculture. 

(15) A l l social relationships tend to be transformed into market rela

tionships. . 
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(16) The c a p i t a l i s t market economy i s unstable and tends to overproduction 

l a r g e l y because producers produce considerably more than they 

receive as compensation for t h e i r work. 

(17) The p r o l e t a r i a t i s p o l i t i c i z e d by i t s having been brought together 

into ever more massive forms of production and s o c i a l organiza

t i o n . I t eventually becomes impossible not to„;see that proletarians 

t h e i r problems are s o c i a l problems and that the only s o l u t i o n i s 

a common and u n i v e r s a l s o l u t i o n . 

There i s much more to the theory but these are i t s basic o u t l i n e s , 

some of those which have not been c l e a r l y refuted by events l a r g e l y un

anticipated by Marx and Engels; those about which there i s l i t t l e con

troversy within Marxism. This model of h i s t o r i c a l development i s 

constantly i n t e r r e l a t e d with actual h i s t o r i c a l development and tested 

i n p o l i t i c a l p r a c t i c e . This i n t e r p l a y i s the heart of the Marxist 

method and the source of Whatev.erngtrength'ST'MarxistpexpMhation .has. 

But that granted i t must be added that h i s t o r i c a l materialism i s a 

theory so general, comprehensive, and well-integrated that i t has on •! 

many occasions served to retard the apprehension of an empirical r e a l i t y 

which has developed i n unanticipated ways. I f empirical s o c i a l science 

could be accused sometimes taking the w o r l d - a s - i t - i s to be the world-as-

it-should-be, Marxism could be accused of taking the world-as-it-should-

be to be the w o r l d - a s - i t - i s . I f empirical s o c i a l science has been slow 

to develop c r i t i c a l theorizing because i t i s too immersed i n a hyper-

c e r t a i n measurable present, Marxism has been slow to grasp the measurable 

present because i t has been immersed i n a hypercertain c r i t i c a l t h e o r i z i n g . 
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III 

We are now to a point where i n continuing we w i l l again take up 
as well the concerns with which the f i r s t section of this chapter closed: 
why are some aspects of the Marxist understanding seemingly contrary 
to or somehow logically unrelated tr>oempirical reality? In dealing with 
this question we can attempt now to interrelate the same matters which 
were idi'scussed;ed in chapter 3: understanding, explanation, methodology 
and aspects of the historlco-social setting of the analysts in question. 
It is my view that as with empirical social science Marxist explanations 
and understandings are historically and methodologically conditioned, 
but again as with empirical social science,are not rigidly determined 
• by this interrelationship. In turn, at least a p.ortiomof the effect on 
explanation is p a result of the effects on Marxist methodology of i t s 

-" historico-political settings- And, as well, both the explanations 
of the inactivity of the less advantaged and the methods used i n 
studying this question can be seen to have been affected by the Marxist 
understanding of this issue. I w i l l try to sort out some of these inter
actions as concisely as possible i n the few pages which follow. I w i l l 
do so under three headings: (1) the effects on Marxist methodology of 
i t s original and contemporary historico-political settings, (2) the 
effects of these settings and this historically conditioned method on 
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the Marxist understanding of the i n a c t i v i t y of the less advantaged, 

(3) the possible e f f e c t s of the Marxist understanding on the Marxist 

explanations of the i n a c t i v i t y of the less advantaged and.on Marxist 

methods of producing those explanations. This discussion w i l l , of 

course, be no ;;more than suggestive; a thorough examination of any one 

ctlthese headings would need to be at l e a s t book length. 

First- 'rftte study of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n which produced the ex

planations and the understandings which l e o u t l i n e d i n chapters 3 and 4 

took place i n a time and space very delimited r e l a t i v e to that of Marxism; 

accordingly I w i l l have to be very s e l e c t i v e here. Regarding the locus 

of the o r i g i n a l theory, mid-nineteenth century Western Europe,there are 

a few observations which i t might be u s e f u l to make. F i r s t , Marxist 

notions about the r o l e of the state were set down i n a context p r i o r to 

the granting generally of anything approaching even u n i v e r s a l male 
21 

suffrage. Most was written then p r i o r to the organization of mass 

e l e c t o r a l l y - o r i e n t e d p a r t i e s of the working c l a s s . The class composi

tio n of the B r i t i s h or any other parliament of that-^time w a s not mixed, 

nor were to any great extent the attitudes of t h e i r members with regard 

"""The suffrage was extended tb_ most male non-slaves: i n the United States 
i n 1830 but th i s was uncommon; the f i r s t lowering of property q u a l i 
f i c a t i o n s i n England came i n 1832, but the la r g e s t change occurred with 
the t h i r d Reform B i l l of 1885, w e l l a f t e r Marx's death. Nevertheless, 
at various times Marx arid/or Engels granted some credence to the pos
s i b i l i t y of peaceful t r a n s i t i o n s to s o c i a l i s m i n Holland and England. 
Marx i n the w r i t i n g of C a p i t a l spoke favorably of and r e l i e d on the 
reports of the B r i t i s h factory inspectors, who were, of course, part 
of the 'apparatus' of a c a p i t a l i s t state. 
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to, for example, capitalism (except to the extent, of course, that some 
yet preferred feudalism). It i s l i t t l e wonder then that the theoretical 
model of the capitalist socio-political order that has served as the 
heart of Marxist study since seems ' top' ieiMlexibleito^so-many-"---
today with regard to judgements about the role of the state, about class 
domination of the ideological apparatus, aboutntlie-hearfy.aflatsassertion 4hat. 
only revolutionary transformations would have any significant effect 
and so forth. 

Second, Marx's and Engels' belief in the relative 'ease' and 
'naturalness' of a revolutionary transformation was conditioned by the 
comparative weakness of the nineteenth as opposed to the twentieth century 
military-police apparatus of the state; there were few standing armies 
and, of course, weaponry distribution was far less one-sided than i t is 
today even in the most backward of societies. 

Third, Marx assumed that the proletariat was destined to become 
the overwhelming majority of the population. He was correct in his as
sumptions (for many societies) about rural depopulation and/or industrial
ization and about the increasing proportion of production and distribu
tion that would be in the hands of large industrial capitalist-owned 
organizations. However, while he did anticipate to some extent automa- « 
tion, he did not seemingly consider that this would reduce the relative 
proportion of workers employed within these monopoly sectors of the 
economy. The independent middle-class has not shrunk a l l that much. 
And, more important and generally unanticipated (although doubtless 
some hints are available i n his vast writings), i s the rise and conti
nued growth of a distinctive, well-paid, white collar middle-class which 



313 

has largely been loyal to established order in almost every way. And s t i 

more important,this section of the population has shared in the control, 

and to some extent,the ownership,of the industrial corporation via the 

joint-stock company which Marx had noted in .-. i t s very beginnings but 

apparently had not considered sigaifieant.. Needless to say Marx did not 

anticipate that huge sections of the population would be engaged in 

'non-productive' labor whose primary functions would be 'national 

defense' and 'internal security' or functions solely dependent on the 

continuation of a capitalist arrangement of production and exchange 

(sales, finance, insurance, advertising, market research, product 
222 

development and so forth). Their attitudes cannot be expected to be 
straightforwardly those of the proletariat. For a l l these reasons (and 

more) much of the theoretical understanding of the original theory is 

limited•in^many complex nways. 

Fourth, and last here, Marx did not anticipate the effects of 
23 

his own theory on the ruling class'. He did not fu l l y incorporate 

Obviously not a l l aspects of these occupations are utterly determined 
by capitalist character of production, but most are. Consider, for ex
ample, the over 200 persons employed by General Motors to research the 
sound made by the closing of a car door. 
23 

Nor does his theory, s stated i n rigid terms, allow for his.-owri . . 
insjights. That i s , how is i t that members of the upper-middle class 
(Engels owned a factory) could get outside of the ideological blinkers 
of their class? What is i t which distinguishes them from the overwhel-
ing majority which cannot? Is there not.more of an hi s t o r i c a l role for 
the individual than Marxist theory might.allow?. Did Stalin's person
al i t y affect Soviet Russia or was Stalin a necessary product of the 
Leninist system operant in a less-developed nation? And while we are 
concerned with the relationship between base (economics and superstruct
ure (poli'ti'cs', 'ideas,-:,etc.T.)^"do 5not 1 soci'alisft rs."fates" -dominate economies? 
Which did come f i r s t , the protestant ethic or the rise of capitalism? 
A l l of these matters can be recalled when I discuss below the r i g i d i t y 
of Marxist theory. .. ' j 
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into his dialectical understanding of social evolution the possibility 

that capitalists would concede partial ground to avoid totally losing 

control of the situation. Thus the labor movement, the welfare state 

and other aspects of contemporary l i b e r a l democratic states have in 

part taken account of and cooptedl working class discontent and organi

zational strength. 

Marxist theory of course is an evolving theory and has gradually 

moved to incorporate these changes into i t s understanding of contempo

rary society. But i t , given the rigid and universalist terms in which 

the original theory was stated (at least i n part a function of condi

tions as they existed), has been at times very slow to adjust i t s 

viewpoint. Some of thoselslownesses and their effects w i l l be dis

cussed shortly. 

i Before turning to that discussion, I want to make one further 

point here. Marxism was born following an era of grand theoretical 

breakthrough i n humanity's understanding of the physical universe, and 

i n the midst of similar breakthroughsss regarding the biological uni

verse (Marx, in fact, wanted to dedicate Das Kapital to Charles Darwin). 

Marxism's beginnings were conceived in the mind of a man whose educa

tion followed the teachings of one of the most spectacularly sweeping 

and comprehensive analysts of human history (Hegel). Marx 'stood 

Hegel on his head,' inverted his idealist causational structure, but 

- - , . 

See, for example, Robert W. Tucker's Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx 
(Cambridge: Cambridge "University Press, 1961) for an examination of the 
relationship between Marx, Hegel, Kant.and others. -I have many serious 
reservations about this book but I w i l l spare the reader from that dis
course here. 
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did not escape his, one might say, disinclination to tentativeness. 

Marx and Engels, too, were reacting to the hyperutopianism of the 

French socialists and true to the dialectical materialism their socialism is 

proclaimed to be totally without a Utopian dimension. It might be said 

regarding this that they protest too much and thereby belie the funda

mentally teleological nature of their understanding of history. The 

world necessarily w i l l be as i t ought to be.alherebyeaesire-becomes 

s c i e n t i f i c a l l y determined destiny and indications aree read as uni

directional certainties. William James' faith ladder was climbed to an 

upper, -millenialist rung. 

These characteristics have tended to encourage a character i n the 

Marxist theoretical model, on which the Marxist -method has depended, 

which could be called a general u inflexibiMtyj i t i s a model only slowly 

pervious to altering empirical r e a l i t i e s . Many Marxists have been com

plementing this characteristic by selective perception and application;. -

of changes which have unfolded in the empirical world. When many 

Marxists have made a case for preserving or changing the theory they have 

presented the empirical evidence i n ways which are essentially 'poli

t i c a l l y ' selective rather.cthah i'nyolv'inghrandomssamplesly 

One example of this pattern can be found in the work by Gorz 
25 

which I have cited several times before. At several points Gorz-makes 

very broad statements and then demonstrates his point with a few examples; 

these examples, i t might be argued, are in actuality atypical — or at 

25 ,, 
Gorz, "The Working Class and Revolution in the West," op. c i t . 
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the least are not randomly chosen from the universe to which he gen

eralizes: 

"In short, to those who argue that the trade 
unions' institutional integration within the Capi
t a l i s t logic and the Capitalis system proves that 
the working 'class i t s e l f is integrated, i t has to be 
objected that the trade union integration.does not 
prove a thing. On the .contrary, whenever and where 
ver the workers have a chance to assemble freely, to 
discuss things at length, to self-organize, to decide 
the methods and the content of their struggle, their  
demands tend to go far beyond normal trade union  
demands. They tend to attack not only the rate of ex
ploitation but.look for ways to attack the very 
mechanism of exploitation in i t s various aspects and, 
ultimately, the despotic and centralized power 
structure of the Capitalist division of labor. 

