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Ralf Dahrendorf: Social Structure,
Group Interests, and Confiict Groups

INTEGRATION AND VALUES VERSUS
COERCION AND INTERESTS: THE TWO .
FACES OF SOCIETY

Throughout the history of Western political
thought, two views of society have stood in
conflict. Both these views are intended to
explain what has been, and will probably con-
tinue to be, the most puzﬂing problem of
social philosophy: how is it that human soci-
efies cohere? There is one large and distin-
guished school of thought according to which
social order results from a general agreement
of values, a consensis ommium or volonté genérale
which outweighs all possible or actual differ-
ences of opinion and interest. There is another
equally distinguished school of thought which
holds that coherence and order in society are
founded on force and consitaint, on the domi-
nation of some and the subjection of others. To
be sure, these views are not at all points mutu-
ally exclusive, The Utcpian (as we shall call
those who insist on coherence by consensus)
does not deny the existence of differences of
interest; nor does the Rationalist (who believes
in coherence by constraint and domination) ig-
nore such agreéements of value as are required
for the very establishment of force, But Utopian
and Rationalist alike advance claims of pri-
macy for their respective standpoints. For the
Utopian, differences of interest are subor-
dinated to agreements of value, and for the
Rationalist these agreements are but a thin, and
as such ineffective, coating of the primary reality
of differences that have to be precariously rec-
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onciled by constraint. Both Utopians and Ratio-
nalists have shown much ngenuity and imagi-
nation in arguing for their respective peints of
view. This has not, however, led them more
closely together. There is a genuine conflict of
approach between Aristotle and Plato, Hobbes
and Rousseau, Kant and Hegel, and this
conflict has grown in intensity as the history of
thought has advanced. Unless ore believes that
all philosophical disputes are spurious and
u!h‘mnfuiy irmrelevant, the long histnry of the
particular dispute about the problem of social
order has exposed—if not solved—what appezr
to be fundamental alternatives of knowledge,
moral decision, and political orientation,

Conflicting  philosophical positions must
inevitably, it seems o me, reappear constantly
in theories of science. Even if this should not
generally be the case, [ would claim that the
philosophical alternative of a Utepian or a
Rational solution of the problem of order per-
vades modern sociological thinking even in its
remotest marifestations. Here, as elsewhere,
philosophical positions do not enter into scien-
tific theories unchanged. Here, as elsewhere,
they pass through the filter of logical supposi-
tion before they become relevant for testable
explanations of problems of experience. The
sociological Utopian does not claim that order
is based or a gemeral consensus of values, but
that it can be conceived of in terms of such consen-
sus, and that, if it is conceived of in theza
terms, certain propositions follow which are
subject to the test of spedific observations.
Analogously, for the sociological Rationalist
the assumption of the coercive nature of social
order is a heuristic principle rather than a judg-
ment of fact. But this obvious reservation does
not prevent the Utopians and the Rationalists
of sociology from engaging in disputes which
are hardly less intense (if often rather loess
imaginative and ingenious) than those of their
philosophical antecedents. The subject matter
of our concern in this study demands that we
take a stand with respect to this dispute.
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Twice in our earlier considerations we have
been faced with differences in the image of
society—as [ then called it—which correspond
very closely to the conflicting views of Utopi-
ans and Rationalists. I have tried to show that,
at least in so far as historical societies are con-
cerned, Marx subscribed to an image of society
of the Rational variety. He assumed the ubiquity
of change and conflict as well as domination
and subjection, and I suggest that this view
seems particularly appropriate for the analysis
of problems of conflict. In any case, it seems
mere appropriate than the Utopian view
implicit in the works of Drucker and Mayo,
according to which happy cooperation is the
normal state of sodai life, Marx, or Drucker
and Mayo, may not be especially convindng
representatives of these views,' but the distinc-
tion with which we are concerned here is, in
arny case, not Hed to their names. Generally
speaking, it seems to me that two {meta-) theo-
ries can and must be distinguished in contem-
porary sociology. One of these, the integration
theory of society, conceives of social structure in
terms of a functionally integrated system held
in equilibrium by certain patterned and recur-
rent processes. The other one, the coercion
theory of society, views sodial situcture as a form
of erganization held together by force and con-
straint and reaching continuously beyond itself
in the sense of producing within itself the
forces that maintain it in an unending process
of change. Like their philosophical counter-
parts, these thecries are mufually exclusive.
But—if I may be permitted a paradoxical for-

"This would be true, of course, for rather different req-
sons. Drucker'and Mayo are rather lacking in subtlety, and
it is therefore too gasy to polemicize against their positions.
Marx, on the other.hand, is certainly subtle, but his notions
of the “original” and the "terminal” societies of (imagi-
nary) history demonstrate that he was but a limited Ratio-
nalist with strong Utopian leanings. Such mixtures of
views really quite incompatible are in fact not rare in the
history of social thought.

mulation that will be explained presently—in
sociology (as opposed to philosophy) a ded-
sion which accepts one of these theories and
rejects the other js neither necessary nor desir-
able. There are sodological problems for the
explanation of which the integration theory of
society provides adequate assumptions; there
are other problems which can be explained
only in terms of the coercion theory of sodety;
there are, finally, problems for which both theo-
ries appear adequate. For sociological analysis,
society is Janus-headed, and its bvo faces are
equivalent aspects of the same reality.

In recent years, the integration theory of
society has dearly dominated sociological
thinking. In my opinion, this prevalence of one
partial view has had many unfortunate conse-
quences. However, it has also had at least one
agreeable consequence, in that the very one-
sidedness of this theory gave rise to critical
objections which enable us today to put this
theory in its proper place. Such objections have
been stimulated with inqeasing frequency by
the works of the most eminent sodological the-
orist of integration, Talcott Parsons. It is not
necessary here to attempt a comprehensive
exposition of Parsons’ position; nor do we have
to survey the sizable literature concerned with
a aitical appraisal of this position. To be sure,
much of this aiticism is inferior in subtlety and
insight to Parsons’ work, so that it is hardly
surprising that the sociological climate of opin-
ion has remained almost unaffected by Par-
sons’ critics. There is one objection to Parson’s
position, however, which we have to examine
if we are to make a systematic presentation of a
theory of group conflict. In 3 remarkabje essay,
D. Lockwood daims “that Parsons’ array of
concepts is heavily weighted by assumptions
and categories which relate to the role of nor-
mative elements in sodal acton, and especially
to the processes whereby motives are strue-
tured normatively to ensure social stabilj ty. On
the other hand, what may te called the substra-
twiit of social action, especizlly as it conditions
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interests which are productive of social conflict
and instability, tends to be ignored as a general
determinant of the dynamics of social sys-
temns.” {1, p. 136). Lockwood's claim touches on
the core of our problem of the two faces of soci-
ety—although his formulation does not, per-
haps, succeed in expesing the problem with
sufficlent clarity.

