THE LIMITS OF PLURALISM

William A. Gamson
The:Univeréity:of?Michiganf

2. .7 June 1974

CRSO. Working Paper: #102 .Au.;Copiequvailable Through:

-The Center for Research on
Social Organization
" The University of Michigan
" 330" Packard Street #214
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104




-

. THE LIMITS OF PLURALISM

The study of social: protest haS'énly'~recentlyfémerqed‘from the straight-
jacket of collective behavior. Under this stultifying“traditiOn, the ques-
tions addressed in' this book:havefbeen'1arge1y*ign6red'by-American social
science. The:classical:perspective:ié-one:in”whibﬁ*brganized groups seek
goals, mobilize resources,'and'employ"strategieS’pui“sbcigi’mOVements merely
e%press reactions by the_victihsrof:sdciai'pathologY?'“Their cries and
emotional expressions are'viewed“aS'éiéﬁaIS“éf“thé“SttgssBS'and strains of
society. They_réacty frequently*violeﬁ£1y1“sensing“withouﬁ.reall& under-
sganding the larger'socialfforces?which buffetJ#hem.'“  |

Social movements, in this view,. are oneiproduct of'socia1 disorgani-
zqﬁion; other'products include;suicidé, crimina1 béhavipr,rand additional
symptoms of . a social“system'in:trouble;“'The“partiéipants’in“social move-
ments are the uprooted,r Aminéade'(1973, p. 4)) a_Critié of this view,
summarizes it. for purposes*of“contrast'with“an“alternatiVQQ. "The disrupting
effects of 1arge—scale-socialjchangeyisuch“aSYmigfati0n aﬁd ﬁrban population
grgwth,'involve"a.breaking'apaft“of5socia1rbondsidué”ﬁo;éﬁg uprooting of
persons from traditional communities,'whiCh“diSofients‘indiVﬁdualé and leads
thgm into disorderly;, and sometimes violent), political action. The focus
is upon the social disorganization and disintegration“produced by the raéid
pace of structural change, ‘which-leads to- deviant behavior, such as crime,
su%cide, and' political violence.... Implied in the mqdel is £he-mass society
notion that the mosf:aliénated and'disoriénted”individﬁalé*afe most likely
to join the ranks of the revolution'and“that“collecﬁiVQ‘politicél violence
is essentially an anomic phenomenon." | |

The collective behavior tradition has produced its prophets such as
Eric Hoffer (1951) as well as its serious theoristsi-AHoffé:'s treatment

has helped to spread many  of the basic ideas, albeit ina simplified form,
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to a large and receptive audience. .His central theme is the fundamentélg
irrationality of participation in mass movements. "qu meniﬁo plunge head-
long into an undertaking oflvast change, they must bé’iﬁtensel& discontented
yet not destitute.... They must also have an-extravagant conception of the
prospects ‘and potentialities of the future. Fiﬁally; they muét be wholly
igncrant of .the difficulties involved in their vast undertaking. - Experience
is a handicép" (Ibid, p. 7).

Mass movements, in ﬁoffer's argument, offer a éubstituﬁe for individual
hope. They attract the frustrated, those whose ﬁfesent ;{ves,are iirémedia-
bly spoiled. "A man is~like1y_to_mind his own busihess,when'it is worth
minding. When it ié not, hé takes‘hisbmind off his own meaningless affairs
by minding otheripeople's business" (Ibid). Particibénfs aéal with the
frustrations of their present lives by dwélling on'ﬁhat afe essentially
fantasies about the future. The content of the fantasies is Of secondary
importance. "The frustrated follow-a 1eadef less because of their faith
that he is leading them to a'promised land than because of their immediate
feeling that he is leading them a&ay from their unwanted selves.' Surrender
to a leader is not a means to an end but a fulfillment. Whethér they are
led is of secondary importance” (Hoffer i951, p. 116).