"Quite a number of remarkable strikes that have re 
cently occurred in .France and Italy would deserve to  
Be described i n this regard. What was refused during 
these strikes was,.e.g., the wage scales and the a l l o 
cation of jobs and of -machines. In one instance at 
least that I know of, young workers effectively 
refused job evaluation by swapping and reallocating 
jobs and machines among themselves in order to prove 
the arbitrariness of wage differentials. Work speed-
ups were refused collectively at the P i r e l l i plant in 
Torino, e.g., by throwing out engineers, supervisors 
and job analysts and by having the whole complex plant 
of 5000 workers run smoothly and clock-wise at a 
reduced speed that workers had determined on'their own. 
At the gigantic Fiat plant in Torino, one key demand 
is the'outright abolition of so-called unskilled work, 
and the automatic promotion to skilled work of any 
worker having worked on the assembly lines or on simple 
machines for a maximum of two years. Other demands i t ' s 
worthwhile mentioning relate to the rotation of jobs, to 
the enlargement of jobs, to the recognition, of equal 
qualifications and equal pay to a l l workers of a shop, 
etc." (p. 34), emphasis added) 

The strikes i t would seem were chosen because they were "remarkable" 

in this case,.exceptional in particular ways; the bounds of the universe 

are not made . clear ( a l l workers or a l l workers free to discuss things 

at length, i f the latter,how i s this defined, etc.). Further even i f 



317 

the universe could be taken to be bounded with sufficient clarity what 

evidence is there that the cases chosen are typical ( i f a random sample 

isn't possible the cases should, i t would seem, be chosen on some basis 

other than that they f i t the conclusion); i t is not even made clear in 

this particular case what reason we might have for believing that the cases 

discussed are cases which l i e within the bounds of the universe of which 

they are taken to be exemplary. 

I do not want to be taken to be arguing that a l l analysis must be 

patterned on the most common forms of s t a t i s t i c a l analysis. I believe 

that this would close out far too many matters which must be scrutinized 

and, in fact, I am convinced that empirical social science uses such 

methods to excess. What I am arguing is that Gorz hit ©ok"* a procedure 

which can really do no more than disprove that a contrary case is uni

versally true and used^it to suggest one of several things (often without 

making i t clear which of them is being claimed). The several things i n 

clude (1) that one had located a generalized condition contrary to the 

original 'hypothesis,' (2) that ohe had located a trend or the early ! 

begihhihgsnofhastrendtcthatt(3i).dtiee had located a possibility, a poten

t i a l i t y . If one is asserting the f i r s t case, one is obliged to demonstrate 
26 

that one's examples are typicalities. If one is asserting the second 

OA 
I have not given more than one example here myself largely because I an not 

trying here to demonstrate that my example from Gorz is the case for a l l 
or most ^Marxists; i'I do believe that this pattern of weaknesses in proce
dure is not uncommon. Another example-oc cur s\. eriy themverygsame page i n 
Gor^ran'diother f'ailures-.totTGlari'fy* thezg'eherali'zability o'faone-' s examples 
can also be found, for example, on both sides of the debate over the 
'revolutionary potential' of the new working class. Further, such ten
dencies have also been discussed above regarding the laws of dialectical 
materialism.) 

(continued on following page) 
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case one should attempt to show that one's examples are typical with 

regard to matters of an increasing incidence which can be expected to 

continue, perhaps at an increasing rate. If one is asserting the 

third case, one should also consider the additional question how gene

ralized a potentiality onechas located. However, to demonstrate i n i t 

i a l l y that potentiality exists, one really only needs one example (or 

even a good analytic case with no examples). One then might seek in 

practice to realize the potentiality i n social action (or seek to avoid 

i t ) , or simply offer one's case that the (desirable) potentiality exists 

and trust that i f i t i s real enough one's communications about i t w i l l 
27 

be listened to and acted upon by others. 

These are some aspects of some of the effects of the r i g i d i t y 

with which the original ^Marxist model was set out. There was l i t t l e 

'tentativeness' or 'limitedness' about many of the assertions of Marx 

and Engels ('All history i s the history of class strugle' means more 
continued from previous page 

What I do hope to be doing in my discussion of this one case is to 
i l l u s t r a t e one of the many ways in which a theoretical model might avoid 
the modifications suggested by changing empirical reality. The classic 
case of avoidance, of course, i s the long, long delay over the realiza
tion that the working class trad not, as Marx had seemingly in places 
suggested, become absolutely more impoverished as capitalism evolved. 
What I suspect is the more common means of such avoidance has been a l 
ready mentioned; namely^ the simple isolation of one's model in a cloud 
of hyperabstract theorizing. 
27 

One, of course, has to consider — as Marx did not fully — that the 
social channels of communication inmost social orders: w i l l tend to make 
one's arguments more readily available to the e l i t e than to the less 
advantaged. 
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than there has always been a class struggle going on somewhere). 

This original characteristic was historically conditioned as I have 

briefly indicated above and there are characteristics i n the contem-
28 

porary setting of. Marxism which further reinforce that tendency. 

Not the least of these characteristics i s the institutionalization of 

the theory within Marxist movements whose -membership is self-selected 

in part by the appeal of this characteristic of the theory. A further 

important, though a speculative, contemporary pressure towards inflex^' 

i b i l i t y i s related to the fact that this Marxist movement has come 

power in societies which, had not begun to approach the necessary mini

mum level of economic development needed to sustain a fully socialist 

or communist society. And, i t might be said, that i t has not come to 

power in those which have developed in part because i t came to power 

prematurely in some which hadn't. The dominant forms of i t s evolved 

theory, then, have been formulated i n settings short of those within 

which i t s more tolerant and imaginative aspects might have developed 

more fu l l y . Those regimes which have developed the versions of i t s 

theory which are.often seen to be the most authoritative, further, are 

in power in.societies which in no case had anyrsignificant prior ex

perience of liberal-democratic practice of' any kind. Further, for 

that matter, few of those had a developed working-class, old or new; 

most were fundamentally feudal at the time Marxists came to power. 

These factors one might expect, might well have hindered the growth 

of theoretical f l e x i b i l i t y 
28 
To complicate this issue even a b i t further, we are here demonstrating 

the roots of Marxist i n f l e x i b i l i t y using essentially a Marxist methodology 
(the tracing of .'interestedness' through time and space) . This i s , of 
course, an exceedingly loose use of the term 'Marxism.' 
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Finally here this matter may be more concretely a product of 

the widespread adoption and institutionalization of a Leninist inter

pretation and development of Marxism. The leadership of hierarchical 

vanguard parties can easily become isolated from the perspective of 

even their own membership, not to mention those masses seenbto be.uiaMe to at

tain . truth on their own. When those parties practice^ democratic cen

tralism as i t has been practiced in most cases (with l i t t l e or no 

allowance for internal factions or tendencies) i t is not l i k e l y that 

new ways of thinking, new ways of relating theory to changing reality, 

w i l l be widespread within the organization. 

(2 and 3) My/discussiori ofi the. secondhand tn^ 

sectiofp-will befebrie-f-anaLGah^be offered as ohe. The Marxist understanding 

of the inactivity of tlfe^disadvantaged can be .cuswi 'J logically deduced 

from the Marxist historical-theoretical model of the capitalist p o l i t i c o -

economic social order. This is a very different situation from that of 

empirical social science which lacks any single widely accepted general 

theory. The Marxist understanding is to a great extent an intimate part 

of i t s theory — a theory which is 'on the level o f understanding both 

because i t is sufficiently general and because i t is value-relevant by 

virtue of i t s overriding teleological character. (To continue to main

tain that a global communism is a necessary outcome of human history given 

the numerous ways in which the Marxist analysis of the development of 

capitalist p o l i t i c a l economy has been.shown inaccurate over the past 

century reflects' an.immanentist even metaphysical perspective. That 

i t i s yet a possible outcome few would deny, that pure communism, 

withered away state and a l l , i s a desirable outcome I, for one, would 
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accept; that i t i s a c e r t a i n outcome i s hardly demonstrable. An excellent 

case could be made, I think, that i t seems les s l i k e l y an eventuality now 
29 

than i t might reasonably have 80 or 100 years ago. 

The various elements of the Marxist understanding as was mentioned 

above seem to c o n f l i c t with the empirical r e a l i t y of the ongoing s t a b i l i t y 

of l i b e r a l democracy even within unstable c a p i t a l i s t economies. This i s 

not to say that t h i s i s necessarily an eternal condition but i t i s to 

say that i t seems more f l e x i b l e a condition than Marxist theory or the 

Marxist understanding might imply. To b e l i e v e that f u l l p o l i t i c a l con

sciousness has not been attained so long as a Marxist p o l i t i c a l concious-

ness .^--^as .Marxism., how stands — has not been attained (as at l e a s t the 

f i r s t three elements of the Marxist understanding imply) may w e l l be 

the heart of the i n f l e x i b i l i t y of Marxist theory and method of which I 

spoke e a r l i e r . I f one's understanding i s i n e f f e c t i v e i n changing the 

world, one elaborates the model rather than q u a l i t a t i v e l y a l t e r i n g i t . 

The elements of the Marxist understanding together do not seem to allow 

for the p o s s i b i l i t y that the sum of a l l the possible explanations of 

i n a c t i v i t y rooted i n the shortcomings of the l i b e r a l democratic ca p i 

t a l i s t system i s , however important, insufficient.,, Again t h i s i s e s p e c i a l l y 

true i f i n a c t i v i t y i s defined to include the absence of an e x p l i c i t l y 

Marxist p o l i t i c a l consciousness. However, unless one grants, that 
29 

Most Marxists would, of course, deny that Marxism i s t e l e o l o g i c a l or 
that i t mattered one way or the other that communism.' was 'desirable'. 
The lessened l i k e l i h o o d mentioned i s a r e s u l t of such factors as the 
r i s e of massive state m i l i t a r y power, the wider sharing of c o n t r o l or 
at l e a s t the p o s s i b i l i t y of perceived.control and the continued func
tioning of l i b e r a l democracy to the point where i t commonly incorporates 
Marxist p a r t i e s as minority or even near majority elements within the 
system. 
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possibility i t i s impossible for Marxism to feel much weight from even 

a millenium of popular rejection. It becomes a closed and unresponsive 
30 

system. This tendency to closure i n the Marxist understanding of po

l i t i c a l inactivity limits to some extent i t s explanatory power. 

Might i t not be the case that part of the explanation of the 

'inactivity' of the less advantaged i s i n part a function of a real 

though limited and certainly not universal power sharing within l i b e r a l 

democratic systems? Might i t not be the case that l i b e r a l democratic 

systems have granted a real though limited possibility of autonomous 

individual and collective self-expression in cultural, p o l i t i c a l and 

philosophical spheres? This does not weaken any particular Marxist 

explanation of inactivity but i t does c a l l to question whether the 

total package is suf f icient. The package of -Marxist ..explanations implies 

thatsmassive systemic effort is needed- tolkeep".the working elass from, the view that 

^tlg¥c 1 C^ri?f n e,. 1 S;?! g 8 e d • 'If jflsfcjjfne l s iess/'thanutterly- rigged., then perhaps 
some inactivity- results from comforts in the system rather merely.in its flaws. 

standing 'a - : . T 

Finally here, i t should again be stated clearly what is part of 

Marxism's strength: i t s capacity for developing explanations, i t s com

prehensive, integrated, and c r i t i c a l theory of the whole of history and 

particularly the capitalist social order, is also part of i t s greatest 

weakness: i t s slowness to incorporate changes in the 'detail' of the 

For example, one needn't abandon total rejection of a capitalist eco
nomic order to grant that a popular tradition of c i v i l libertarianism 
is not only a progressive step 'over feudalism' but in fact is a con
dition which should be an ongoing part of any progressive social order, 
Few Marxists, even Trotskyists who are of course explicitly and con
sistently anti-Stalinists, w i l l grant this forthrightly. 
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empirical social world into i t s overall theory. In the last section of 
this chapter I would like to consider how the particular explanations 
which i t has developed might be strengthened, might be given an empirical 
dimension. In effect, the question is how might Marxism be operation
alized? A further question,which cannot be answered very well u n t i l 
there have been more attempts to carry through on the f i r s t , i s : 
could the results of such testing be effectively reincorporated into 
Marxist theory? 