It is certainly true that the work of Parsons
displays a conspicuous bias in favor of analysis
in terms of values and norms. It is equally true
that many of those who have been concerned
with problems of conflict rather than of stability
have tended to emphasize not the normative
but the institutional aspects of sodial structure.
The work of Marx is 2 case in point. Probably,
this difference in emphasis is no accident. It is
nevertheless as such irrelevant to an under-
standing of or adoption of the alternative
images of sodety which pervade political
thought and sociological theory. The alterna-
tive between “normétive elements in social
action” and a factual “substratum of social
action,” which Lockwood takes over from the
work of Renner, in fact indicates two levels of
the analysis of sodal structure which are in no
way contradictory. There is no theoretical rea-
son why Talcott Parsons should not have sup-
plemented (as indeed he occasionally does) his
analysis of normative integration by an analy-
sis of the integration of social systems in terms
of their institutional substratum. However we
look at sodial structure, it always presents itself
as composed of a moral and a factuzal, a norma-
tive and an institutional, level or, in the doubt-
ful terms of Marx, a superstructure and a sub-
stratum. The investigator is free to choose
which of these levels he wants to emphasize
more strongly~—although he may be well-
advised, in the interest of clarity as well as of
comprehensiv_eness of his analysis, not to stress
one of these levels to the exclusion of the other

At the same tme, there is an important ele-
ment of genuine critique in Lockwood's objec-
tion to Parsons. When Lockwood contrasts sta-
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bility and instability, integration and conflict,
cquilibrium and  disequilibrium, values and
interests, he puts his finger on a real ajternative
of thought, and one of which Pamons has
apparently not been suffidently aware. For of
two equivalent models of sodety, Parsons has
throughout his work recognized only one, the

Utepian or integration theory of sodety. His
“array of concepts” is therefore incapable of

coping with those problems with which Lock-

wood is concerned in his critical essay, and
which constitute the subject matter of the pres-
ent study.

For purposes of exposition it seems useful to
reduce each of the two faces of society to a
small ‘number of basic tenets, even if this
involves some degree of oversimplification as
well as overstatement. The integration theory
of society, as displayed by the work of Parzons
and other structurai-functonalists, is founded
on a number of assumptions of the following
type:

1. Every sodety is a relafively persistent, stable

structure of elements.

2. Every sodety is a well-integrated structure

of elements. :

. Every element ina soclety has a function,
le, renders a conichution to its mainte-
nance as a system.

4. Every functioning socal structure is based

On a consensus of values among its mem-

bers.

[¥3]

In varying forms, these elements of (1} stability,
(2) integration, (3) functional coordination, and
(4) consensus recur in all structural-functional
approaches to the study of social structure,
They are, to be sure, usually accompanied by
protestations to the effect that stability, integra-
Hon, functional coordination, and consersus
are only “relatively” generalized. Moreover,
these assumptions are not metaphysical propo-
sitions about the essence of sodety; they are
merely assumptions for purposes of scientific
analysis. As such, however, they constituie a
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coherent view of the social process’ which
enables us to cumprehend many problems of
social reality. '

However, it is abundantly clear that the inte-
gration approach to social analysis does not
enable us to comprehend all problems of social
reality. Let us look at two undeniably sociologi-
- cal problems of the contemporary world which
demand explanation. (1) In recent years, an
increasing number of industrial and comumner-
cial enterprises have intreduced the position of
personnel manager to cope with matters of hir-
ing and firing, advice to employees, etc. Why?
And: what are the consequences of the intro-
duction of this new position? (2) On the 17th of
June, 1953, the building workers of East Berlin
put down their tools and went on a strike that
soon led to a generalized revolt against the
Communist regime of East Germany. Why?
And: what are the consequences of this upris-
ing? From the point of view of the integration
model of society, the first of these problems is
susceptible of a sakisfactory solution. A special
position to cope with personnel questions is
functionally required by large enterprises in an
age of rationalization and “social ethic”; the
introduction of this position adapts the enter-
prise to the values of the surrounding society;
its consequence is therefore of an integrative
and stabilizing nakure. But what about the sec-
ond problem? Evidently, the uprising of the
17th of June is neither due to nor productive of
integration in East German society. It docu-
ments and produces not stability, but instability.
It contributes to the disruption, not the mainte-

*ft is important to emphasize that “stability” as a tenet
of the integration theory of soctety does not mean that soci-
eties are "static.” [t means, rather, that such processes as do
occur {and the structurdl-functional approach s essentially
concerned with processes] serve to maintain the patterns of
the system as a whole. Whatever criticism { have of this ap-
proach, [ do not want to be misunderstood as attributing to
it a “static bins" {which has often been held against this ap-
proach without full consideration of its merits).

nance, of the existing system. It testifies to dis-
sensus rather than consensus. The integration
model tells ug litle more than that there are
certain “strains” in the “system.” In fact, in
order to cope with problems of this kind we
have to replace the integration theory of soci-
ety by a different and, in many ways, contra-
dictory model.

What [ have lled the coercion theory of
society can aiso be reduced to a small number
of basic tenets, although here again these as-
sumptions oversimplify and overstate the case:

1. Every society is at every point subject to
processes of change; sodal change is ubiqui-
tous.

2. Every society displays at every point dis-
sensus and conflict; sodal conflict is ubiqui-
tous.

3. Every element in a society renders a contri-
bution to its disintegration and change.

4. Every sodety is based on the coerdon of
some of its members by others.

If we return to the probiem of the German
workers’ strike, it will become clear that this
latter model enables us to dezl rather more sat-
isfactorily with its causes and conseguences.
The revolt of the building workers and their
fellows in other indusiries can be explained in
terms of coercion’ The revolting groups are
engaged in a condlict which “functions” as an
agent of change by disintegrztion. A ubiqui-
tous phenomenon is expressed, in this case, in
an exceptionally intense and violent way, and
further explanation will have to account for
this violence on the basis of the acceptance-of
conflict and change as universal features of
social life. I need hardly add that, like the inte-

*For purposes of clarity, | have ¢ zliberately chosen an
exarmple from a totalitarian state. But coercion is meant
here in 2 very general sense, and the ¢oercion model is
applicable to all sodeties, independent of their specific po-
litical structure,




gration model, the coerdon theory of society
constitutes but a set of assumptions for pur-
poses of scientific analysis and implies no
claim for philosophical validity—although, like
its counterpart, this model aiso provides a
coherent image of social organization.

Now, I would claim that, in a sociological
context, neither of these medels can be con-
ceived as exclusively valid or applicable. They
constitute complementary, rather than alterna-
five, aspects of the structure of total societies as
well as of every element of this structure. We
have to choose between them only for the
explanation of specific problems; but in the
conceptual arsenal of sociological analysis they
exist side by side. Whatever criticism one may
have of the advocates of one or the other of
these models can therefore be directed only
against claims for the exclusive validity of
either* Strictly speaking, both models are
“valid” or, rather, yseful and necessary for soci-
ological analysis. We cannot conceive of soctety
unless we realize the dialectics of stability and
change, integration and conflict, function and
maotive force, consensus and coercion. In the
context of this study, 1 regard this point as
demonstrated by the analysis of the exemplary
problems sketched above.

It is perhaps worth emphasizing that the
thesis of the two faces of sodial structure does
not require a complete, or even partial, revision
of the conceptual apparatus that by now has
become more or less generally accepted by
sociologists in all countries. Categories like
role, institution, norm, struchure, even functon
are as useful in terms of the coercion mode! as

- .