Hoffer is an extreme representative of the collective behavior tradi-
tion; he virtually ignores the social conditioné that produce the beﬁavior
he describes. But other more sophisticated proponenﬁs still rely on such
psychological states as loss of identity and alienation as the intervéning
mechanisms in their explanation. Even in the more complex versibng, people

are unaware of what it is that energizes them to act and their actions are

not directed at the underlying conditions that produce the alienation or

anxiety.
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Mass behavior, Kornhauser argues (1959) is characterized by a focus

" of "attention on objects that are "remote from personal experience and daily
"life.... Concern for remote objects tends to lack the definiteness, inde-
""pendence, sensSe of reality, and responsibility to be found in concern for
“brOximate’ébjects.“ Furfhermore, the mode of response to these remote
objects is direct and unmediated by so;ial relationships. "People act
directly when they do nbt,engage in discussion on the matter at hand, and
‘when they do not act’ through groups in which they are' capable of persuadihg
and being persuaded by their fellows." Mass behavior also "tends to be
highly ‘instable, readily shifting the focus of attention and intensity of
response." ' -

'+ The most sophisticated statement oOf" the'~cbllec'ti%}é-‘?behavior ‘perspéc-

”tive'is'Smélserlszhéogy:of~ColleCtiVelBehavior (1963) . Although his com-

plex argument appears very different from the crudities of a Hoffer, it is
nevertheless kin. 1In this version, it is assumed that all political actors
will sometimes search for solutions to intractable problems by raising’

the level of generality. ~This, in itself, ié‘ﬁormal and rational. What’
disfinguishes>coilective behavior. is the phenomenon of "short-circuiting." °
Intervening steps are jumped as the actor moves from a highly generalized
and abstract componen;uof actionadirectly'ﬁo a source of strain. The short-
circuit is made for members of a movement by means of what Smelser calls

a "generalized belief." Generalized beliefs are distinguished from other

kinds of political beliefs' by their failure to specify how we get from the -

abstract norm or' value' being: questioned to the concrete situations that
are producing a problem

" A generalized  belief. is a myth by which to mobilize people. It con-

tains elements of magical  thinking and omnipotence.’ "The proposed reform
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will rendér opponents helpless, and will be effective immediately.... Because
~ of this exaggerated potency, adherents often see unlimited bliss in the
future if only the reforms are adoﬁtedf"For if they are adopted, they’hrgue;
the basis for threat, frustration, and discomfort will disappear" (Smelser
1963, p: 117). For all his. sophistication then, Smelser retains a sharp
'distinction’between the essentially rational action of routine politics and
the ovérsimplified "generalized beliefs" by which participants in mass
movéments are moved to act. - .

" The collective behavior paradigm, then, rests on a distinction betieen °
'”"the’poiitics of social movements and'the.politiCS'of conventional groups
"and organizations -- mainstream political parties, 1obbies,'and interest’
“groups. The actors who engage ‘in these two tfpes of behavior are seen as”

different 'species. Conventional groups act to achieve goals rather than’
reacting to ekXpress distress. ﬁor such creatures, it is perfectly appro- -
priate to ask about.thé means of influence they employ to achieve their
gOals,'their*éoelitions, where theyiget resources and how they manage then,
their skill in negotiation and the like.

Pluralist’ theory is closely linked to this collective behavior tradition;
it is the other side of the coin. 1Its actors ere groups that engage in bar- -
gaining’ to achieve goals. The central processbof pluralist politics is
exchange. " You\scratch'my back and I'll scratch.yOUrs' and, in the end,
we'll all get. some. of what we want. Besides this essentially'rational;
interest oriented pOllthS there is the other klnd an 1rrat10nal,
extremist politics,” operatlng on a symbolic level w1th dlstant and hlghly
“abstract objects.  The analysis of- thls klnd of polltlcs 1s 1eft for the

social: psychologlsts whose 1ntellectual tools prepare them to understand the

irrational.
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Part of the'gppea% of the collective behavior paradigm is its service-
ébility as’ an intelleétual weapon to diSct?ditlmasgfmoyements'Of which one'.is
critical. It has_g;gat‘versa;ility.1£ cqﬁ, for.gxaAPIe} be used-by conser-