IV 

It i s really only when one-tries toleonsider-how• one-'might*. 
attempt to locate empirical support for the explanations offered by 
Marxists that one finds how different their procedures are from those 
of empirical social science. They have only very rarely made concrete 
and specific attempts to link differentials in inactivity or p o l i t i c a l 
consciousness (cross-nationally, cross-class, historically, or ind i 
vidually) with differentials in the explanatory factors they have (or 
easily could have) related to this phenomenon. One of the clearest e^pti.cns 
' to|thatD:eriticismt is Nairn's attempt to trace the domestic effects of 
British imperialism, and even there i t i s never clear on what grounds 
Nairn is so sure the British working-class i s less active than any other 
working-class. (Nor i s i t clear to which working-class i t is being 
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compared.) This can, of course, be partially accounted for that what 
is being explained are not the differential per se but a perceived 
generalized inactivity of the less advantaged of a l l Western l i b e r a l 
democracies. But this surely begs the question. If the explanation 
put forward cannot be isolated as a factor or a characteristic which 
has real and measurable effect in the sector of the universe where the 
dependent variable (inactivity) i s more common mustn't one abandon one's 
argument? The question i s so obvious to empirical researchers i t is • 
doubtless a mystery to them that Marxists do not always and in every 
case proceed i n this fashion. There are reasons why this i s not i n a l l 
cases a first-order procedural question for Marxists. 

Such reasons might includê tfe"" following (scmeof these matters have been 
mentioned as well in other contexts^/ 
(1) Many Marxist explanations are at a high level of generality wherein 
i t is 'difficult to; find variations - or exceptional caskesL.9.(For example, the 
argument^that working class consciousness is hindered by capitalist control 
of the media, might.ba>c'unless operationally defined, almost a truism.) 

(2) Units of analysis being most often systemic and/or class structure 
in a given system there is never a large N and thereby many statis
t i c a l techniques are precluded. 

(3) Marxists are also very much inclined to look at particular situa
tions, comparing many aspects of that particular case to their 
generalized multi-faceted theory. This contrasts to procedures in 
which one dependent variable is isolated and an attempt is made to 
link i t generally to a limited number of variables presumed to be 
independent. 
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(4) A logically satisfying relationship to a general theory is taken 
to be a far more important aspect of explanation than i s any one 
or several empirical measured comparisons. The theoretical depend
ence i s so great that usually no quantitative measures are attempted. 

(5) Empirical measures of a l l kinds w i l l have l i t t l e significance i n 
Marxist analysis u n t i l they are available in time sequence and 
thereby able to establish trends. The. capturing of 'moments' (and 
loci) which cannot be compared to other 'moments' (and loci) i s of 
l i t t l e interest. 

(6) Tft'eageneral theory provides a variety of c r i t e r i a for significance 
such that many factors of great importance are among the factors 
which, while measurable i n principle, are obviously extremely di f 
f i c u l t to actually measure in practice. For example: how might 
one measure economic market dominance of social value through time? 
Or the economic or social impact of imperialism? Perhaps the 
classic case to consider here might be the determination i n a valid 
and reliable way of-tiieJoeus^of p o l i t i c a l power. Surely, most would 
agree both that there i s more to i t than an undisguised researcher 
might"likely be able to observe, but that i t i s very hard to be very 
precise about what i t i s that can't be observed. There i s poten
t i a l power as surely as nearly everyone proceeds in ways which anti c i -

ticippatetthat potential. Measuring the potential or the anticipation i s 
an extraordinarily d i f f i c u l t matter. Marxists are more inclined 
to rely on explanations which rely on aspects of their theory, which 
areyimportanitiinterhally to. that theory, and which externally have 
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been found to be important with regard to other questions. The 

most important matters have in the past often been found to be 

hidden or unquantifiable. 

(7) The more important test i s p o l i t i c a l effectiveness not conclusions 

drawn 'in the abstract.' 

A l l of this i s , of course, not to say that Marxist explanations or 

similar matters have never been operationalized or could not be. It is 

to say that from a Marxist viewpoint at least much would be lost by 

making empirical tests one's only or primary criterion for accepting an 

explanation. 

Perhaps the best way to cl a r i f y much of what has preceded imme

diately above and generally in this chapter is to consider a few ways 

in which one might try to pperarationalize and test each ofrtneiexplanatLons- of

fered by the Marxists. In so doing, I w i l l also try to comment a b i t on 

any reduction that-occurs in the theoretical relevance of concepts, or 

in the generality of explanation. I w i l l also try to point out some 
31 

of the problems of operationalization particular to each ease. 

(1) Workplace conditions, including the extremely hierarchical 

structure of a l l aspects of decision-making in most factories are 

clearly extremely complex matters to test operationally. One might 

locate a factory in which hierarchy is extreme and workers have no shop-

floor input or room for f l e x i b i l i t y of procedure and thereby provoke 

consciousness. Studies have shown, for example, that assembly-line 

workers areigeherallyimore r.adiealrpGliticallypMthanmotheroworkers..>' 

(though they don't necessarily participate more p o l i t i c a l l y ) . Or such 
31 

I w i l l reconsider here the thirteen Marxist explanations which were 
presented originally i n the previous chapter. 
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conditions might provoke a progressive and active union, e.g., the 
United Automobile Workers in both the United States and Canada,and in so 
doing mean that workers are indeed involved in some aspects of workplace 
decision-making. Again, for example, the UAW, i s training shopfloor 
workers in the operation of noise and pollution meters for in-plant use. 
Further i t might be the case that a given management adopts an open and 
encouraging attitude toward workers' involvement in decision-making and 
accompanies i t with a we're-all-in-this-together and/or professional-
ethic attitude campaign. There are, of course, a variety of operant 
profit-sharing schemes, suggestion rewards schemes, and so forth in i n 
dustry. Any of these things might tend to discourage p o l i t i c a l conscious
ness and/or p o l i t i c a l participation by subjecting workers to pressures 
towards separating themselves in p o l i t i c a l l i f e from workers generally. 

What these matters indicate, I believe, is that i t would be a very 
d i f f i c u l t matter indeed to separate a sample of industrial locations into 
"more participatory" and "less participatory" groups and look. then at 
the p o l i t i c a l behavior within one or the other. Much effect might come 
from simply the knowledge — even vague impression — of what conditions 
of work are lik e for people "lik e oneself regardless of what one's par
ticular conditions are l i k e . The greatest effect might come from how 
one's conditions came to improve, e.g., was i t via collective demands 
from below producing change. If so, are those presently benefitting 
aware of that history? (Tests of knowledge of labor history among 
workers might prove interesting here and generally.) Those with bad 
conditions might well be. conditioned to a great extent in their response 
by the prospects for change and their perception of them — in a poor 
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area where industry i s i n decline "undemocratic" work conditions might 

have the opposite effect from a prosperous, labor-short area. P o l i t i c a l 

effect might also vary individually with workers' s k i l l level and so 

forth. 

In sum, i t would seem that the best empirical tests would involve 

a series of before and after situations where a variety of different 

changes in workplace structure coming about in a variety of different 

contexts are studied. I don't think any other kind of study would often 

be either valid or reliable. Clearly what is involved here is an i n 

credible research task which can only be accomplished over a very long 

period of time within which one must keep aware of changes in general 

setting. 

(2) Marxists make the point that people relate to the capitalist 

marketplace as atomized individuals and thereby I expect might be i n 

terested i n a study which attempted to locate the relationship of, on 

the one hand, p o l i t i c a l activity and p o l i t i c a l attitudes, and on the 

other, consumption habits and attitudes. Are persons who buy an aty-

pically expensive car for those of their income, family size, location 

and so far more or less p o l i t i c a l l y conscious and active than those who 

don't? What of those who spend atypically large amounts of money on 

highly advertized sundries or patent low-budget status symbols? Are 

they seeking and/or finding pr i v a t i s t i c solutions and thereby 'avoiding' 

collective solutions? Or are they individuals who carry a deep status 

need which s p i l l s over in both buying habits and politics? This would 

hot be a d i f f i c u l t study to carry out, i f access were found to the 



329 

studies already gathering data on measures of buying and whatever social 
and psychological variables are being checked, one would only need to 
affix a few rider questions to have a large selection of 'controls.' 
One might expect that there exists in^ma-rket research firms that .there 
ar.e.«data- banks whichbmight make those-;of a l l " p o l i t i c a l science-pale by 
vo'lume"comparison. Some of i t might be made useful in new ways. 

I don't, however, believe that a failure to turn up any relation
ships here would necessarily exclude the possibility that this factor 
was operant nevertheless. That i s i t might be the case that the effect 
is either highly generalized or very subtle or both. That i s , i t might 
be a matter of the accumulated effects of the thousands and thousands 
of semi-perceived messages being a modest and general decline in the 
abil i t y to imagine collective means of meeting one's f e l t needs. This 
would be an extremely d i f f i c u l t matter to pin down in any ordinary 
questionnaire procedure. Further, one cannot gain much from cross-
cultural studies as, e.g., comparing by advertising frequency or regul
ations (Italy, for example, only allows advertising during a half-
hour evening time slot) as there are not enough cases to allow for the 
screening out of the other sources of difference in the dependent var
iable. One could do studies over time but,alas, no one is claiming 
that there i s so direct and clear an effect as an effect on voter turn
out. Aside from the attitude surveys,, suggested above, the best prospect 
for a real measure here would be the unlikely eventuality of bans on a l l 
forms of advertising in a mixed sample of nations. 

(3) The ideological apparatus might more neutrally, i f one.chose 
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to be neutral, be called sources of p o l i t i c a l culture. How might the 

Marxist view of these institutions (that they are systematically biased) 

be tested empirically? How might the.-.effects of this bias (if found) 

on p o l i t i c a l inactivity be tested empirically? One could do a content 

analysis — following some guidelines available in Marxist literature, 

some of which were mentioned in chapter '5 — of media and of the various 

levels of education. One could study variations in the p o l i t i c a l messages 

of churches according to the class make-up of the congregation (North 

American Protestant fundamentalism is often quite explicitly p o l i t i c a l ) . 

This could be studied using individual, class, regional or sys

temic units of analysis. There i s a real problem on a l l three levels of 

sorting out the causal arrow. One could, for example, search for locales 

in North America^ where the press is explicitly pro-labor (there are 

none to my knowledge, but one must assume there are a few). One could 

then try to measure working-class p o l i t i c a l consciousness in that com

munity and typicality of working-class p o l i t i c a l activity levels. But even 

ifeoneufdundehigh >level§h one would have no basis for saying which caused 

which unless there were historic lines of demarcation such that one 

factor clearly preceded the other. In a l l likelihood, one might hypo

thesize, there would have to be an exceedingly high level of trade union 

membership and working-class p o l i t i c a l activity to sustain a pro-labor 

press given the ordinary economic basis of the newspaper industry. 

It i s well-known and several empirical social scientists have 

mentioned as well that the less advantaged are affected by., schools,media, 

church,and-otherj,crgss-pressure.s^while the more^adyantagecLare .rarely so 

affected. It mighty well be useful to both Marxists and non-Marxists to have available a saies 
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of detailed studies and measures of the degree to tfhich this i s the case. 

One might include a look at university curricula for labor history 

cour ses, or, for that matter, for students from working-class back

grounds. How available are the research and teaching a b i l i t i e s of 

universities to the less advantaged? What affects might this have on 

p o l i t i c a l participation? Are there atypical cases which might be studied 

with regard to p o l i t i c a l effect? 