*This, it seems to me, is the only—if fundamenig|l—
legitimate criticism that can be raised against Parsons’
wark an this genera level. In The Soeiat System, Parsons re-
peatedly advances, for the Integration theory of socicty, a
clairn that it is the nuctous of “the general” socivlogiend the-
ory—a clatim which | regard as utterly unjustified, It is
Lockwaod’s main coneern also, in the €353 Guoted above,
to reject this elaim to universal validity.
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they are for the analysis of social integration. In
fact, the dichotomy of aspects can be carried
through all levels of sociological analysis; that
Is, it can be shown that, like sodal structure
itself, the notions of role and institution, inte-
gration and function, norm and substratum
have two faces which may be expressed by two
terms, but which may alsc in many cases be
indicated by an extension of concepts already
in use. “Interest and valua” Raddiffe-Brown
once remarked, “are correlative terrns, which
refer to the two sides of an asymmetrical rela-
tion” (2, p. 199). The notons of interest and
value indeed seem to-describe very well the
two faces of the normative superstructure of
sodlety: what appears as a consensus of values
on the basis of the integration theory can be
regarded as a conflict of interests in terms of
the coercion theory. Similarly, what appears on
the level of the factual substratum as integra-
tion from the point of view of the former
model presents itself as coercion or constraint
from the point of view of the latter. We shall
presently have occasion to explore these two
faces of socleties and their elements rather
more thoroughly with reference to the two cat-
egories of power and of role.

While logically feasible,” the solution of the
dilemma of political thought which wé have
offered here for the more restricted feld of
sociclogical analysis nevertheless raises 2 num-
ber of serious problems. It is evidently virtually
impossible to think of society in terms of either
model without positing its opposite number at
the same time. There can be no conflict, unless
this conflict occurs within a context of mgan-
ing, Le., some kind of coherent “system.” No

—

*As is demonstrated most clearly by the fact that 5 simi-
lar situation can be encountered in physics with respect to
the theory of light, Here, too, there are two scemingly
incompatible theories which nevertheless exist side by
side, and eacly of which has iis proger realm of empirical
Jpi1ermn'u.'n:.: the wave theory and the quantum theory of
sht. .
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‘contlict is conceivable between French house-

wives and Chilean chess plavers, because these
groups are not united by, or perhaps “integrated
into,” a commen frame of reference. Analogous-
ly, the notion of integration makes little sense un-
less it presupposes the existence of different ele-
ments that are integrated. Even Rousseau
derived his volonté générale from a modified bel-
{tum omnium contra omnes. Using one or the other
model is therefore 2 matter of emphasis rather
than of fundamentzl difference; and there are, as
we shall see, many points at which a theory of
group conflict has to have recourse to the inte-
gration theory of sodial structure.

Inevitably, the question will be raised, aiso,
whether a unified theory of society that includes
the tenets of both the integration and the coer-
cien models of society is not at least conceiv-
able—for as to its desirability there can be little
doubt. Is there, or can there be, a general point of
view that synthesizes the upsolved dialectics of
integration and coercion? So far as' [ can see,
there is no such general model; as to its possibil-
ity, I have to reserve judgment. It seems at least
conceivable that unification of theory is not fea-
sible at a point which has puzzled thinkers ever
since the beginning of Western philosophy.

For the explamafion. of the formation of
conflict groups out of conditions of social struc-
ture, we shall employ a medel that emphasizes
the ugly face of society. In the following sections
of this chapter I shall try to show how, on the as-
sumption of the coerdve nature of social struc-
ture, relations of authority become productive
of clashes of role interest which under certain
conditions lead to the formation of organized
antagonistic groups within limited social orga-
rizations as well as within total societies. By
proceeding step by step along these lines, we
shall eventually be in a position to contrast the

rudiments of "3 socological theery of group
conflict with such earlier approaches as have
been discussed in the first part of this study, and
to decide whether the category of class is still a
useful tool of sociological analysis.

POWER AND AUTHORITY

From the point of view of the integrtion
theory of social structure, units of social analy-
sis ("sacial systems™) are essentially voluntary
associations of people who share certain values
and set up institutions in order to ensure the
smooth functioning of cooperation. From the

point of view of coerdion theory, however, the .

units of social analysis present an altogether
different picture. Here, it is not voluntary coop-
eration or general consensus but enforced con-
straint that makes sodal organizations cohere.
In institutional terms, this means that in every
social organization some positions are entrust-
ed with a right to exerdse control over other
positions in order to ensure effective coercion;
it means, in other words, that there is a differ-
ential distribution of power and authority. One
of the central theses of this study consists in the
assumption that this differential distribution of
authority invariably becomes the determining
factor of systemalic social conflicts of a type
that is germane to class conflicts in the tradi-
tional (Marxian) sense of this term. The struc-
tural origin of such group conflicts must be
sought in the arrangement of sodal roles
endowed with expectations of dominaton or
subjection. Wherever there are such roles,
group conflicts of the type in question are to be
expected. Differentiation of groups engaged in
such condlicts follows the lines of deferenba-
tion of roles that are relevant from the point of
view of the exercise of authority. [dentification
of variously egquipped authority roles is the
first task of conflict analysis® conceptually and

empirically all further steps of analysis follow.

"o facilitate communication, I shall employ in this
study a number of abbreviations. These must not however
be misunderstood. Thus, “conflict analysis” in this context
stands for "analysis of group conflict of the class type, class
being understood in the traditional sense.” At no point do [
want to imply a <laim for a generalized theory of social
conflict.
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from the investigation of distributions of power
and autherity.

“Unfortunately, the concept of power is not
a settled one in the social sciences, either in
political science or in sodolegy” {Parsons: 3, p.
139). Max Weber, Pareto, Mosca, later Russell,
Bendix, Lasswell, and others have explored
some of the dimensions of this category; they
have not, however, reached such a degree of
consensus as would enable us to employ the
categories of power and authority without at
least brief conceptual preliminaries. So far as
the terms “power” and “authority” and their
distinection are concerned, I shall follow in this
study the useful and well-considered defini-
tions of Max Weber. For Weber, power is the
“probability that one actor within a social rela-
tionship will be in a position to carry out his
own will despite resistance, regardless of the
basis on which this probability rests”; whereas
authority (Herrschaft) is the “probability that a
command with a given specific content will be
obeyed by a given group of persons.” (3, p. 28),
The important difference between power and
authority consists in the fact that whereas
power is essentially tied to the personality of
individuals, authority is always associated
with social pesitions or roles. The demagogue
has power over the masses to whom he speaks
or whose actions he controls; but the control of
the officer over-his men, the manager over his
workers, the civil"servant over his clientele is
authority, because it exists as an expectation
independent of the specific person occupying
the position of officer, manager, civil servant. It
is only another way of putting this difference if
we say—as does Max Weber—that while
puwer is merely a factual relation, authority is
a legitimate relation of domination and subjec-
tion. [n this sense, authority can be described
as lepitimate power.