- vative critics_ofJreyolutionary'movementsAsuch as Gpstave LeBon (1896). "By’
“the mere fact that he fgrms‘parﬁ of an orgéﬁizedicrowd, a man- descends several
“”'rungs'infthe'lgdder of civilization. Isq}ated, he may be a cultivated in-
dividual; in augrowd, hg_is.a barbarian -- that is, a creature acting by
“instinct. He pogsessés the spontaneity, the violence, the ferocity, and’
al§6”thé‘ehthus%§Smjand pg;o}Sm of primitive beinés, whom he further tends "
to resemble byﬁfhe féq};ipy_yith*which he al;ows himself to be impressed by
words éndfimage§_rr Whiqh:wpuld be entirely without action on each of the”'
“isolated individuals composing the crowd -- and to be induéed'to commit’
acts’ contrary to  his ﬁqs;“ogyious intg;qsts ana his best known habits....
‘Taken separately, the men of the French Revolutionary Convention were én-
'lightened”citizeps gf.pgagefpi habits. pnitgq in;a crqwd,~they did not -’
~hesitate tb;qi?eithe;;“§dhesidp tovthé mbSt(éavaqeLproposalé, to guillotine:
‘individuélS'mosg‘plea:;Y’i@nqcént,:QQd}'qgntrary:to theif’intéreSts;'to“:e;'
nounée”their“ihvioiability'gnd to decimate’ thémselves" (Ibid, p. 32f33)m
'It‘cahjbe;Pseg'éqqally’well t01digggeq;t;Ehgjf:ightehing'fascist‘move—
ments of the' 1920's and’ 1930's. Who could quarrel with an’explanation that

"depicted the“followers’.of a Hitler or Mussolini as’ irrational ' victims of

“a sick society? - Books such as The’ Authoritarian Personality (Adorne, et al,

1950)“and'EscapeyfroguEreedom (Fromm, 1941) Qere hailed as benchmarks of
~social science achievemeqt. . . ) »»' ) ' -
" With the' advent of- the 'Cold War and the shift of concern to the
“appéal‘cf“Communism;“manyrwere;delighted to_find“such a handy - intellectual

“apparatus, all cranked and ready to be applied. Authoritarianism was
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reinterpréeted to fit the "extreme" left as well as the "radical right." "~
" Former Communists were seen to convert to new "authoritarian" belief systems’, -
not under a’ barrage of: intense normatiVe‘pressure and external sanctions,
but from~an unconscious psychological insecurity that made them seek cer-
'tainty;‘“The-collective’behavior tradition has proved itseif highly durable.
Until the Movement of the 1960's. It is undeniably arrogant, of course,
to preempt the capital M for the particular movement that one participates’
in., But it seems equally undeniable that what'Ash.(19i2)'calls“thé'"pehuml'
‘bra"” of this’ set of related. challenges blanketed the campuses of America.
“*It" c¢reated an' atmosphere -- a set of-cbncerns and issues -- that defined
" the political agenda of those who lived and worked in its ambiehce.
Many*of the intellectual workers operating in this' ambience became-
active'participantSﬂin!the‘challengeé. They marched on picket lines to’

“boycott'chain stores: that discriminated or went South to work on voter re- -

ROTC, .or ‘mahy’ other specific isSues., And if they:didn't actively partici-
bété, they talked to many who did. |

.. This was not’ a felicitous circumstance for the continuing acceptance
‘'of the collective behavior paradigm. - Some, of course, found the politicized -
atmosphere' on cémpus5appalling'and destructive and-were'ready‘to trot out:® - -
the old intellectual weapons against this 1atest'threat to political "~ °
civility (cf;'Fever“i§69).“ But others, more sympathetic to the Movement,-
were hardly ready to embrace an.explanation that would tar themselves and
many friends.

- ‘Movement. sympathizers and’ participants- such as Flacks (1967), 2. Gamson

fetva1“(1967)-andeeniston'(1968)“were”quick‘to:produce evidence on student
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activists that severly undercut any explanation based on mal-integration

and personal p;thology; Paige (1972), Caplan and Pgige (1968),‘and the .
social scientiéés of %hé Kerner Commiséi;n k1968) Were éqﬁéiiy quick to pro-
duce evidence discrediting such explanations of urban rioters. The "riff-
raff" theory, characteristic of the McCone Commission report on the Watts
riot, was dispatched in short. order.

If the collective behavior paradigm seemed so inadequate to deal with
the challenges that one experienced.ét.first hand, perhaps it was equally
questionable for other moveﬁent phenomena normally viéwed at a distance with
hostility -- for example, McCarthyism. I have full sympathy and admiration
for those who lived through the trauma and the viciousness of the McCarthy
era and were not too cowed to fight back. The threat was real and I can
understand how beleagured social scientists turned quite naturally to an
intellectual apparatus that had apprently made éense of the . rise of fascism
and used it to discredit Joe McCarthy's followers under the guise of social
science explanation. However, work by Rogin (1967), Polsby (1960) and =~ =~
others suggests that this classical approach does not explain the phenomenon
very well at all.