On a systemic level, i t might be hypothesized that there is cross-

nationally a positiye^relationship between^uniformity of anti-labor, anti-so

c i a l i s t media perspective and the relative organizational strength of 

the l e f t . If this were shown not to be generally the case or that there 

were some marked exceptions, one would indeed have interesting findings 

to account for. If, on the other hand, i t were generally found to be 

the case one alas would not have demonstrated much with regard to causal 

direction. What one presumably would have found is a syndrome. What 

might be most interesting is the pattern of relationships. (How much 

organizational strength is necessary for there to be a change in general 

pattern?}/ Does media ever lead a change in consciousness to the left? 

What percentage of the privately-owned and/or private advertiser depen

dent media are more sympathetic, silent, or whatever with regard to 

labor or working-class politics?) . A l l in a l l this is an area in which 

careful and detailed research i s notable by i t s absence among Marxists 

or among those inclined to aomore quantitative methodology. 

(4) The actual and potential role of the state military, police, 

and j u d i c i a l apparatus as a partial (biased) intervenor in the p o l i t i c a l 
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process may well be untestable in any very direct way. This is in 

large part due to the a b i l i t y of this proposition to transform i t s e l f 

into an 'i n f i n i t e regress' form of argument. That i s , that the m i l i 

tary has not intervened w i l l not be taken as evidence of state neutral

i t y : i t w i l l simply be argued that the basic interests of the ruling 

" e l i t e have not been threatened. This argument might be developed in any 

situation short of the return of the guillotine for the contemporary 

version of the aristocracy. On the other hand, i t might well be true 

that there does exist a series of measures within the constitutional 

rules which would provoke the military of any liberal-democratic state 

into unconstitutional action. This cannot be demonstrated with cer

tainty one way or the other, especially as i t is likely that the level 

of tolerance w i l l vary markedly from one nation to another and one 

time to another and no general set of conditions could be elaborated. 

The matter is further complicated by the obvious fact that in most 

nations this is not a 'simple' internal matter. The actual or poten

t i a l military intervention often is extermal. For example, many Cana

dians suspect that there are quite clear bounds to their freedom of 

action and that at some point the United States would use military 

force to prevent what i t perceived to be a threat to i t s v i t a l interests. 

A l l in a l l , the reality of this threat is highly speculative and elusive. 

This is not to say, however, that this question could not be ap

proached using the techniques of empirical social science in a more 

limited or a more indirect fashion. For example, studies could be con

ducted to see i f and in what ways court decisions might vary by class 
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background of defendants. One might also attempt to construct "true 
l i f e " experiments to determine whether those sections of the bureau
cracy which deal with persons of varying social positions do so i n an 
even manner and, i f not, in what ways theftreatment varies. It would be 
unreasonable to hypothesize that any one or two slights or inequities 
might be sufficient to affect the p o l i t i c a l activity levels of the i n 
dividuals so affected (and i t would be l i k e l y variant as to how those 
whonwere affected would react). But i t has already been shown (and is 
as well almost obvious) that there i s some relationship between general 
belief in government responsiveness and inclination to p o l i t i c a l parti
cipation. Studies of the degree to which elements of the state are 

32 

biased on an individual or even a policy level might add an element 
of reality' to sometimes only attitudinal studies of ' p o l i t i c a l e f f i 
cacy' and 'civic duty' and so forth. 

Finally here there is a dimension of this question which i s 
readily open to study which has not to my knowledge ever been treated. 
That i s , to what extent are people sensitive to the 'military' factor 
injpolitics? Is there much variation in expectation of coups or other 
less drastic forms of intervention cross-nationally, by party or by 
class? Or, how many Canadians, for example, would anticipate various 
forms of American intervention under various scenarios? One could 
also check as to whether or not these attitudes related in any patterned 

32 
I believe the study by Parenti bp. c i t . , is one example of how 

this might be done. I believeb«that. it^might.be-possible'-Lto'^ethically 
involve police, judges, c i v i l servants or others involuntarily in ex
periments so long as individual identities remained^anonymousv. Ob
viously, though, this is a very tricky matter. 
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way to levels of individual or systemic p o l i t i c a l activity. Obviously, 
a hypothesis that fear of coup d'etat is the cause of many non-voting 
decisions is unlikely to be sustained. However, any demonstration that 
this enters anyone's consciousness at a l l would in i t s e l f be an interest
ing addition to our knowledge in this area. Of course i t might be the 
case that almost no one ever considers such po s s i b i l i t i e s , or would even 
entertain the notion when i t was suggested by an interviewer. I, for 
one, would find that too an interesting result and would wish to probe 
further or at least test i t in other, more polarized, domestic or inter
national climates. 

(5) This element of the Marxist explanation, the divisions within 
the working-class, is one about which there is already available a con
siderable body of empirical data. Some of the data on cross-pressured 
non-voting would be highly pertinent, as are materials which combine the 
relationship of p o l i t i c a l participation as i t is affected by combinations 
of factors, e.g., sex and class (occupation) or race and class. These 
materials have not to my knowledge been utilized by Marxists, nor has any 
empirical researcher sought directly to relate them to Marxist theory. 
In general i t might be quite interesting to attempt to study occupational 
groups and subgroups in categories that could be related to Marxist 
class categories. In that way one might in the long term see develop 

an important link, i n the concept of class between the individual and the 
33 

sy^remlc" .,.units of analysis. 

33 
One of the 'myths' of Marxism which might be weakened in this might be 

that there is potential for solidary action of a l l or most of those ind i -
duals who do not own a share of the means of production. A more interesting 
breakdown might be 'working-class' and 'underclass' with each subdivided in 
ways suggested in the discussion under items 5 and 6 i n Chapter 4, section 
III above. 
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(6) Much of the comment on the previous point could be applied 

as w e l l to t h i s , the d i v i s i o n between the 'old and the 'new' working 

cl a s s . As well i t would seem that here i s a clear opportunity to 

develop i n both Marxism and empirical s o c i a l science a greater a b i l i t y 

to a n t i c i p a t e some outlines of coming trends i n patterns of p o l i t i c a l 

consciousness and a c t i v i t y . I t can be r e a d i l y established that c e r t a i n 

forms and s t y l e s of occupation are sharply on the r i s e i n developed 

economies. If one i s confident that one has located a new and growing 

pattern of work s t y l e s , one could weight r e l a t i v e l y heavily any findings 

within this group. Do these i n d i v i d u a l s within these groups share p o l i 

t i c a l attitudes? Under what circumstances do they act i n concert p o l i 

t i c a l l y ? Under what circumstances are tbay p a r t i c u l a r l y active or i n 

active? Again these sorts of data could be r e l a t e d to more a n a l y t i c 

s t r u c t u r a l , and h i s t o r i c considerations of the dynamic of evolution 

of the new working class within the politico-economic system. 

(7) Tt': 5:—-aag Any tendency of a c a p i t a l i s t system to cause i n d i 

v i d u a l s , p a r t i c u l a r l y less advantaged i n d i v i d u a l s to 'segmentalize' t h e i r 

l i v e s and thereby somehow be to some extent d e p o l i t i c i z e d might be 

*PAeB$£lPa£t£3ityi tested..^,. But t h i s i s a notion which can only be 

described as somewhat hazy i n i t s usual context. One could study the 

a b i l i t y of i n d i v i d u a l s to understand some of the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between 

work l i f e and family l i f e by means of sort of open-ended, i n d i v i d u a l i z e d , 

judgementally-scored interviews (or v i a reactions to s t o r i e s or films 

which contained such connections). One could study this f or several class 

groups and also t e s t f or association with measures of p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a 

t i o n . One could also test to see i f t h i s phenomenon i s more or less 



336 

pronounced i n non-capitalist contexts (I would .be prepared to hypo

thesize no relationship here). A l l i n a l l however I doubt this i s among 

the richer elements for empirical exploration. Further again here, the 

only possible test of the Marxist assertion would be for there to be a 

rapid increase in the liability to make such connections. The test is 

in the pol i t i c i z a t i o n which follows. Here the recent increase in self-

consciousness of many North American women could be studied i n terms of 

any possible coordinate decline.in segmentalization and increase in 

various forms of p o l i t i c a l activity. 

(8) The effects of the institutionalization of industrial conflict 

on p o l i t i c a l activity and class self-consciousness might be studied 

empirically through the judicious use of case studies. The cases should 

be chosen — not as i s often the case i n Marxism — on very carefully 

stated grounds. The best method might be thekseekingcofapasesfflmostxlikely 

to disconfirm one's hypothesis with a careful argument being made as 

to why the particular cases chosen are seen to be of such a nature. 

(This procedure can, of course, be 'too effective' and eliminate a l l 

those cases which might confirm; one might then seek as well 'typical' 

cases.) 

The question to be looked at would be the levels of p o l i t i c a l 

consciousness and p o l i t i c a l activity outside the workplace of workers 

in several 'stages' of labor-management relations. The 'stages' might 

be non-unionized, in the midst of a unionizing or i n i t i a l strike, in a 

stage of long-established unionism, and i n a strike situation i n a long 

established union. Ideally one could do a test, re-test for the f i r s t 
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two or the l a s t two 'stages' or.study matched pai r s of s i t u a t i o n s 

nearly a l i k e but for differences whose e f f e c t one i s seeking to measure. 

In these studies one should look not only f o r a gradient of e f f e c t on 

a large number but as well f o r marked e f f e c t s on a small number. 

Again, however, one has not r e a l l y dealt with the basic conten

ti o n of the Marxists. Here the contention i s that i n general the r e l a 

tionship between management.and labor has been i n part t r a n q u i l i z e d by 

v i r t u e of union bureaucratization,, state-imposed procedures and r e s t r i c 

tions, and established procedures i n c o l l e c t i v e bargaining. This con

d i t i o n i s not permanent but i t i s r e s t r a i n i n g of worker mi l i t a n c e , of 

p o l i t i c a l consciousness and of p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y ( i n contrast to the 

p o t e n t i a l p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y of the i n d u s t r i a l p r o l e t a r i a t and some 

other s e c t o r s ) . I t i s d i f f i c u l t to imagine how t h i s a s s e rtion could be 

e i t h e r demonstrated or refuted i n any precise, c e r t a i n l y any quantitat

ive way. One could attempt c o r r e l a t i o n s of working-class voting a c t i v 

i t y over' time comparing i t to the general l e v e l of labor unrest. This 

might be worth doing but i t would s t i l l l i k e l y be argued that the 

measures one would have would tend to represent surface spurts and that 

the trends are 'deeper' and more 'general' than such a s t a t i s t i c as 

the number of workers on s t r i k e might measure. Any general r i s e i n par

t i c i p a t i o n i n the face of this trend, Jeven ; i f i t n i s merely sane 1 1 assumed' tend, 

isjfar tooiteasy^atwayyout.waAndvtas.oWell, as such an approach, i t might.be 

r e p l i e d , c6' uld refute as well that there i s any .relationship at a l l 

between education'and p o l i t i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n . (Over 80 years, 

educational l e v e l s i n America have r i s e n sharply by any known measure 

http://might.be
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yet voting participation has declined.) 
(9) - (11) these three elements may well be, as I argued in 

the last chapter, among the more central in the Marxist explanation 
of the p o l i t i c a l inactivity of the less advantaged. This is particularly 
true of the latter two of the three, the issuelessness of po l i t i c s i n 
the advanced capitalist nations in an era of global economic integration 
(10) and the effects of imperialism on the domestic p o l i t i c s of the 
metropolitan states (IE). The ninth element was roughly characterized 
as the market dominance of socio-political l i f e . I find i t very dif
f i c u l t tocconceive how any of these three matters might be effectively 
dealt with quantitatively or even in non-quantitavely 1 retestable' ..ways. 

There are however some useful studies which might be undertaken 
which would elaborate them and perhaps give them a somewhat more pre
cise character. For example, one could devise schemes to do an 
ideological (left-right) content analysis on the variation in legisla
tion passed by ' l e f t ' parties in power and by 'right' parties in power. 
This might also be contrasted with their platforms. These studies could 
be done for a variety of nations over the past 80 or so years i n which 
socialist or social democratic parties have been a force. The hypothe
sis would be that i t has made a decreasing difference over time as to 
which party has won elections. (This i s essentially, of course, one 
assertion of these who asserted that we had reached an end of ideology; 
what they might have actually detected though not measured was an end 
to parliamentary manifestations of significant p o l i t i c a l differences.) 