In the present study we dre concerned exclu-
sivaly with relations of authority, for these
alone are part of sodial structure and therefore
pernut the systematic derivation of group
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conflicts from the organization of total societies
and associations within them. The significance
of such group conflicts rests with the fact that
they are not the product of structurally fortu-
itous relations of power but come forth wher-
ever authority is exercised—and that means in
all socteties under all historical conditions. (1)
Authority relations are always relations of
super- and subordination, (2) Where there ars
authority relations, the superordinate element
is socially expected to control, by orders and
commands, warnings and prohibitions, the
behavior of the subordinate element. (3) Such
expectations attach to -relatively permanent
social positions rather than to the character of
individuals; they are in this sense legliimate.
(4) By virtue of this fact, they always involve
specification of the persons subject to control
and of the spheres within which control is per-
missible.” Authority, as distinct from power, is
never a relation of generalized control over
others. (5} Authority being a legitimate rela-
tion, noncompliance with authoritative com-
mands can be sanctioned; it is indeed one of
the functions of the legal system (and of course
of quasi-legal customs and norms} to suppori
the effective exerdse of legitimate authority.
Alongside the term “authority,” we shall
employ (and have employed) in this study the
terms “domination” and “subjection.” These
will be used synonymously with the rather
clumsy expressions “endowed with authority”
or “participating in the exercise of authority”
(domination), and “deprived of authority” or
&

*This element of the definition of authority is crucial. It
implies that the manager who tries to control people out-
side his firm, or the private lives of people inside his firm,
truspasses the borderling between authority and power,
Althourgly he has authority over peopir in lis firm, his con-
trol assumes the form of power as soon as it goes beyond
tle :ipcci!'iunl.i puersans and spheres of legitimate controd.
This lype of trespassing is of course frogquent in every ay-
thority redation; and an empirical phenvmenon well worth
investisating 15t what extenl tie fusion of authority amd
power temds to int':n-,i.[_v Eroup condlices.
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“excluded from the exercise of authority” (sub-
joction). :

It seems desirable for purposes of conflict
analysis to specify the relevant unit of social
organization in analogy to the concept of social
system in the analysis of integration. To speak
of specification here is perhaps misleading.
"Jocial system” is a very general concept

- applicable to all types of organization; and we

shall want to employ an equally general con-
cept which differs from that of social system by
emphasizing a different aspect of the same
organizations. It seerns to me that Max Weber’s
category “imperatively coordinated associa-
tion” (Herrschaftsverband) serves this purpose
despite its clumsiness.®

In conflict analysis we are concerned jnter
alia with the generation of conflict groups by
the authority relations obtaining in imperative-
ly coordinated associations. Since imperative
coordination, or authority, is a type of social
relation present in every confeivable social
organization, it will be sufficient to describe
such organizations simply as associations.
Despite prolonged terminological discussions,
no general agreement has been attained by
sociologists on the predse meaning of the cate-
gories “organization,” “association,” and “insti-
tution.” If I am not mistaken in my interpreta-
tion of the trend of terminological disputes, it
appears justifiable to use the term “associa-
tion” in such a way as to imply the coordina-
tion of organized aggregates of roles by domi-
nation and subjection. The state, a church, an
enterprise, but also a political party, a trade

8Parsons, in his translation of Webar's Wirtschaft wad
Gusellschaft, suggests “imperatively coordinated group.”
Any translation of Weber's term is bound to be somew hat
awkward, but it seems to Te that the word “group” in Par-
sons’ translation is faise. Weber uses Verban., 2.8, to de-
scrilve the state, or a church—nits of arganization which
can hardly be called “groups.” “Association” is probably as
precise an English equivalent of Verband a5 s likely to be
Fonnad.

univn, and a chess club are assodations in this
sense, Tn all of them, authority melations exist;
for all of them, conflict analysis is therefore
applicable. If at a later Stage we shall suggest
restriction to the two great assodations of the
state and the industrial enterprise, this sugges-
tion is dictated merely by considerations of
empirical significance, not logical (or defini-
tivnal} difference. In looking at social organiza-
tions not in terms of their integration and
coherence but from the point of view of their
structure of coercion and constraint, we regard
them as (imperatively coordinated) assoda-
tions rather than as social systems. Because
social organizations are also associations, they
generate conflicts of interest and become the
birthplace of conflict groups,

[ have assumed in the preceding remarks
that authority is a characteristic of sodal orga-
nizations as general as society itself. Despite
the assertion of Renner-—and other modern
sociologists—that in some contemporary soci-
eties the exercise of authority has been elimi-
nated and replaced by the more anonymous
“rule of the law” or other nonauthoritative
relations, I should indeed mainfain that author-
ity is a universal element of social structure. It
is in this sense more general than, for example,
property, or even status. With respect to post-
capitalist industrial sodety, I hope to establish
this position more unambiguously in the final
chapters of this study. Generally speaking,
however, the universality of authority relations
would seem evident as soon as we describe
these relations in a “passive” rather than in an
“active” sense. Authority relations exist wher-
ever there are people whose actions are subject
to legitimate and sanctioned prescriptions that
originate outside them but within social struc-
ture. This formulation, by leaving open who
exercises what kind of authority, leaves little
doubt as to the omnipresence of some kind of
authority somehow exercised. For it is evident
that there are many forms and types of authority
in historical societics. There are differences of a




considerable order of magnitude between the
relations of the citizen of classical Athens and
his slaves, the feudal landlord and his villains
and serfs, the nineteenth-century capitalist and
his workers, the secretary of a totalitarian state
party and its members, the appointed manager
of a modern enterprise and its employees, or
the elected prime minister of a democratic
country and the electorate. No attempt will be
made in this study to develop a typology of
authority. But it is assumed throughout that the
existence of domination and subjection is a
common feature of all possible types of author-
ity and, indeed, of all possible types of associa-
tion and organization.

The notion of power and authority employed
in the present study represents what Parsons in
a critical review of C. W. Mill's book on the
American power elite calls the “zero-sum” con-
cept of autherity. Parsons objects to this con-
cept, and his argument provides a welcome
opportunity to clarify our notion somewhat
further and relate it to the two models distin-
guished above. “The essential point at present
is that, to Mills [and of course to us in this
study—R. D.], power is not a facility for the
performance of function in and on behaif of the
society as a system, but is interpreted exclu-
sively as a facility for getting what one group,
the holders of power, wants by preventing
another group, the ‘outs,” from getting what it
wants.” (4, p. 139). This statement is unobjec-
Honable, and in so far as Mills really uses
power “exclusively” in the “zero-sum” sense, [
should tend to agree also with Parsons’ cri-
tique. But then Parsons continues, in the same
passage, to make the same mistake in the op-
posite direction, and to make it deliberately
and consideredly: “What this conception does
is to elevate @ secondary and derived aspect of a
total phenamenon into the central place” [italics
mine]. Not surprisingly, Parsons continues ta

point out what is presumably the primary and
ariginal aspect of the total phenomenon: “It is
the capacity to mobilize the resources of the
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society for the attainment of goals for which a
general ‘public’ commitment has been made,
or may be made. It is mobilization, above all, of
the action of persons and groups, which is
binding on them by virtue of their position in
the society” (4, p. 140). A clearer exposition of
the two faces of society, and of the untenable
and dangerous one-sidedness of Parsons’ posi-
tion, is hardly conceivable.