This view would have it that McCarthy drew his basic support,hot from
established, traditionally, conservative groups, but from the alienated.
McCarthy was seen as a prototypical demagogue appealing to the mass of
people for direct support over the heads of their establishgd leaders. He
mobilized those individuals who were psychologically vulnerable, splitting
apart existing coalitiops and upsetting conventional group alignments.

Plausible as it ma? sound, this view of ﬁhe McCarthy phenomenon is
apparently false. Rogip's work strongly suégests that there was less to

McCarthyism than met the eye. Without searching below the surface for
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hidden frustrations, the bulk of McCarthy's support can be accounted for

by taking the issues at face value. On the bagsis of county voting records,
poll data, and other evidence, Rogin' concludes  that "McCarthy capitalized

on popular concern over foreign policy,‘ communism and. the Korean War, but
the animus of McCarthyism had little to do with any less political or more.
developed popular anxieties...McCarthy did not’ split apart an elite, the
parts of which had been equally consefvative“before.him. He rather cap-
italized on an existing liberal/consérvative‘splitfwithin the existing
Republican‘elite" (1967, pp. 216,220). Polsby's (1960) analysis of poll
data points in the same general direction. Party affiliation is the single
best predictor of support for McCarthy '-- Democrats opposed him and Republi-
cans supported him. Rogin concludes from his own review, "In these polls,
as in the data reported by Polsby, no other‘single'division of the population
(by religion, class, education,Aand so ‘forth) evén approached the party
split" (1967, p. 234). Rogin rejécts the notion that McCarthy was sustained
primarily by the vague discontents of ‘frustrated groups. "McCarthy had
powerful group and elite support. He did ndt“mobiliZe the masses at the
polls or break through existing group cleavages.... Communism and the Korean
War played crucial roles" (1967, p. 268). The issues on which McCarthy
mobilized support were apparently real ones for his followers, not mere-

ly symbolic of private anxieties.

The collective behavior apparatus: also proved a convenient one for
liberals in explaining the support for: Senator Barry Goldwater in 1964. It
was frgguently assumed that the early'suppprters of Goldwater were anomic,
institutionally detached "cranks," neofascists, or "infiltrators" into the
Republican Party. "Little old ladies-ih tennis shoes" became the popular

phrase to capture the lunatic fringe imagery.

1N

i



-9-

McEvoy (1971) has demonstrated that the  evidence sharply contradicts
this image of the Goldwater phenomenon. - Pre-convention supporters of Gold-
water were compared on a .number ofAvariableS“with those who ultimately
vofed for him even though they had preferred another nominee prior to the
convention. The early Goldwater supporters- were very.significantly higher
on such variables as church attendance, income level, and education. They
were more likely to be married. Furthermore, they were much higher in past
participation in Republican Party politics. Finally, they exhibited average
to low levels of objective status. discrepancy. None.of this evidence
suggests lack of attachment; on the contrary, early.Goldwater supporters
seem to be. strong conservatives. with social support. and respect from their

friends and neighbors.

Resource Management: The' New Look at' Social  Protest

There are now an increasing number' of scholars who have begun reexamin-
ing. social protest without the incubus of the collective behavior paradigm.
The assumptions of the new look have begun  to emerge more and more explicit-
ly in their work as they attempt to test its - explanatory power. on a wide
range of collective actions. This book draws sustenance from and hopefully
contributes to this growing literature.

Obserschall (1973) has made the most ‘comprehensive effort to state the
alternative to the collective behavior approach. He begins wifh the concept
of resources. "In ordinary everyday activity, at work, in family life, and
in politics, people manage their resources in complex ways: tﬁey exchange
some resources for other resources; they make up resource deficits by borrow-
ing resources; they recall their earlier investments. Resourceé.are con-

stantly being created, consumed, transferred, assembled and reallocated,

exchanged, and even lost. At any giventime, some resources are earmarked for
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group ends and group use, not just individual use. All of these processes
can be referred to as 'resource management'."