However, any quantification involved in this study would be 
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judgemental and i t is unlikely that one could generate really reliable 

measures. To compensate in part, one might also cite party membership 

figures as indicative or do questionnaires over time to see i f there 

is any increasing impression that the parties are alike or that parlia

ment does nothing one way or the other. But none of these indicators 

are clearcut tests of the claim that people are inactive because in 

fact their activity has l i t t l e or no real effect. Perhaps the more 

reliable route to some conclusion might l i e in giving up on linking 

the asserted claim of no difference and the measured fact of disinterest 

and concentrating^ on some evidence for the no difference hypothesis. This 

could be attempted through the study of decisions, original intents and 

grounds for actual decisions. One might attempt to interview party 

leaders prior to taking power and after with a promise of 20 or 30 

years of .researcher silence. 

A l l of this i s d i f f i c u l t , but. may;jb"e"npB-pianis^ -which 

might be devised for either of the other two elements being considered 

here. The reasons in a l l three cases are largely those asserted earlier 

in this section, particularly the level of generality of the claims, and 

their systemic nature. Only perceptions of their existence might be 

measured at the individual level and this i s far too indirect in these 

cases at least. It might even be argued that in two of these cases (9) 

and (10), thesetmatfcers w i l l discourage p o l i t i c a l activity only to the 

extent that they are not perceived or understood by the general public. 

In the case of the effects of imperialism on.feherdomestie, politics, of 

metropolifeanostatescpyeftlongoperiodspofitime one is operating with a 
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quite l i m i t e d universe and an i n c r e d i b l e complex of relevant variables 

(the holding of l e g a l colonies, the delayed holding of l e g a l colonies, 

l e v e l of foreign investment, p r o f i t s r e l a t e d to foreign as opposed to 

domestic economic a c t i v i t y , o f f s e t t i n g costs of c o l o n i a l maintenance, 

the benefits of o f f s e t t i n g cost expenditures on the domestic economy, 

the delayed domestic economic e f f e c t s of foreign gains, the delayed 

p o l i t i c a l e f f e c t s of domestic economic a c t i v i t y so generated and so 

f o r t h , ad i n f i n i t u m ) . All&§£ these questions^-are a-uitei .contentions 

•wi-.thi®i.^rxdj-ms-a-nd-ju^fw£'OiU*§e;,-•g#jaesalj.y as.well. -'""j - One must 

conclude i n the end, I expect, that these are important matters, there 

i s some an a l y t i c evidence that there i s some e f f e c t here, but we are 

unable to determine i t s extent i n any precise way. 

The twelfth, iMar-xistaexplanatapn us^a^ much a method as a- s p e c i f i c 

explanation i n i t s e l f ; as such I w i l l deal with i t - i n d i r e c t l y - i n . t h e 

next.chapter. .The.final explanation,^Marxist t a c t i c a l and s t r a t e g i c 

errors, i s ^ i n t e f e s t i n g and empirical.studies might be u s e f u l l y under

taken were-it not for the closed nature of the p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s which 

express i t s viewpoints.s That i s , one..could>mever measure va r i a t i o n s 

in^opinion^within the Party. However, the p a r t i e s themselves might 

be treated as a unit of analysis with comparisons made cross-nationally 

or over time. 

While obviously there are r e a l l i m i t a t i o n s on the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

o p e r a t i o n a l i z i n g Marxist explanations to the point where research would 

be generally acceptable to empirical s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s , i t i s c l e a r that 

there i s a considerable amouat of p o t e n t i a l l y u s e f u l work that could be 
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done. An important question then.is why have few Marxists seem- i n 
clined to doing i t ? The best answer may well be the combination of 
factors listed earlier i n this section which might be stated in sum
mary in an even more general form. On the whole, Marxists are most 
concerned with the development of whole social systems through time. 
This being the case, their conceptual apparatus is then necessarily 
abstract; some might even say, not unfairly in a l l cases, that many 
of i t s concepts and explanations are amorphous and even vague. To 
achieve the level of generality they are looking for they fuse i n d i v i 
duals into systemically meaningful.categories. If one's f i r s t order 
of concern i s to understand how and when macroscopic change might occur, 
one w i l l be l i t t l e inclined to understand the details of 'momentary' 
moods or behaviors on 'minor' matters. One achieves concreteness in 
studying particular systemic cases through time and as a whole. The 
primary test of one's conclusions i s their effectiveness i n , at one 
and the same time, explaining the world and changing i t . Given this 
approach, whatever i t s merits, one can easily arrive at an epistomology 
which allows for an elaborate theory well insulated from a real need 
for precise information about individuals or much real need for scaling 
down to careful testing the real meaning of one's concepts and asser
tions in the immediate present. And more important, and at times 
frightening,.one gets a.politics which reflects those shortcomings; 
the present has been callously traded for the future and the individual 
has been lost in the collectivity. 
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CHAPTER 7 

What I hope to do i n t h i s concluding chapter i s to make some 

tentative comments, based on the preceding a n a l y s i s , about some of the 

very broadest differences and s i m i l a r i t i e s between Marxism and what I 

have c a l l e d empirical s o c i a l science. I am interested at this point 

p r i m a r i l y i n methodological and epistemological matters, but what I say 

w i l l be at some points related to and have other implications f o r the 

substantive question of concern here, t h e i p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y of-the 

le s s advantaged-. . - < Clearly the l e v e l of generality of the com--' 1- . 

parison and contrast here i s such that t h i s analysis w i l l not reach more 

than suggestive conclusions. Hopefully what i s put forward here w i l l 

be more understandable than i t might have been without the elaborate 

discussion which has preceded. Hopefully too, i t w i l l give some clear 

guidance about where t h i s inquiry might go from here^and what ways 

there are which Marxism and empirical s o c i a l science might u s e f u l l y 

i n t e r a c t i n the future. To begin t h i s discussion I w i l l r e c a l l i n sum

mary a few important points from the e a r l i e r chapters. 

I 

By what process, i n broad o u t l i n e s , has empirical s o c i a l science 

explained the r e l a t i v e i n a c t i v i t y of the less advantaged? I t has very 

p r e c i s e l y located the demographic variables associated with various s p e c i f i c 
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indicators o f non-participation within the l i b e r a l democratic p o l i 
t i c a l process. In this i t has taken the individual as i t s basic unit 
of analysis. It has studied aggregates of individuals in categories 
such as relative income, formal education level, occupational status, 
p o l i t i c a l knowledgeability, sex, ethnic and religious background and 
broad attitudinal perspective. It has studied the interplay between 
these categories in great detail. It has then offered a variety of 
further explanations which harve attempted to make sense of i t s par
ticular findings. A good deal of this explananation,particularly during 
the period 1950-1965 i n the United States 'where this approach f i r s t 
gained widespread acceptance among students of politics^and p o l i t i c a l 
sociology.'1 was made in terms of an understanding consistent with some 
of the historically jnajior-. 1.; propositions of conservatism. This under
standing was widely accepted and held a central place in American p o l i 
t i c a l science during this period-Some/aspects..of i t wer.ei'to-be; faced , .. 
wiiiiftinp empirical evidence which could be taken as contrary. In part 

i t "was "initiallytaGcepted-on' i n s u f f icientigrounds. 
More recently this overall viewpoint on the issue has been less 

generally accepted. Its decline could as well be explained by p o l i t i c a l 
changes in America as by any qualitative shift in specific research findings. 
There has as well been a methodological evolution towards techniques which 
are dealing more.and more effectively with structural and contextual 
variables and whose approach is more and more comparative on a cross-
national basis. Demographic variables have been found recently to be 
less immutable than some earlier researchers seemed to presume in their 
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broadest conclusions. (I am thinking here of the changing pattern of 
participation by Black Americans.) Organizational and structural va
riables have been found to be more important than some of the 'psycho
logical' variables originally seen as relatively more important. S t i l l 
there has been l i t t l e inclination to explain p o l i t i c a l inactivity in 
terms of systemic factors. There has been some tendency to accept 
present-measured individual behaviors as immutable and there, at times, 
was l i t t l e hesitation in being c r i t i c a l about the behavior of the less 
advantaged. There, further, has been l i t t l e effective self-consciousness 
about the effects of the ideological perspective of researchers in the 
f i e l d . Further, there has been a minimum of effort devoted to drawing 
imaginative prescriptive, c r i t i c a l conclusions about the contemporary 
functioning of li b e r a l democratic systems. 

In contrast,Marxism, beginning i t s inquiry on the basis of a pre
suppositions of the explicit l y p o l i t i c a l and ideological nature of i t s 
inquiry, sought to explain how the p o l i t i c a l system-as-a-whole operated 
to hinder the actualization of a theoretically projected reality in the 
concrete empirical world. A l l of i t s explanations were based on a par
ticular c r i t i c a l appreciation of the functioning of the p o l i t i c a l system. 
It has almost never concerned i t s e l f with any attempt to treat individual 
units of analysis. The theoretical model of the functioning of the p o l i 
t i c a l system has maintained i t s e l f in the face of unexpected changes in 
the world through a variety of b u i l t - i n i n f l e x i b i l i t i e s including concep
tual vagueness, hypergeneralization,and quite straightforward and rigid 
assumptions of universal patterns-of-change processes. Marxists have 
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quite consistently s a c r i f i c e d the p r e c i s i o n more r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e i n 

i n d i v i d u a l units of analysis, contemporary se t t i n g s , and o p e r a t i o n a l i z a b l 

concepts,for broad apprehensions about the behavior of whole systems 

through long periods of time.Their conclusions are often unanswerable 

to any form of disproof except perhaps through system behavior i n the 

often indeterminate, d i s t a n t future. Marxism too has often been insen

s i t i v e to the h i s t o r i c a l and methodological roots of some of i t s con

clusions. The Marxist understanding of p o l i t i c a l i n a c t i v i t y can be 

re a d i l y derived from i t s theory but i t s theory i s i n some aspects extra-

empirical or, at un^ l e a s t , i n many aspects, so generalized as to defy 

the p o s s i b i l i t y , of c a r e f u l proof. There are however a v a r i e t y of ways 

i n which i t s explanations and aspects of i t s theory might be i n part 

operationalized and. tested,. but:Vits^proppnen<tsshavMbeentdisi'ricliried. to 

such e f f o r t s . 

II 

While there are then q u a l i t a t i v e differences between Marxism and 

empirical s o c i a l science on the l e v e l s of methodology and technique, ther 

are several important agreements on the l e v e l of epistemology. Both are 

m a t e r i a l i s t i n i n t e n t i o n and r e j e c t i n p r i n c i p l e extra-empirical, extra-

r a t i o n a l evidence and argument. .(Marxism, again, r e j e c t s some of the 

narrower stringencies of what I have associated here with the l a b e l 

'empirical s o c i a l science,.' but accepts empiricism i n p r i n c i p l e on the 
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epistemolegical l e v e l . ).Eaeh believes that i t both-should be and to a great 

extent c i s i n these research e f f o r t s f r e e from any systematic bias i n 

favor of established e l i t e s . (Marxism, of course, openly adopts a bias 

both i n favor of the less advantaged and against the established order 

within c a p i t a l i s t s o c i e t i e s . ) Both i n p r i n c i p l e r e j e c t claims to know

ledge which are based on a u t h o r i t a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s of s o c i a l reality."*" 

(Marxists often lapse on th i s and c i t e the observations of Marx or Lenin 

as i f thetsourceseouldebe evidence of the truth of the argument being 

put forth.) F i n a l l y both claim that objective knowledge of the empirical 

world i s possible at l e a s t to the extent that i t can be so very nearly 

approximated that i t should be consistently and continuously sought. 

Neither openly concerns i t s e l f to any great extent with the way the world 

ought to be and both b e l i e v e that ' s u b j e c t i v i t y ' can be i d e n t i f i e d and 

i s o l a t e d , and c r i t i c i z e d as a disturbing presence i n the process of inquiry. 