[t is certainly true that for many purposes of
analysis, power or—as [ should prefer to say—
authority, both realizes and symbolizes the
functional integration of sodial systems. To use
a pertinent lustration: in many contexts, the
elected president or prime minister of democ-
ratic countries’ represents his COUniTy as a
whole; his position expresses therefore the
unity and integration of a nation. In other con-
texts, however, the chief of government is but
the representative of the majority party, and
therefore exponent of sectional interests. | sug-
gest that as In the position of the prime minis-
ter neither of tHese elements is primary or sec-
ondary, thus neither the integrative nor the
disruptive aspect of authority in sodial analysis
is primary or secondary. Like all other elements
of social structure, autherity has two faces—
those, so to speak, of Mills and Parsons—and
on the highest level of abstraction it is illegiti-
mate to emphasize either of these to the exclu-
sian of the other. Authority is certainly not only
productive of conflict; but neither is it only (or
even primarily) "a facility for the performance
of function in and on behalf of the society as a
system.” If we are concentrating in this study
on what Parsons would call the “negative func-
tions” of authority, we do so because this

aspect is more appropriate and useful for the

"This ilusteation is unambipunus with ruspect ta the
prusident of the United States, Elsewhere, the renresen -
bive aiud the governmenta] functions are usttally separatd;
in these cases Enwean ot the head of state {king, prestdent),
bet the ehied of government {peime ninister, chanvelloe).
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analysis of structurally generated systematic
social conflicts. : _

In referring to the ugly face of authority as a
“zerc-sum” concept, Parsons brings out one
further aspect of this category which is essen-
tial for our considerations. By zero-sum, Par-
sons evidently means that from the point of
view of the disruptive “functions” of authority
there are two groups or aggregates of persons,
of which one possesses authority to the extent
to which the other one is deprived of it." This

implies—for us, if not for Parsons—that in .

terms of the coercion theory of sodety we can
always observe a dichotomy of positions in
imperatively coordinated associations with
respect to the distribution of authority. Parsons,
in his critique of Mills, compares the distribu-
tion of authority to the distribution of wealth.
[t seems to me that this comparison is mislead-
ing. However unequally wealth may be distrib-
uted, there always is a continuum of posses-
sion ranging from the lowgst to the highest
rank. Weaith is not and cannot be conceived as
a zero-sum concept. With respect to authority,
however, a clear line can at least in theory be
drawn between those who participate in its
exercise in given associations and those who
are subject to the authoritative commands of
others. Qur analysis of modern scdeties in
later chapters will show that empirically it is
not always easy to identify the border line
between domination and subjection. Authority
has net remained unaffected by the modern
process of division of labor. But even here,
groups or aggregates can be identified which

"There is one implication of the expression “zero-sum”
which would be contrary to my thesis. Mathematically, it
would be possible for both groups te have no authority in
the sense of a complete absence of authority. [ have argued
above that under all conditions the authority of one aggre-
gate is, 50 to speak, greater than zero, and that of the other
aggregate correspondingly smaller than zero. The presence
of authority, and its unequal distributivn, are universal fea-
tures of social structure.

do not participate in the exercise of authority
other than by wwmplying with given com-
mands or prohibitions. Contrary to all criteria
of social stratification, authority does not per-
mit the construction of a scale. So-called hierar-
chies of authority (as displayed, for exarmnple, in
organization charts) are in fact hierarchies of
the “plus-side” of authority, i.e., of the differen-
tiation of domination; but there is, in every
assoctation, also a “minus-side” consisting of
those who are subjected to authority rather
than participate in its exercise.

In two respects this analysis has to be
specified, if not supplemented. First, for the
individual incumbent of roles, domination in
one assodation does not necessarily involve
domination ir all others to which he belongs,
and subjection, conversely, in one association
does not mean subjection in all. The dichoto-
my of positions of authority holds for specific
associabions only. In a demecatic state, there
are both mere voters and incumbents of posi-
tions of authority such as cabinet ministers,
representatives, and higher @vil servants. But
this does ot mean that the “mere voter” can-
not be incumbent of a position of autherity in
a different context, say, in an industrial enter-
prise; conversely, a cabinet minister may be, in
his church, a mere member, i.e., subject to the
authority of others. Although empirically a
certain correlation of the authority positions of
individuals in different assodations seems
likely, it is by no means general and is in any
case a matter of specific empirical conditions.
It is at least possible, if not probable, that if
individuals in a given society are ranked
according to the sum total of their authority
positions in all associations, the resulting pat-
tern will not be a dichotomy but rather like
scales of stratification according to income or
prestige. For this reason it is necessary to
emphasize that in the sociological analysis of
group conflict the unit of analysis is always a
specific association and the dichotomy of posi-
tions within it.




As with respect to the set of roles associated
with an individual, total societies, also, do not
usually present an unambiguously dichotomic
authority structure. There are a large number
of imperatively coordinated associations in any
given sodiety. Within every cne of them e can
distinguish the aggregates of those who domi-
nate and those who are subjected. But since
domination in industry does not necessarily
invelve domination in the state, or a church, or
other associations, total societies can present
the picture of a plurality of competing domi-
nant (and, conversely, subjected) aggregates.
This, agair, is a problem for the analysis of
specific historical societies and must not be
confounded with the clearer lines of differenti-
ation within any one association. Within the
latter, the distribution of authority always
sums up to zero, i.e., there always is a division
involving domination and subjection,”

I need hardly emphasize that from the point
of view of “settling” the concepts of power and
authority, the preceding discussion has raised
more problems than it has solved. I believe,
however, that for the purposes of this study,
and of a sociological theory of conflict, little
needs to be added to what has been stated
here. In order somewhat to substantiate this
perhaps ratl'[er bold assertion, it seems useful
to recapitulate briefly the heuristic purpose
and logical status of the considerations of this
section. .

"Inevitably, the qualifications introduced in the two
preceding paragraphs are racher vagoe if stated merely in
the abstract. They are, however, of the utmast impaortance
fur cnpirical analysis. By strictly postulating imperatively
covrlinatd associations as units of conflict analysis, we
are able to consider, eg., the relations behween industry
and society as an empiricat problem which allaws of vary-
iy sulutions in ditferent historical comtexts. Similarly wy
can, by this emphasis, regaed subiection (and cansegquent

dueprbvation) in several associations as a candition stremgth-
eringg and intensifying conflicy, but by no mieans necessary
in historical sttuations, These and simifar problems will

Do im_'ru.\rsinlx;ly crucial as our invesn'L;m.m pmwcds,
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[have introduced, asa structural determinant
of conflict groups, the category of authority as
exercised in imperatively coordinated assoda-
tions. While agreeing with Marx that source
and level of income—even sociceconomic sta-
tus—cannot usefully be conceived as determi-
nants of conflict groups, I have added to this
list of erroneous approaches Marx’s own in
terms of property in the means of production.
Authonty is both a more general and a more
significant sodal relation. The former has been
shown in our critique of Marx; the Iatter will
have to be demonstrated by subsequent con-
siderations and analyses. The concept of
authority is used, in this-context, in a specific
sense. It is differentiated from posver by what
may roughly be referred to as the element of
legitimacy; and it has to be understood
throughout in the restricted sense of authority
as distributed and exercised in imperatively
coordinated associations. While its “disrup-
tive” or conflict-generating consequences are
not the only easpect of authority, they are the
one relevant in terms of the coercion medel of
society. Within the frame of reference of this
maodel, (1) the distribution of au thority in aszo-
ciations is the ultimate “cause” of the forma-
tion of conflict groups, and (2), being dichoto-
maous, it is, in any given association, the cause
of the formation of two, and only two, conflict
groups.