"Group conflict in its dynamic aspects can be conceptualized from
the point of view of resource managemenf;“'Mobilization refers to the pro-
cesses by which a discontentedvgroup assembles and. invests resources for
the pursuit of group goals. Social control refers.to the same processes,
but from the point of view of the incumbents-or the;group,thqﬁ is being
challenged. Groups locked in conflict are in’ competition for some of the same
resources as each seeks to squeeze more resources from initially uncommitted
third parties" (Ibid, p. 28).-

‘The discontented are no more nor less rational than other political
actors. "The individuals who are faced 'with resource management decisions -
make rational choices based on the pursuit of their sglfish interests in
an enlightened manner. They weigh the rewards and sanctions, costs and bene-
fits, that alternative courses of action represent for them. In conflict
situations, as in all cher choice situations, their own prior preferences
and history, their pfedispositions, as well' as the group structures and in-
fluence processes they are caught up in, determine their choices. Indeed,
many are bullied and coerced into choilces' that are contrary to their pre-
dispositions. The resource management approach can account for these pro-
cesses in a routine way" (Ibid, p. 29);

Charles Tilly and his collaborators' have been major developers of this
approach and have made especially fertile use of it in explaining specific
collective actions. The Tilly strategy has been to spawn a number of
different studies using historical data on various European countries. The
studies are united by a common theoretical framework, set of guiding

questions and great care in the systematic coding and analysis of the basic
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historical data used to test. their propositions.:

Groups are viewed as "forming and dissolving, mobilizing and demobiliz-
ing, formulating and making claims, acting collectively and ceasing to act,
gaining and losing power, in response’ to 'changes’in five sets of variables:
1) articulated group interests, 2) prevailing standards of juspiée, 3)
resources controlled by groups and their members, 4) .resources éontrolled
by.other groups (especially governments) and 5) costs of mobilization and
collective action" (Tilly 1973, p. 6-7; also cf. Tilly "Revolutionsraﬁd
Collective Violence", 1974). Collective actions are "conceptualiﬁed;ag organ-
izational phenomena which occur, not merely because. of widesprea@ discpptent
with war, unemployment, or whatever, but because organizations e;isﬁ“which
make possible the channeling and expression of that discohtent ihto concerted
social action" (Aminzade 1973, p. 6).

In place of the old duality,of.extremist'politics and pluraiist politics,
there is simply politics. . The American Medical Association and Students for
a Democratic Society are not different species but members of thé same
spécies faced with différeht political environments. All political groups
are assumed to have certain’collective'goals. These goals are not necessari-
ly the same as the goals of the individuals who ‘join them. A person may
become active in the Reﬁublican Party becausé he seeks camaraderie and
fellowship and is pulled in by friendship networks, because he is motivated
by ideological concerns; because he finds in his allegiance. to tﬁe party a
meaningful way of dealing with a confusing world; bebause he.seeké material
rewards, status and contacts; because he seeks an opportunity to exércise

power over his fellow men. Most of these reasons would apply as well to

joining the Peace and Freedom Party.
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The collective goals of political actors rather than the personal goals
of members are assumed to be the relevant part of an explanation of political
behavior. Whatever the personal motivation of members, the Republican Party
has certain goals of its own. Thesefcan“be'rébbgnized by their status as
internal justifications. in the group. "Should the Party take action A or B?
One answers by reference to certain end-states -- for. example, gaining
political power -- which are recognized by other members as justifications,
regardless of their personal goals. ' Collective goals set the criteria for
deciding on collective ‘actions.

Similar reasoning applies to social' movement actors. They have certain
collective goals and one can make sense of their actions partly by reference
to these end-states. They are seen as essentially instrumental in their
behavior. This does not mean that they always act in their best interest.
They may make mistakes because of poor  diagnosis of their political environ-.
ment, unwise use of resources, and poor. organization. They are no different
in this respect from the Republican Party although they may make more or
fewer mistakes because of the different political environment and strategic
imperatives they face.