The differences between them i n .method, i n technique and e s p e c i a l l y 

i n questions asked and conclusions reached about the p o l i t i c a l world 

have been so great that these s i m i l a r i t i e s are often l o s t sight of. 

In t h i s observation and the previous one, I am indebted i n part to 
A l v i n Gouldner, "A Reply to Martin Shaw: Whose C r i s i s ? " New. L e f t Review, 
#71 (January-February, 1972), pp. 89-96. In th i s chapter the discussion D 

has been greatly aided by many sources, p a r t i c u l a r l y the above a r t i c l e 
and, as w e l l , Michael Polanyi, op. C i t . ; Arnold Brecht, P o l i t i c a l Theory, 
bp. c i t . ; Henry K a r i e l , Open Systems, op. c i t . ; Frank Cunningham, Object- 
i v i t y i n S o c i a l Science (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1973); 
Robert W. F r i e d r i c h s , " D i a l e c t i c a l Sociology: Toward a Resolution of the 
Current ' C r i s i s ' i n Western Sociology," B r i t i s h Journal of Sociology 23 
(1972) ; pp. 263-274; and Lucio C o l l e t t i / From Rousseau to Lenin: Studies  
i n Ideology and Society, (London: New Left Books, 1972), p a r t i c u l a r l y 
the essay: "Marxism:; Science or Revolution." 
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Many in empirical social science have dismissed Marxist- research as 

window-dressing for sectarian p o l i t i c s or as a series of mostly and 

merely unoperationalizable assertions which cannot be disproven. Many 

Marxists have dismissed empirical social science as at worst jus t i f i c a t i o n 

for the established capitalist order or at b'est a t r i v i a l i z a t i o n of social 

inquiry which avoids a l l meaningful and/or c r i t i c a l issues. Far more 

commonly practioners of each have' blithely and utterly ignored the efforts 

of the other. Through selection processes in terms of reading matter 

very few Marxists are familiar with the techniques or the results of 

empirical social science as a whole. The same is true with regard to the 

familiarity of most empirical social scientists with regard to Marxist 

techniques and literature. There are separate sets of journals for 

Marxist studies which rarely publish non-Marxists and rarely, though 

perhaps a bit less rarely, are Marxists published in the major journals 

of empirical social science. It is unlikely that there are ever many 
2 

submissions from the 'other camp.' I would even go so far as to say — 

2 
I know of only one recent ar t i c l e by a non-Marxist empirical social 

scientist i n a major Marxist publication;that is the article by A. 
Gouldner, op. c i t . Gouldner in that a r t i c l e , writing with regard to 
a review of his work by Martin Shaw (bp. cit.) states 

"The most fundamental d i f f i c u l t y of Shaw's 
position, then, is that i t premises a Marxism-in-being 
that can presumably be counterposed to the non-being 
of Academic-Sociology'.- .This-conception of the matter 
i s essentially a p o s i t i v i s t i c one, implying as i t does 
that Marxism now exists as a 'thing' to which we may 
flee, as a kind of place to go, as a space already 
carved out and liberated and waiting for us as a 
haven." (p. 96) 

I may be abblt guilty here of seeing Marxism and empirical social science 
as somewhat more distinct than they i n reality are'. (I trust I do not 

(continued on following page) 
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although this i s of course only i m p r e s s i o n i s t i c — that while many, , 

even most North American academic departments of p o l i t i c a l science, 

economics, and e s p e c i a l l y sociology have Marxist members the i n t e r a c t i o n 

on i n t e l l e c t u a l and research l e v e l s generally remains l i m i t e d . 

Marxism and empirical s o c i a l science then are i n p r a c t i c e l a r g e l y 

separate worlds of discourse which sometimes, at l e a s t i n the case which 

we have chosen i n t h i s i nquiry, study, i n ways ce n t r a l to t h e i r whole 

enterprise, questions which are very s i m i l a r . • And, again, they do so i n 

ways which are based on some shared epistemological presuppositions. 

Further throughout this discourse we have seen several ways i n which some, 

of t h e i r techniques and i n s i g h t s might be u s e f u l l y r e l a t e d to the 

methods and findings of the other. We then must face a question: i s i t 

merely h i s t o r i c a l circumstance which separates them, could they be some

how integrated i n t o a u n i f i e d study of man i n society? That i s , might 

i t not be the case that the major reason that there has been less i n t e r 

play i s the Cold War? Empirical s o c i a l science i s most strongly rooted 

i n the English-speaking c a p i t a l i s t liberal-democracies and has developed 

zcontinued from previous page) 
conform touGduldner' s-moreaeentral-.po±mt;• t-I-1-dp" notjbelieve hpr ̂ have anywhere 
intended to imply that 'Marxism' i s a s i n g l e and/or f i x e d 'place to go.') 
There are several researchers whose work e a s i l y f a l l into both Marxism 
and empirical s o c i a l science, most are Marxist economists, some others 
were ci t e d i n Chapter 5. One work which would be classed by most as em
p i r i c a l . s o c i a l science but raises and answers i n an extremely e f f e c t i v e 
manner a v a r i e t y of questions c e n t r a l to Marxist i n q u i r y : t h i s work i s 
Richard F. Hamilton's Class and P o l i t i c s i n the United States (New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1972). An example (one of very few that I have 
come across) of a Marxist work using considerable quantitative non-eco
nomic data i s Albert Szymanski, "Trends i n the American Class Structure," 
S o c i a l i s t Revolution, No. 10 (July-August, 1972), pp. 101-122. The best 
known researcher who most.successfully blends both i s perhaps the American 
s o c i o l o g i s t Maurice Z e i t l i n . 
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and evolved to a very great extent i n post-World War II America. Marxism 

to a considerable extent has been under the c u s t o d i a n s h i p o f the Soviet 

Union and the p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s over which i t has held considerable i n 

fluence since the 1920s. The monolithic aspects of both are now i n the 

wane: empirical techniques increasingly have practioners i n other c u l 

tures and Marxism i s divided into l i t e r a l l y hundreds of n a t i o n a l versions, 

d i f f e r i n g sects, and 'independent' i n d i v i d u a l s and schools within whom 

and which i t has been blended with phenomenology, e x i s t e n t i a l i s m , 

C h r i s t i a n i t y , ecology, a renewed Hegelianism and innumerable other per

spectives. The Cold War i s c l e a r l y i n decline perhaps e s p e c i a l l y among 

Western intellectuals.., 'Will we not now see a coming together of Marxism 

and empirical s o c i a l science? 

Obviously i f I personally did not expect that there would be some

thing to be gained i n such i n t e r a c t i o n I would not have undertaken this 

inquiry i n anything l i k e i t s present form and tone. However, i t i s my 

view that there i s a necessary d i v i s i o n between the two. Necessary i n 

a double sense. In the f i r s t instance, I b e l i e v e that some of the d i f 

ferences which separate them are i r r e c o n c i l a b l e . And i n the second, I 

b e l i e v e that they can be more u s e f u l to each other and indeed, i f kept 

c l e a r l y d i s t i n c t , can more greatly aid understanding tha® i f too often 

they somehow were able to integrate (that i s , agree consistently on 

substantive and methodological i s s u e s ) . I w i l l discuss the f i r s t of 

these points further here, but the second w i l l be treated more i m p l i c i t l y 

i n much of the remaining discussion. 

The differences which I see as i r r e c o n c i l a b l e between Marxism and 
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e m p i r i c a l . s o c i a l science have already been discussed to some extent i n 

the previous chapter and i n the review with which this chapter began. I 

only hope to c l a r i f y £hem a'Mt more here. The differences are methodol

o g i c a l and involve i n a sense unstated epistemological premises. 

Every form of inquiry i n seeking understanding attempts to locate 

evidence, grounds f o r i t s conclusions, p r i m a r i l y by screening out e l e 

ments and aspects of the universe. To a t t a i n even very broad under

standing the universe must somehow be arrested, there must be . - .-

I supppse',esbmesmeansiof..1 closure to further knowledge. In general I believe 

i t i s f a i r to say that Marxism i n the end has attained this closure i n 

the t h e o r e t i c a l apprehension of the s o c i a l universe. When the theory, 

which includes conclusions even about the ultimate end of s o c i a l organi

zation, i s contradicted by contrary data of various kinds from the empi

r i c a l world some aspects of i t ifrthe long term may be adjusted- But i t s 

broadest outlines are such that they are untouchable or nearly untouch

able by unanticipated turns and trends i n s o c i a l evolution. Most 

Marxists I expect would be uncomfortable with this conclusion and at 

l e a s t on the surface i t weakens t h e i r claims to being s c i e n t i f i c so 

long as science i s taken to be empirical (however broadly defined). 

Empirical s o c i a l science has achieveduclosur.e i. of the s o c i a l universe 

i n p r e c i s e l y the opposite way; i t has for the most part eschewed broad, 

c r i t i c a l or future projected theory for conceptual reductionism and 

apprehension of the universe i n operational!zable, i d e a l l y q u a n t i f i a b l e , 

u n i t s . A l l questions about which reasonably sure conclusions (that i s those 

i n t e r s u b j e c t i v e l y transmissable and reTverifiab'le),ocouldinot be^drawn have 
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simply not been considered; they have been either ignored or indefinitely 

postponed. Many empirical researchers I expect would be uncomfortable 

with this conclusion and at least on the surface i t weakens their claims 

to being scie n t i f i c , so long as science includes kstltsa : i ,h i n g " a_ 

theoretical grasp of the universe. Obviously in innumerable instances 

this summary perspective overgeneralizes; empirical social science i s 

not atheoretical as Marxism is not non-empirical. I simply believe we 

can most clearly understand the gap between them by thinking of them 

in this way. 

Science is both theory-seeking and based on a need to accurately 

record the empirical world. At a thousand junctures and in myriad 

ways those attempting to do science must choose to emphasize one or 

the other. The enterprise has two poles which are at one and the same 

time interdependent and mutually exclusive. Marxism can be understood 

as one form of science within which the practioners have quite consis

tently chosen to emphasize one pole. Empirical social science is a 

form which has quite consistently chosen to emphasize the other. It may 

be the case that Marxists can and w i l l choose to operationalize some of 

their concepts and empirically test some of their theory-based expla

nations. It also may be the case that empirical social science may 

indeed build up an integrated theory of society and history from what 

is now a disparate collection of findings and empirically-based expla- -

nations. But in both cases the distance toibeltravelledois;enormous. 

It might be the case that the social world could be better un

derstood from a ground in some ways external to both. Each could 



352 

benefit from the critiques of the other. Those versed primarily i n the 

techniques and findings of empirical social science could take apart the 

assertions of Marxists a piece at a time. They might choose a pattern of 

Marxist assertions, attemptto dperationalize i t s elements as disinterest

edly as possible, to challenge the vague meanings of the Marxist con

ceptual apparatus, to operationalize and test i t s explanations, and 

attempt to cast doubt on i t s assertions with the location and accumulation 

of accurate empirical measurement of the social world. Marxists might 

critique in concrete cases the claims of empirical social science to dis

interestedness in method and conclusion by f i t t i n g empirical social 

science i t s e l f into an historical and social framework. They might, as 

well, constantly offer systemically based, historically sweeping counter-

explanations to every set of individually-rooted, relatively socio-

historically fixed patterns of explanation developed by empirical social 

scientists. This process of interchange i t would seem could be a means 

of strengthening both enterprises. 