The first of thesa statements is logically an as-
sumption, since it underlies scientific theories. It
cannot as such be tested by observation; its va-
lidity is proven, rather, by its usefulness for pur-
poses of explanation. We shail derive from this
assumption certain more specific hypotheses
which, if refuted, would take the assumption
with them into the waste-pager basket of scien-
tific theories. We assume in this sense that if we
manage to identify the incumbents of positions
of domination and subjection in any given asso-
ciation, we have identified the contenders of one
significant type of conflicts—conflicts which
occurin this association at all times.
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As to the second staternent, the one con-
cerned with the dichotomy of authority posi-
tions in imperatively coordinated associations,
it is not, [ suggest, either ar assumption or an
empirical hypothesis, but an’ analytical state-

" ment. [t follows from and is implicit in the very

concept of authority that within specified con-

_texts some have authority and others not. If

either nobody or everybody had authority, the
concept would lose its meaning. Authority
implies both domination and subjection, and it
therefore implies the existence of two distinct
sets of positions or persons. This is not to say,
of course, that there is no difference between
those who have a great deal and those who
have merely a little authority. Among the posi-
tions of domination there may be, and often is,
considerable differentiation. But such differen-
tiation, while important for empirical analysis,
leaves unaffected the existence of a border line
somewhere between those who have whatever
little authority and the “out3.” Strictly speak-
ing, an analytical statement which states that
there is a dichotomy of authority positions is
tautological; but as this example shows, there
are tautologies which are worth stating.
Having thus established the frame of refer-
ence and basic assumptions of a socivlogical
theory of conflict, we now turn to its more
specific elements—first with respect to patterns

of conflicts between these groups.

b * * » * * * * * * * * * * *

“ELITES” AND “RULING CLASSES”

Qur model of conflict group formation stipu-
lates the existence of two opposed groupings in
any given association. Each of these groups
shares certain features, and each differs from
the other by contradictory orientations of inter-
est. Before concluding the abstract discussion
of the model and the examination of some of
its empirical consequences we may ask what, if
anything, can be stated in general about the
two groups thus distinguished. Independent of

particular empirical conditions, are there any
features that characterize or otherwise distin-
guish the occupants of positions of domination
and their interest groups from those of posi-
tions of subjection? It appears useful to discuss
this problem with reference to the theories of
three sociologists whose work is here represen-
tative and has heretofore in this discussion
deliberately been mentioned only occasionally.
I mean Pareto, Mosca, and Aron, whose con-
ceptions resemble ours in several points. Of the
three, Mosca takes the most explicit siand on
the problem at hand, and his conception will
therefore require particular attenton.

The chief element of the model of class for-
mation consists in the explanation of conflicts
of interest groups in terms of quasi-groups
determined by the distribution of autherity in
imperatively coordinated associations. We share
this emphasis on authority structures with all
three authors mentioned, whose work might
therefore be described as the proximate origin
of a theory of conflict of the type here pro-
posed.' Since they argue in terms of authority,
Pareto, Mosca, and Aron also operate with a
rwo-class model. It is characteristic of all of
them, however, that they -concentrate their
attention—uniike Marx, Weber, and many oth-
ers—on the group pessessing authority, the
members of which occupy, in other words,
positions of domination. We shall presently
consider some of the implications of this
emphasis on dominating groups for the analy-
sis of subjected groups and of group conilict in
general. In describing dominating conflict
groups the authors in guestion use primarily
two concepts. Mosca refers almost exclusively
to the “political class” which, in the German

7o this list other names would obviously have to be
added, among them, above all, Max Weber However,
Weber has failed to connect his thecrv of power and au-
thority with the analysis of conflict. Contrary te Aron’s,
Pareto’s, and Muosca's, his work is suggestive rather than
directly indicative of the approach of the present study.




and English translations of his Element! di
Scienza Politicn, has become a “ruling class.”
Pareto introduces for this group the much-
disputed category of “elite”; however, he dis-
tinguishes “governing” and “nongoverning”
elites (5, p. 222) and devotes as much attention
to the latter as to the former. Aron has nar-
rowed down the notion of “elite” to the
“minority” that “exercises power” {6, p. 567);
elsewhere, he speaks of “ruling classes.” With-
out entering into terminological disputes, I
propose to examine the general characteristics
ascribed by these three authors to dominating
groups and the validity of their analyses.

In their way of posing the problem, the
approaches of Pareto, Mosca, and Aron entail at
many peints indications of the sociological theo-
ry of group conflict as we understand it. All three
authors deal with the problem of inertia, i.e., the
tendency of dominating groups to maintain and
defend their domination. They also deal with the
role of legitimacy in the maintenance or change
of authority structures. Mosca and Pareto, in
particular, emphasize the problem of social mo-
bility to which we shall have to return. As to the
psychology of conflict groups, their works con-
tain many a useful suggestion. They discuss in
some detail the formation and disintegration of
“aristocrades” as well as other types of social
change, basing their analyses on thorough his-
torical documentation. If for the discussion of
this section I select only five aspects of the theo-
ries of Pareto, Mosca, and Aron, it is because this
selection is guided by the intention to combine a
critical examination of these theories with some
Jdiscussion of the general characteristics of domi-
nating conflict groups.

(1) Even in his definition of dominating
groups, Aron refers to these as “minorities.”
Mosca does not hesitate to elaborate this into
the general thesis that the ruling class is

“always the less numerous” group. The notion
of an elite appears to evoke almust automati-
cally the idea of the "chosen few,” of a small
ruling stratum. Thus, even Marx describes the
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action of the proletariat as the “independent
movement of the overwhelming majority in the
interest of the overwhelming majority,” (7, pp-
20 £, and almost as a matter of course Geiger,
in his graphical schema of class structure, (3, p-
43), represents the ruling class by a segment of
the whole {(circle) much smaller than the sub-
jected class. That dominating groups are by
comparison with their subjected counterpar:
offen insignificantly small groupings is an as-
sumption which to my knowledge has never
been contested in the literature. Not all authors
state as clearly as Machiavelli how small, exactly,
these groups are: “In any cty, however it may
be organized politically, 1ic more than 40 or 50
men attain real power” {se2 9, p. 271). Mosca,
in particular, supplements his political class by
“another, much more numerous stratum
including all those who are suited for leading
position” (9, p. 329); but by this extension he
merely obliterates his analvsis without aban-
doning the minority character of elites. In fact,
the assumption that in any association the
number of those subjected to authority is larger
than the number of those in possession of
authority does seem capabie of generalization.
Tt seems hard to imagine an assodatdon in
which the “rulers” cutweigh the “ruled” in
number. In every state, the number of cabinet
ministers is smaller than the number of citi-
zens; in every enterprise there are fewer execu-
tives than employees. However, this seemingly
general statement requires qualification for
industrial societies at an advanced stage of
development. Today, one is hardly surprised to
find that in many medern industrial enterprisgs
almost one-third of all employess exercise
superordinate functions. Delegation of authority
in indusiry, in the state, and in other associa-
tions makes possible in industrial societies
dominating groups which arz ne longer small
minorities but which in size hardly fall short of
subjected groups. We have earlier oxamined
some of the problems of delegated authority
and we shall return to this point. By way of
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generalization, these phenomena Justify at least
the negative statement that it seems o be one
of the characteristics of industria] societies that
those who are plainly subjected to autherity in
mperatively coordinated assoctations of many

types not only do not any longer amount to the

“overwhelming majority” but actually decrease
steadily. Pareto’s, Mosca's, and Aron’s thesis of
& small ruling Minority requires correction.
Legitimate power may be distributed, if with
considerable gradations of spheres of authori ty,
over a large number of positions,

(2) Pareto and Mosca characterize dominat-
ing groups by a number of peculiar properties
which are alleged to be necessary for a group
to ditain and successfully defend its Position of
power. Pareto emiphasizes “energy” and “supe-
Hority” (5, p. 230), an “instinct of combina-
Hon,” concentration on the Proximate, and sim-
flar “properties” (e.g., pp. 242 £). Mosca goes
even further; for him “the ruling minorities usuy-
ally consist of individuals whe mre superior to
the mass of the ruled in material, intellectyal,
and even moral respects, or they are at least the
descendants of individuals who had such
virtues. To put it differently, the members of
the ruling minority generally have real or
apparent properties which are highly esteemed
and convey great influence in their societies.”
(9, p. 53). This kind of thesis fllustrates that pre-
soctological character of Mosca’s analyses, fe.,
the speculative recourse from sodal structures
and roles to individuals and their “properties,”
which hardly helps our Insight into social rela-
Hons. Without the full consistency of the Aris-
totelian argument, Mosca approximates the
notion that certain People are “by nature”
rulers or ruled, freemen or slaves. This notion,
however, in whatever variant it may appear,
has to be banned radically and finally from the
sociological theory of group conflict.