Rebellion, in this view, is simply politics by other means. It is not
some kind of irrational expression but is as instrumental in its nature as
a lobbyist trying to get special favors for his‘group or a major political
party conducting a presidential campaign. = As Aminzade puts it, "The re-
source management model views revplutionary'violence as an extension or
continuation, in a particular form, of everyday, nonviolent political
activity. An event of collective violence is' conceptualized not as a sudden

-

and unpredictable outburst or eruption of heretofore latent, tensions or
/

frustrations which take their manifest form in an organizational vacuum but
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rather as the outcomé of a continuous' process' of organizational activity"
(1973, p. 5). . |

The absence of rebellion is in need of' explanation.as much, as its
presence. Tilly observes that "...collective violence is one' of the common-
est forms of political participation;"Why*gggiﬁ'anAinquiry into [the
subject] ... with the presumption that violent politics appear only as a
disruption, a deviation,<o; a last resort? Rather than treating collectivé
violence as an unwholesome deviation from normality, we might, do better
to ask under what conditions (if any) violence disappears from ordinary
political life." He goes on to suggest several reasons why one should
hesitate "to assume that collective violence is a sort of witless release
of tension divorced from workaday politics: its frequent success as a tactic,
its effectiveness in establishing or maintaining a group's political identity,
its normative order, its frequent recruitment of ordinary people, and its
tendency to evolve in cadence with peaceful political action" (Tilly 1973b).

"Lafge'scale’étructural changes such. as urbanization and industriali-

"'Zation'aré importaﬂtfnot because they create disorganization but bécause
they "strongly affect the number, identity, and organizations of the con-
tenders which in turn determine the predominant forms and loci of conflict.
In the short run, the magnitude of conflict depends on" an interaction of
the tactics of contenders and thé coercive practices of the government. 1In
the lonéer run, the magnitude of conflict depends on the established means
" by which contenders can enter and leave the polity, and the frequency with
which entries and exits actually occur" (Tilly 1970, p. 4).

The form that protest takes is viewed as the result of an interaction.
Confusion on this issue "hés led most analysts to jump far too quickly from

the fact.that a riot occurred to the investigation of why such individuals

' L)
’

-
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turned to violence.” In fact, the standard sequences for violénce occurring
are (a) "A group representing a contender for power offers a public show
of strength or performs a symbolic act which implicitiy lays claim to dis-
puted power and another riva1'§¥OUpAchallenges, which;leads to fighting  of
some sort between the groups andlfinally to the intervention of repressive
force," or (b) "A group representing a coﬁtender for power (especially a
non-member of thé polity) pérforms an aét which lays claim to disputed power,
and repressive férces intervene directly to couﬁfer that claim" (Ibid, p.
26-27)f "Whether violence occurs or not [in collective action] depends
largely on whether members of one group decide to resist the claims being
made by members of another group" (Tilly 1973a, p. 6).

There are, in this paradigm, some important distinctions to be made
among different kinds of political actors. What I have called here "challeng-
ing groups" are a special kind of actor with a set of problems that are
peculiar to the class. Established groups must maintain the loyalty and
commitment of those. from whom they draw their resources; challenging
groups must create this loyalty. Both attempt inflﬁence but established -
actors have resources routinely available for use and have different re-
lationships to6 other important political actors.

Powerless groués have special kinds of strategic problems. They can't
.call on existing resources but must create their own on the basis of mass
support. Or, if the supporting population is not sufficient, they must
find ways of bringing allies to their cause. As Lipsky (1968) writes,

"The 'problem of the powerless' in protest actiﬁity is to activate 'third
parties' to enter the implicit or explicit bargaining arena in ways favorable
to the protestors. This is one of the few ways in which they can 'create’

bargaining resources."



-15-

The central difference among political actors is captured by thé idea
of being inside or outside of the polity. Those who are inside are members’
Those who are outside are challengers. They lack the basic prerogative
of members -- routine access to decisions that affect them. They may lack’
this because it is denied them in spite of their best efforts or because
their efforts are clumsy and ineffectual. Precisely how entry into the -

polity operates is a matter for empirical study as in this book.

Implications for Pluralist Theory

Pluralist theory is a portrait of the inside of. the political arena.:
There one sees a more or lessarderly contest, carried out by the classic.
pluralist rules of bargaining, lobbying, log rolllng, coalition formation,
negotiation, and compromise. The issue'of'hOW one gets into the pressure
system is not treated as a central problem. Crenson (1971, p. 179) writes,
"Where there is pluralism, it is argued, there is likely to be competition
among. political leaders, and where leaders must. compete with one another,
tﬁey will activelyAseek,the support of constituents. A leader who fails
to cultivate public support runs the risk of being thrust asideé by his
rivals when the time comes to submit himself and his policies to the judge-
ment of'the.electorate... The-pluralistic orgaﬁization of the political
" “@lite, therefore, helps to assure that the great bulk of the population will
enjoy a substantial amount of indirect influence in the making of almost
all public decisions, even though it seldom participates directly in the.
making of. any public decision."