What the ground might be on which one might stand which is somehow 

external to both E'don̂ t believe has yet been found; i t may well not exist.But 

I believe i t is possible to shift from one perspective to the other, to 

put on a whole conceptual apparatus,set of methods and body of conclu

sions as i f i t were a mental garment. That very few have tried i t says 

something about i t s d i f f i c u l t y , but also might be explained in other 

ways, particularly h i s t o r i c a l l y . But how one might find a means of 

choosing between them when their findings are contradictory i s surely 

unknown at this point. It might be useful here, however, to look briefly 

at some aspects of social inquiry which might be seen at least in a sense 

external to both. 
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I l l • 

Before ^considering some elements of a perspective 

external to both Marxism and empirical social science, I would like to 

begin here with an additional methodological suggestion for use within 

those separate perspectives. If one were to consider the explanation 

and understandings of Marxism and attempt to locate discrepancies between 

those claims and the empirical world, one would,. I expect, be struckrby 

how self-interested and ideological Marxism was. Impressionistically I 

find i t striking how a perspectice so attuned to locating interestedness 

and assaying and assailing i t s varied and subtle effects can be unable 

to turn i t s own methods and sensitivity on i t s e l f . For example, why is 

i t that Marxists have not turned to studies using the individual as a 

unit of analysis, i f only as a supplement to their other techniques and 

methods? Could i t not be on part related (and I would certainly not argue 

that i t was more than a part) to the impossibility of using those tech

niques within most Marxist regimes (or at least most such rejniestorall such re^ 

&un.es..Slost of the time? Would not the acceptance of questionnaire-tech

niques even for most unorthodox Marxists imply-more than they have 

ordinarily been prepared to sustain in at least two ways: f i r s t , i t 

implies p o l i t i c a l l y a clearer and more straightforward break with the 
3 

dictatorship of the proletariat and, secondly, i t implies an admission 

3 
It would seem to me to imply either a total rejection or, at the least, 

a conviction that those forms i t has taken to date are either excessive 
or temporary and regrettable. In any case one must be committed to 
avoidance i f possible and to careful consideration of a l l possible a l 
ternative paths to the social change one intends and/or expect. 
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of at least the possibility that often 'assumptions' of false conscious
ness are themselves false consciousness. There i s a lot of room for 
self-deception in an enterprise whose hypotheses are often of a form 
only susceptible to disproof at an inderminate future time. And at the 
same time that in turn is not to say that such an approach is not a nec
essary component of a thorough social understanding. What I would propose 
then is turning the sociology of knowledge against i t s most proficient 
practitioners. This proposal would surely be in part supported by con
sistent findings that individuals are not as they should be according to 
Marxist theory, especially since Marxists have typically asserted the 
'should be' in a more empirical form. 

But one as well must turn the same game 'against' empirical social 
science. As was seen in Chapter 4 empirical social science is quite 
vulnerable to interestedness, to being subject in varied ways, some 
subtle and some not so subtle, to the Zeitgeist of i t s socio-political 
locus. Few would deny this, yet few empirical social scientists have 
taken up the sociology of knowledge to complement their other methods and 
techniques, or to allow i t to become an integral part of (research) 
question formation. But further in Chapter 4 i t was seen that the findings 
of empirical social science can have as well, at"least potentially (I 
didn't attempt to measure) real p o l i t i c a l effect. A thorough empirical 
social science must find ways to measure both the sources of bias and 
the real p o l i t i c a l effects of i t s own findings. That science has a 
responsibility, I believe, both to measure those, effects and to control 
oflto-maxdmizfejmj, not manipulatively but as openly as is socially and 
personally possible. 
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What then is there which i s independent of both empirical social 

science and Marxism that is worth considering here? 'Independent o f 

is a very strong phrase in such a context, perhaps a better and more 

careful phrase might be 'not usually emphasized within' or 'not usually 

considered to be a part o f . Perhaps the easiest way to very briefly 

define some of these areas (most are far from being clearly defined 

enough to be called methods) i s to note them i n a l i s t . The order of 
1 

the l i s t is. random, at i t s conclusion I w i l l make a few comments about 

what a l l of these areas or perspectives share. 

(1) Existentialism — a philosophical perspective wherein i t 

is presumed that individual human existence precedes human essence; 

that i s , that human beings are either socially determined or self-

determined ('free'). It has been described as an attempt to come to 

grips with the absence of gods, with the 'fact' that man is fundamen

tally alone, forlorn and separate, needing to be somehow joined to 

something beyond himself and yet doomed to face death and most of l i f e 

separate and estranged. It i s an attempt to understand and describe, 

in highly generalized fashion, the human condition. ; It is not, nor 

does i t claim to be, an objective or s c i e n t i f i c perspective; i t s very 

meaning i s subjective and i t s understanding is communicated primarily 

in subjective, literary, modes. It is largely a mood, but one which 

is highly pervasive in the twentieth century West and as such i t s per

spective might contribute "independently" to a ful l e r understanding of 

such a question as p o l i t i c a l inactivity. (For example, consider 
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Sartre's observation that mucliiiof a l i e n a t i o n stems from the f a c t of 

the i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y of the men who run machines.) 

However, I w i l l forego here any accounts of f i c t i o n a l or r e a l 

dramas of p o l i t i c a l - a p o l i t i c a l choosing, but I do wantw.to note b r i e f l y here 

Sartre's Search for a Method.^ In that work Sartre indicates that he 

now sees e x i s t e n t i a l i s m as a subset of Marxism. He writes, speaking 

of e x i s t e n t i a l i s m : 

" I t i s a p a r a s i t i c a l system l i v i n g i n the margin 
of Knowledge, which at f i r s t i t opposed but into 
which today i t seeks to be integrated." (p. 8) 

The work i s described by Barnes. i n her introduction as "the search 

fo r a method by which the e x i s t e n t i a l i s t Marxist may hope to under

stand both i n d i v i d u a l persons and h i s t o r y . " (p. ix) Sartre seeks 

an i n t e g r a t i o n with Marxism, but c l e a r l y not one i n which the "margin" 

has no e f f e c t on "knowledge." Consider the following: 

"As soon as there w i l l e x i s t for everyone 
a margin of r e a l freedom beyond the production 
of l i f e , Marxism w i l l have l i v e d out i t s span; 
a philosophy of freedom w i l l take i t s place." 
(p. 34) 

He i s attempting, and I f o r one hope he succeeds, to bring Marxism 

to a greater appreciation of the unique human i n d i v i d u a l and to the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of i t s own demise. However, that demise seems to be one 

which i s somehow consistent with the freedom i n the Marxist conception 

of the withering away of the states (which includes i n some conceptions 

A 
Jean-Paul Sartre, Search for a Method, trans. Hazel E. Barnes, (New 

York: Random House, 1963) This work forms the introduction to his 
longer work C r i t i q u e de l a Raison Dialectique (Paris: Gallimard, 
1960). Page references that follow are to the former t i t l e . 
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the 'end of philosophy'). 

(?.) Phenomenological analysis — c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to existen

t i a l i s m , phenomenology seeks an i n t u i t i v e 'penetration' of the inner 

l i f e of other persons; i t seeks, with a l l metaphysical and epistemo-

l o g i c a l presuppositions "suspended," apprehension and understanding. 

It seeks to know what i s ' e s s e n t i a l ' about an i n d i v i d u a l or about a 

s i t u a t i o n rather than-to merely locate and explain.'matters of f a c t . ' 

(3) Empathy -— loosely speaking, a -method, where the observer 

thoroughly i d e n t i f i e s him or h e r s e l f with the subject.under study; 

i t c l o s e l y r e l a t e s i n many ways to phenomenology. Along these l i n e s 

Kurt H. Wolff c a l l s f o r /'surrender' which he.describes as, 

" t o t a l involvement, suspension of received 
n o t i o n s p e r t i n e n c e of. everything, i d e n t i f i c a 
t i o n , r i s k of being hurt. To' 'surrender' means 
to take as fully., to -meet as immediately, as 
p o s s i b l e : not to s e l e c t , not to believe that 
one.can know, quickly what i s to be understood 
and acted on, hence what one's experience means, 
not to suppose that one can do j u s t i c e to the 
experience with one's received f e e l i n g and t. / a k i n 
thinking; to meet i t as much as possible i n i t s 
o r i g i n a l i t y , i t s i t s e l f - n e s s . 

i • 
K a r i e l ;'des c r i b es empathy as moving as close to a phenomena as one 

can without l o s i n g oneself; he argues that we must "seek to balance 

self-conscious detachment with s e l f l e s s attachment." 7 K a r i e l also 

JThe language of t h i s section owes something to a reading of Robert 
B. MacLeod, "Phenomenology,"-in the International Encyclopedia of  
the S o c i a l Sciences, y o l . 12, 1968 e d i t i o n , pp. 68-72. 

6 K u r t H. Wolff, "Beginning: In Hegel :and Today," i n Wolff and Bar-
rington Moore, J r . (Eds.) The C r i t i c a l S p i r i t : Essays i n Honor 
of Herb er t .Marcus.e,. ,(Bo,s ton: Beacon Press, 1967), quoted i n K a r i e l , 
op. c i t / , p. 103: * 

On following page. 
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eloquently advocates the wider use of participant-observer techniques 

in social s c i e n t i f i c investigation. I believe as well that far more 

can be observed in some situations in this way than by any technique 

which presumes a greater separateness between^bbserver and observed. 

Many techniques of empirical social science, while precise, exclude the 

possibility of observing a variety of subtleties which are accessible 

only to observers who are unobtrusively in the midst of social events, 

a f u l l y accepted part of those events. And. i f there are 'sides' in the 

event, the observer must for some forms of observation appear to be on 

the side of the observed and for others actually be on their side. 

(4) Verstehen — a method advocated by Max Weber and others for 

use throughout the social sciences wherein the social s c i e n t i f i c ob

server transposes into the experience of observed persons by empathy 

and intuition. One explains an activity f i r s t in terms of the values 

of the actors and then, perhaps, in terms of values external to the 

actors. This technique whatever i t might be called i s often seen to 

^from previous page „ . 1 i n . „ ^ u .. , , c , . 
Karxel, p. 104. Empathy could be useful xn any 

mode of analysis including empirical social science and Marxism. In 
empirical social science at least some of the questions to be asked in 
attitude surveys should be questions the respondents have asked them
selves, or at least w i l l make considerable sense when posed. Often, 
I expect, questions are asked which relate to matters of low salience 
or are foreign to the respondents way of thinking. Nevertheless many 
times answers to such questions are given and one has to assume that 
they are of low r e l i a b i l i t y and easily vulnerable to cues in the framing 
of the question, response set or other distorting factors. Even i f not 
distorted such answers must be of limited usefulness especially with 
regard to the likelihood that the attitude would have significant effect 
on situational behavior. Within Marxism empathy might provide some counter 
to the effects of using only class and system units of analysis and might 
also help in providing more thorough explanations of deviations from 
theoretically anticipated behaviors. On empathy;., participant-observation, 
the duality of meaning in the term knowing (konnen vs. wissen), and other 
matters pertinent to our discussion here see Robert Merton's recent and 
excellent essay "Insiders and Outsiders" A Chapter in the Sociology of jfvj. 

Knowledge," American Journal of Sociology, 78 (1972), pp. 9-47. 
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distinguish the social from the natural sciences wherein measures, 

s t a t i s t i c a l regularities, and 'straightforward' explanation are suf-

ficient. 

(5) Intuition — : , an inherently unformalizeable process by 

which the human mind comes to apprehend the importance and correctness 

of an explanation or set of explanations of events in the natural or 

social world. Michael Polyani argues that intuition i s an essential 
9 

part of s c i e n t i f i c method. He argues, s p e c i f i c a l l y with regard to 

the laws of physics and more generally as well, that 

("W)e cannot truly account for our acceptance 
of such theories without endorsing our acknowledge
ment of a beauty that exhilarates and a profundity 
that entrances us. Yet the prevailing conception 
of science, based on the disjunction of subjectivity 
and objectivity, seeks -- and must seek at a l l costs — 
to eliminate from science such passionate, personal", 
human appraisals of theories, or at least to minimize 
their function to that of a negligible by-play." (p.16) 

A l l science as Polyani sees i t has a rational and personal core. The 

'act of knowing' in his view "includes an appraisal and this personal 

coefficient, which shapes a l l factual knowledge, bridges in doing so 

the disjunction between subjectivity and objectivity" (p« 17) Expla-
. . .v . . r r 1 - : 

- v • ••• '• 

nations are acceptable not merely because of the data presented i n 

defense of them, but as well they are evaluated "rationally" in terms 

of the whole experience of the individual who originally conceives 

them or by whom they are apprehended. 
o 
For a Marxist discussion of the use of 'Verstehen'see Edmund Mokryzcki, 

"The Operation of'Verstehen'."Quantity-and Quality, 5 (1971), pp.339-352 

Polyani, op. c i t . 
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(6) Normative analysis — the progress or processes by which a l l 

human beings rank individual and social acts according to standards of 

desirability, success of^goodness. Many Marxists and many empirical 

social scientists agree that normative standards cannot be derived from 

facts. Marxist certainty about the fundamentals of the future has 

eliminated for many interest in normative analysis. But Kolakowski"^ 
for one states that, 

" . . i r u l e s of moral behavior cannot be derived from 
any theory of historical progress, and...no such 
theory can justifiably be used as a pretext for the 
violation of certain rules of whose validity we are 
otherwise convinced." 