Whether dominating confljct groups are
characterized by atiributes and patterns of
behavior other than common manifest interests
is a question that can be answered only by
empirical observation and in rel tion to specific

sccial conditions. This is in fact the question
with which we Have dealt above in terms of
“class culture.” 1t ig certainly possible thap
there are societies in which dominating groups
are also distinguished by patterns of behavipr
crystallized hypothetically in “properties™; byt
it is at least equally possible that the coherence
of such groups is confined to the defense of
common interests within well-defined units of
social organization without significantly affect-
ing other spheres of the behavior of the mem-
bers of ruling groups. From the point of view

{3) Mosca consistently derives from two
untenable postulates—the minority character
of ruling groups and the existence of a com-
mon culture among them—the condusion that
dominating conflict groups are always better
organized than subjected groups. “The minority
Is organized simply because it i the minority”
(3, p. 53). Like its premises, this conclusion can
by no means be assumed; it is, rather an
empirical generalization, and one demonstra-
bly false. Within the association of industry, for
exampie, it would appear that there are greater
obstacles to the formation of an interest group
on behalf of the incumbents of positions of
domination (because of the far-going internal
differentiation of this quasi-group?) than is the
case for the subjected workers, At the very
least, we can say that we know of no point of
view that would permit the postulate that a
transition from quasi-groups to interest groups
is easier for dominating than for subjected
groups.”

®To dlarify this problem fully one would have to cop-
sider ail the conditions of organization, Thus it might be

/
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(4) Mosca, and to some extent Pareto,
means by the name “ruling class” only the in-
cumbents of positions of demination in the
political society. Pareto recognizes elites in all
spheres and associations of society, but “gov-
erning elites” are for him politically governing
elites. Mosca limits the field of his analyses by
the very concept of “political class.” It is only
Aron who intimates an extension of this ap-
proach by emphasizing “the distinction be-
tween the political power of classes, founded
on the position occupied in the state by their
representatives, and their economic power, de-
termined by their place in the process of pro-
duction” {6, p. 572). Yet Aron also presupposes
the unity of a class ruling in all spheres in
which authority is exercised. In so far as this
presupposition implies a restriction of conflict
analysis to the association of the political state,
it is unnecessary ard, indeed, disadvanta-
geous; in so far as it implies the assertion that
the “political class” is ¢o ipso the ruling group
in all other spheres of society, it is once again
an untenable empirical generalization. One of
the shortcomings of the theories of Mosca, of
Pareto, and, to some extent, of Aron is that al-
though these authors derive conflict groups
from relations of authority, they fail to relate
these to the crudial category of imperatively co-
ordinated associations.

Ruling groups are, in the first place, no more
than ruling groups within defined associations.
In theory, there can be as many competing,
conflicting, or coexisting dominating conflict
groups in a society as there are associations.
Whether and in what way certain associa-
tivns—such as industry and society—are con-
nected in given socleties is a subject for empiri-
cal analysis. Without doubt, such analysis is of
considerable significance for a theory of
conflict. Nevertheless, it is analytically neces-
sary and empirically fruitful to retain the possi-
bility of a competition or even conflict between

the ruling groups of different associations, n
this sense, the expression “ruling class” s, in
the singular, quite misleading,
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(5) Cf the three authors under discussion,
Mosca in particular has fallen victim to a Marx-
ian overestimation of class analysis. [f Pareto
claims that history is “a cemetery of aristocra-
des” (5, p. 229), he leaves it open whether
group conflicts or other forces caused the death
of ruling elites. But Mosc is quite explicit:
“One could explain the whole history of civi-
lized mankind in terms of the conflict between
the attempt of the rulers to monopolize and
bequeath political power and the attempt of
new forces to change the relations of power”
(9, p. 64 £). This is hardly more than a reformu-
lation of the Marxian thesis “the history of all
hitherto society is the history of class strug-
gles” (7, p. 6). Mosca's statement is therefore
subject fo the same objections. Ruling groups in
the sense of the theory here advanced do by no
means determine the entire “level of culture of
a people” (9, p. 54). As coercion theory empha-
sizes but one aspect of sodial siructure, thus the
distinction between ruling and subjected
groups is but one element of society. It would
be false to identify the upper stratum of a soci-
ety unequivocally with it ruling conflict
group. There is no need for these two to be
identical with respect to their personnel, nor do
these categories, even if the personnel of upper
stratum and ruling conflict groups are the
same, describe the same aspect of social behav-
ior. In any case, ruling classes or conflict
groups decide not so much the “level of civi-
lization” of a society as the dvnamics of the
associations in which they originated.

)

“MASSES” AND "SUPPRESSED CLASSES”

It is a significant if confusing trait of the theo-
ries of Pareto and Mosca that both of them are
concerned less with the explanation of sacial
change than with that of stability or, as Pareto
explicitly says at many puints, of “equilibri-
un.” By concentrating their attention prima rily
on the “elite” or "mling class,” they tend to
reduce all changes to changes in the compysi-
tion of the ruling clasgs, te, to anu type of social
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mobility."* Pareto’s “circulation of elites” and
Mosca’s emphasis on the “ability” of a people
“to produce in its womb new forces suited for
leadership” (9, p. 227) aim at the.same phe-
nomenon, ie., the regeneration of a leading
stratum which is assumed to be universally
procured by individual mebility. By virtue of
+this emphasis the theories of Pareto and Mosca
take a strange turn of which their authors are
probably not aware. Although both of them
originally refer to two classes (5, p- 226; 9, p.
52), their approach gradually and barely
noticeably reduces itself to a “one-class
model,” in which cnly the ruling group func-
tions as a class proper. Pareto characteristically
speaks, by way of introdudng the notion of
“circulation of elites,” of “two groups, the elite
and the rest of the population” (5, p- 226}, and
Mosca similarly distinguishes at one point “the
subjected masses” and “the political class” (9, P-
53)." Both notions, however—that of a “rest of
the population” and that of “masses”-—are
basicaily residual categories defined by priva-
tion and not considered as independently oper-
ative forces. It need hardly be mentioned that
thus procedure robs any theory of conflict of its
substance. At this point we see the crucial dif-
ference between elite theories and conflict theo-
ries in the sense of the present study.

The almost wunnoticed transition from
conflict theory to elite theory in the works of
Pareto and Mosca has one aspect of some
significance for our context. This becomes
apparent if we contrast this modification with
Marx's approach (which at times almost
appears to commit the opposite mistake and to
recognize only the proletariat as a class). The
thesis might be advanced that in post-classical
history of Europe the industrial workers of the

"uite consistentf}.,then, revolutions are, for Pareto
and Maosca, abnormal events which ketray the weakness of
an elite, namely its inability to rejuvenate by absorbing
new members.