Since no fundamental distinction is made between insiders and

outsiders, there is little sensitivity to the differences in their

political imperatives. Differences in political situation are treated as
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differences in character =- between rational actors .pursuing-interests and
irratiOnal actors expressing frustration with social conditions,.

The results presented in earlier chapters contradict pluralist imagery
at a number of crucial points. First of all, when we examine the behavior
of challengers rather than members, we do not .find any connection between
success and the means of influence prescribed for members. On the contrary,
it is those who are unruly that have the most notable success. A willingness
to use constraints, including-in. some.cases violence, is associated with

gaining membership and benefits, not with its oppos1te. ThlS is only true
for groups’ w1th certain kinds of goals but 1t cannot ‘be sald that in general

| R B4 AL L i Caeatih
violation of the- rules of plurallst pOllthS is selF—defeatlng for challengers.

'X'

The same point can be made w1th respect to the use of soc1al control

strategies by members agalnst challengers. The restralnt Wthh plurallst

theory claims for political actors does not cross the boundarles of the pollty
One uses only ‘limited means agalnst members but challengers are falr game

for a whole gamut of soc1al control technlques. The rules are regarded as

just; hence, thelr v1olatlon glves llcense for repress1on° nghteous 1nd1g—
nation is avallable to fuel the falnt hearted and to ease the overly

‘.
- T L . AV B g

scrupulous conscience.

E

In fact the set of act1v1t1es symbollzed by Watergate can best be
understood in these terms. The leon admlnlstratlon 1ntroduced an innova-
. ? S .

tion of a special and limited sort: Means of polltlcal combat that were

normally reserved for challengers were appl*ed to members. leon was able
to claim, with justification, that wire- tapplng, burglary, the use of
agents provocateur, and the use of the Justice Department and FBI as a

weapon to harass, were all practices employed by previous administrations.

The special genius of the Nixon administration was to bring these techniques
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inside the political arena and to direct them at members, thereby causing
great indignation among many who had tolerated their use against political
pariahs. T
The results here also challenge the pluralist assumption that those

with a collective interest to pursue will organize to pursue it. 'The theory
of public goods shows that there is nothing natural about the ability to
organize successfully. Its achievement is an accomplishment’ that can and’
frequently does elude a group that is poor.in resources and can offer its
members few if any selective incentives.
l A member of the polity may need to wheel and deal but a challenger
should be prepared to stand and fight. If the group threatens strong inter-
ests of members and is not ready for combat, it is likely to find itself
extremely vulnerable to attack and defeat. Members bargain with other mem-
bers; with persistent challengers, they are prepared to fight and destroy
Sr ultimately to yield if the'fight proves more. costly than the stakes warrant.

‘ The pluralist image, then, is a half-truth. It misleads us when applied
to the relations between pélitical challengers and members of the polity.
ihe appropriate image for this political interaction is more a fight with
few holds barred than it is a contest undef well defined. rules. Lowi
(1971, p. 53) says it very well. "The history of the United States 1is not
merely one of mutual accommodation among competing groups under a broad
&mbrella of consensus. The propér image of our society has never been a
melting pot. In bad times, it is a boiling pot; in good times, it is a
tossed salad. For those who are in, this is all very well. But the price
has always been paid by those who are out, and when they do get in -they do

not always get in through a process of mutual accommodation under a broad

umbrella of consensus."
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Some"- of these. unruly and scrappy challengers do eventually become
members. One might be tempted to conclude from this that the flaw in the
pluralist heaven is, after all, rather exaggerated. Entry is not prohibited
for those with the gumption, the persistence and the skill to pursue it
long enough. But- this is, at best, cold comfort. Beyond, the unsuccessful
challengers studied here there may lie others unable to generate enough effort
to mount even a visible protest. If it costs so much to succeed, how can
we be confident that tpere are not countless would-be challengers who are

.deterred by the mere. prospect?
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