Many, including this writer, would however assert that normative analysis 

is a necessary and desirable part o f ; a l l social inquiry in at least four 

major sphere: (1) as the underlying basis of a l l inquiry, that i s , one 

cannot know even whether or not one should ask questions without some nor

mative commitments; (2) as an important part of choosing which questions 

are worth asking; (3) as a major part of the process (of which (2) is a 

part) of formulating a general theoretical understanding of the social 

world; and (4) as a part of an unavoidable decision about what to do or 

not do with one's findings. Normative inquiry i t seems to me is an un

avoidable part of scientific inquiry in which the scientist, and especially 

the social scientist, must engage as an on-going part of his or her study. 

""""Marxism and Beyond,op. c i t . , p. 173. I have already referred at an 
earlier point to Arnold Brecht's l i s t what can or cannot be said about 
values within sc i e n t i f i c method. I only need to reiterate here that in 
Brecht's view (and mine) there is much more that can be said about values 
within and by means of s c i e n t i f i c inquiry than i s often taken to be the 
case. Michael Scriven goes perhaps even further than Brecht; see his 
"Explanations, Predictions, and Laws," in H. Feigl and G. Maxwell, Eds., 
Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, vol. I l l , (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1962), pp. 170-230. 



361 

This latter claim has I believe been shown by some of the findings 

of this inquiry to be especially necessary in the study of the social 

world. We have seen that both one's methods and one's conclusions can 

be importantly affected by prevailing ideological perspectives. We 

cannot appreciate those effects unless we can, individually or c o l l e c t i 

vely (as a community of intellectuals, scholars, and/or scientists), 

at least in part detach ourselves from prevailing values. The process 

of achieving detachment involves a complex interplay of self-knowledge 

and social understanding; a process often compounded within the social 

sciences. It i s not l i k e l y to succeed often i f two of the major elements 

in the community (Marxism and empirical social science) rarely contend 

A- +1 1 1 

directly. 

There is too here a second matter no less c r i t i c a l : the findings 

of social science, i f they are i n any way new or important additions to 

understanding, w i l l necessarily affect both the subjects of inquiry and 

the inquirer. We have seen that the findings of empirical social science 

in the case we looked at found their way into the social?."world. And many 
argue that some of the silences of empirical social science are even more 

12 
important. Marxists, of course, consider social effect both the 

^Robert Merton concludes "Insiders and Outsiders..." (op. cit.) in this 
way: "Insiders and Outsiders in the domain of knowledge, unite. You have 
nothing to lose but your claims. You have a world of understanding to 
win." For further discussion of the compounding of these issues in the 
social sciences see Fri t z Machlup, "Are the Social Sciences Really In
ferior?" in Maurice Natanson, Ed., Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 
(New York: Random House, 1963), pp. 158-182. 
12 

See, for example, Euben, " P o l i t i c a l Science and P o l i t i c a l Silence," 
op. c i t . , and Gouldner, "A Reply to Martin Shaw: Whose Crisis?" op. c i t . 
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purpose and the te s t of thei r a s t u d i e s . I believe that both these 

matters have generally been given too l i t t l e a ttention within empirical 

s o c i a l science. Within Marxist inquiry, I believe that the Marxist com

mitment to th i s perspective has often flagged, at a minimum when i t 

comes to the analysis of Marxist regimes i n power. 

What then might we conclude about what these s i x aspects of inquiry 

share and what they imply f o r the future r e l a t i o n s h i p between empirical 

s o c i a l science and Marxism? A l l these areas have b u i l t into t h e i r ap

proach matters not often openly a part of eit h e r empirical s o c i a l science 

or Marxism. Their advocates and p r a c t i t i o n e r s generally believe that 

s u b j e c t i v i t y should play a greater r o l e i n s o c i a l inquiry than i t has 

within Marxism and empirical s o c i a l science. There i s seen to be a need 

fo r i n t r o s p e c t i v e , c r i t i c a l , whole persons to look somehow at the whole 

of society. They are concerned with the in t e r f a c e between self-know

ledge and s o c i a l knowledge. They further carry with them no implications 

that i n d i v i d u a l human behavior i s i n any way immutable, nor that human 

s o c i a l development i s somehow thoroughly contingent on past patterns of 

behavior, on the structure of i t s i n s t i t u t i o n s , or on the ' d i r e c t i o n a l 

flow' of i t s h i s t o r y . This i s not to say that either empirical s o c i a l 

science or Marxism need be seen to carry thoroughly de t e r m i n i s t i c 

perspectives. I t i s to say, however, that i n contrast and i n general 

the ground external to both might w e l l view man's s o c i a l future as more 

open to s o c i a l c r e a t i v i t y of v a r i e t i e s which may not, at l e a s t i n 

pr a c t i c e , be ant i c i p a t e d . 

What,again, might t h i s be seen to^imply f o r empirical s o c i a l 
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science, Marxism and the relationship between them? It seems to me that 
i t carries several implications which can be discussed under two headings. 

Fi r s t , to understand social reality one must understand oneself 
and one's place i n the social world; a l l social irquiry ̂then proceeds in a-broadly 
dialectical • manners!V', Part of attaining the self-consciousness 
necessary to -maximize She effectiveness of one's research involves at 
least from time to time overviewing oneself, one's society and one's 
approach to understanding both. This can only be accomplished effec
tively i n a process of comparison with others, other societies and 
other approaches. The process -must involve both suspended disbelief 
and c r i t i c a l imagination. Both empirical social science and Marxism 
I believe have hesitated to become fu l l y engaged i n this process. 

-• - j 

Second, any new increment of the understanding' of social (or 
for that matter natural) reality that is gained necessarily carries with 
viitth profound responsibilities. -The findings of a l l social science 
have social effect and could, i t might be conjectured, have far greater-
effect i f those who engaged i n inquiry were more ful l y conscious of the 
potential of their studies and conclusions. Since there w i l l be some 
effect i t seems to me i t is irresponsible not to choose the values, the 
systems, the groups,and/or the individuals which orieletefforts"benefit. -And, 
as well^pone^steuMrattaiipt-'tD'an^GipatEisome of the implications of the forms, 

13 

locations, styles and means by which one's results are made known. 

13 
One study which might be usefully engaged in here is one which examines 

in a broad way the communications channels of typical Western academic 
institutions (particularly on the output side). I believe that such studies 
could go a long way towards meeting both concerns under discussion here 
(the social constraints on social science research and social effects of 
social science research). Are there not more ways in which the university 
might somewhat more directly ,provide help to the less advantaged, or, for 
that matter, the majority? 
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I do not believe that a commitment to abstract Truth i s s u f f i c i e n t 

(though I believe i t i s necessary and primary.)"'"^ In considering the 

case study with which this inquiry was concerned several examples come 

to mind. What might be the e f f e c t of some greater e f f o r t among empirical 

s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s to locate s i t u a t i o n s wherein the quantity and qu a l i t y 

of the p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y of the less advantaged was maximized,(or 

merely advanced) and then a c t i v e l y , though of course openly and prudently, 

insertethese findings into the p o l i t i c a l arena? What i f further they 

t r i e d to c l a r i f y the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of high, p a r t i c i p a t i o n s i t u a t i o n s " ^ an 

imaginatively suggested how such conditions might be brought about more 

generally? And f i n a l l y , and perhaps most important, what i f they more 

a c t i v e l y and openlylchoos.e~ -3 • to whom to communicate the i r f i n d i n g s , 

c a r e f u l l y j u s t i f i e d * t h i s concern .and fallowed i'tsto a f f e c t t h e i r choice 

oferesearch questions? 

In B r i e f , we should come to view both, empirical s o c i a l science and 

Marxism as methods i n the service of s e l f - c o n s c i o u s , e x p l i c i t and openly , 

chosen value premises. Polyani c a l l e d Marxism a "prophetic idealism 

spurning a l l reference to i d e a l s . " More Marxists may come to see that they 

tooa^hayejbee.ne making r e a l choices which were not u t t e r l y contingent. 

And those empirical s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s who state they work only to further 

knowledge must face the question, knowledge f o r whom? 

I beli e v e that Marxism's weakness here i s the opposite to that of 
'empirical s o c i a l science — a tendency to be too part i s a n , to lose i n 
• the name of commitment the a b i l i t y to be s e l f - c r i t i c a l and mnsistaitly socially 
c r i t i c a l . Empirical s o c i a l science tends to lose both i n circumspection 
and an illusfonof a s o c i a l l y - n e u t r a l o b j e c t i v i t y . 

"'""'Among the best on this subject i s s t i l l S.M. Lipset; see his S.M. Lipset 
et a l . , Union Democracy (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1956) and S.M. L i p s e t , 
Agrarian Socialism, op. c i t . 
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IV 

Herbert Marcuse i n One-Mmerisibrial Man writes of mimesis, the 

immediate identification of an individual with his society: 

"The immediate, automatic identification (which 
may have been characteristic of primitive forms 
of association) reappears in high industrial c i 
v i l i z a t i o n ; i t s new "immediacy", however, is the 
product of a sophisticated, s c i e n t i f i c manage
ment and organization. In this process, the ' 
"inner" dimension of the mind in which opposition 
to the status quo can take root is whittled down. 
The loss of this dimension, in which the power of 
negative thinking —• the c r i t i c a l power of Reason — 
is at home, is the ideological counterpart to the 
very material process in which advanced industrial 
society silences and reconciles opposition." (p. 11) 

To the extent that they dimply that history is other than open-ended or 

that individuals cannot be other than they have been at any given point 

in time or for a l l time,either empirical social science or Marxism can 

serve to repress an awareness of human freedom. Freedom and sound enquiry 

are.&advanced. by knowirg i»th whafe iSr-ppeq^a^^aaia^t-Js relatively less cmtingent. 

The study of society is a ke y T p a r t i b f .the, Zeitgeist;*• those of us" 

engaged inufhatsstMy.i-CG^dinsYer choose to see that their enterprise is 

contingent in innumerable and subtle ways. Or we can actively and con

tinuously seek to get outside our own efforts and overview the enter

prise in which we are engaged. Only in so doing may we choose whether 

we w i l l knowingly reinforce a given mood or whether we w i l l expose and 

c r i t i c i z e i t . I believe that we can only avoid choosing by avoiding 

an understanding of how our studies are conditioned. To debunk, iden

t i f y systemic shortcomings in the face of systemic ideals, to illumi

nate the particularity of social reality and explain the roots of that 

particularity i s not a preaching enterprise. We needn't preach, we 
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simply need to be, individually and collectively, more self-conscious, 
to clarify the nature of the social world by understanding our own place 
in i t . 

To be very clear about what I am saying, i t i s this: we should 
16 

work towards a dialectically participatory social science. We must 
avoid the partiinost to which Marxism has i n some times and some places 
been prone, but that avoidance need not be 'at a l l costs.' In choosing 
our research questions, i n maintaining a continuing commitment to under
stand the roots and effects of our methods and findings, and.in far more 
actively involving ourselves in seeking new channels for communicating 
our conclusions we can become more actively engaged in the social process. 
In doing so we do not deny scient i f i c committments, we enhance them; only 
in choosing to deny the possibility of an immutable human nature can we 
participate in an evolving understanding of an evolving humanity. We 
w i l l not f u l l y understand participation, or most other social phenomena, 
unless we too participate. 

I should at this point again recommend the articles by Robert Friede-
richs, op. c i t . , and Lucio C o l l e t t i , op. Cit. 
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