"*Italics in both quotations mine,

nineteenth century constituted, indeed, the first
subjected group that managed to estabiish
itself as such, i.e., that left the stage of quasi-
group and organized itself as an interest group.
Thus, earlier “suppressed classes” could quite
properly be described as “masses” or “rest of
the population,” that is, as quasi-groups such
as the French peasants of Marx’s “I8th Bru-
maire,” who provided—as Mesca argues along
lines similar to Marx’s in his study of Louis
Bonaparte—merely a basis of legitimacy and
“support” of competing “groups within the
political class.” We need not settfe this question
here. But the fact that it can be raised provides
a further reason why [ have chasen to limit this
study—contrary to Paretc and Mosca as well
as Marx—to industrial sodeties. Perhaps it is
feasible to make the general assertion that, in
principle, ruling and suppressed classes have,
in industrial societies, equal chances of organi-
zation, because in these societies one gbstacle
to the organization of subjected groups charac-
teristic for most earlier societies is removed: the
impossibility of communication. Although I
suspect that the theory formulated in this
study might be extended in-such 2 way as to
apply to pre-industrial sociéties also, I shall
confine myself to applying it to societies in
which manifest conflicts of organized interest
groups are empirically possible.

Subjected conflict groups must therefore not
be visualized as essentially unorganized mass-
es without effective force. In analogy to the
characteristics of ruling groups we can state (1)
that they do not necessarily cumprise the ma-
jority of the members of an assodation, (#) that
their members are not necessarily connected by
“properties” or a “culture” beyond the interests
that bind them into groups, and (c) that their
existence is always related to particular assod-
ations, so that one sodety may display several
subjected conflict groups. Beyond these, one
distinguishing  feature of subjected groups
must be emphasized. The Marxian expression
“suppressed classes” might appear to mean




that any such group is characterized by the
attributes which Marx ascribed to, or found
present in, the proletariat of his ime. However,
this implication is by no means intended here.
“Pauperism,” “slavery,” absolute exclusion
from the wealth and liberty of soclety is a pos-
sible but unnecessary atiribute of the incum-
bents of roles of subjection. Here, again, the
connection is indeferminate, i.e., variable, and
its particular pattern can be established only by
empirical observation and for particular associ-
ations. It is not only conceivable that members
of the subjected group of ome association
belong to the dominating group of another
assodation, it is above all possible that “sup-
pressed classes” enjoy, despite their exclusion
from legitimate power, an (absolutely) high
measure of sodal rewards without this fact
impeding their organization as interest groups
or their participation in group conflicts. Even a
"bourgeoisified proletariat” can function as a
subjected conflict group, for conflict groups
and group conflicts are solely based on the one
criterion of participation in or exclusion from
the exercise of authority in imperatively coordi-
nated associations. Difficult as it may be for
minds schooled in Marx to separate the ca tegory
of "suppressed dass” from the ideas of poverty
and exploitation, a well-formulated theory of
group conflict requires the radical separation of
these spheres. -,

-

CLASSES OR CONFLICT GROUPS?

Up to this point [ have postpored and at times
avoided the question whether the concept of
class is a useful concept to employ and, if so,
what its precise meaning is in the context of the
theory of conflict group formation. The reader
will not have failed to notice that 1 have in fact
strenuously avoided the word “class” in the
present chapter wherever possible. Before turn-
ing now to an attempt to settle this rather dis-
turbing question, I want to emphasize one
point. In my opinion, the problem of the
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applicability of the concept of class is a purely
terminological problem. In positive terms, this
means that it is in part a matter of arbitrary
decision, and in part a matter of converience.
Logically, there is no reason why we should not
call quasi-groups and interest groups classes or
anything else. Pragmatically, of course, the
usage and history of words has to be consid-
ered; it is unwise to provoke misunderstand-
ings by choosing words which carry associa-
tions that are not intended. In negative terms,
the terminological nature of this problem
means that I ses no meaning in the statement
that class is a “historical coneent” in the sense
of being inseparably tied to'a definite historical
entity such as the industrial proletariat of the
nineteenth century. “Historical concepts” of
this kind are fictions of Hegelianism or, more
generally, conceptual realism. If T shall there-
fore try to bring together, in the following
pages, the arguments that can be advanced for
and against using the concept of class for
conflict groups other than these described by
Marx, the ensuing discussion is concemned
exclusively with problems of pragmatic conve-
nience, and the conclusion it reaches remains
reversible.

So far in our considerations there have
emerged four main reasons why the concept of
class should not be applied to the analysis of
conflicts in post-capitalist socieses. The first of
these is of a historical nature. We have seen
that the changes which have cccurred since
Marx’s time have in several ways affected the
classes with which he was concerned. Bour-
geoisie and proletariat are no longer uniformy
blocs of identically sftuated anc oriented peo-
ple if, indeed, they can be said to exist at all in
post-capitalist society. The progressive institu-
tionalization of the values of achievement and
equality has removed many bariers which for
Marx were associated with the cancept of class.
Without anticipating the resuls of empirical
analysis we can aiready concluce that conflict
groups in modern society are fikely to he rather
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loose aggregations combined for special pur-
Poses and within particular associations. In
view of factual developments of this kind, it
seems certainly questionable whether it is use-
ful to employ for the conflict groups of
advanced industrial society the concept used for
the Marxian classes of the nineteenth century.

This doubt is strengthened by a second
argument accruing from our theoretical consid-
erations in the present chapter. We have delib-
erately restricted our model of group formation
to elementary and highly formal features of the
phenomenon. Most of the empirical character-
istics of conflict groups are subject to a wide
range of variability the limits of which may be
fixed in terms of a constructed model but the
substance of which needs to be determined by
observation and experence. Conflict groups
may, but need not be, immobile entities; they
may, but need not be, characterized by a “class
culture”; they may, but need not, engage in vio-
lent conflicts. Moreover, we have endeavored
to detach the category of conflict groups and
the whole notion of social conflicts from eco-
nomic determinants both in the Marxian sense
of relations of production and ownership and
in the Weberian sense of sodoeconomic class
situations. Conceptually, the similarity between
Marx’s and even Weber’s concepts of class and
our concept of conflict group is but slight.
There is reasonable doubt as to whether Hiere
is a chance for the concept of class not to be
misunderstood if it is applied to conflict
groups in the sense of this study.

Thirdly, in addition to these general concep-
tual difficuities, the queston must be raised:
what precisely do we mean by class even if we
decide to apply this term to conflict groups?
Are we to follow Ginsberg and conceive of
classes as quasi-groups, ie., unorganized ag-
gregates of the occupants of positions endowed
with role interests? Or are we to follow Marx in
calling classes only “such groups as have
attained political organization and coherence,
and which are interest groups? Distinctions

such as those behveen "colIectivity" and
“class,” or “class,” and “party,” or "class in
itself” and “class for itself” are necessary, put
they do not exactly help to render the co‘ncept
of class unambiguous.

Finally, the history of the cancept in sociolog-
ical literature has to be considersd. One may de-
plore the fact that the terms “class” and “stra-
tum” have tended to become interchangeable
categories in sociological studies, but it remains
a fact. While the existence of a difference be.
tween the study of sodal conflict and the stud y
of social stratification is probably plausible to
anybody, the concepts of “class” and “sira tum,”
as they are often used today, fail to express this
difference. Under these conditions, it may not
be wise to try to restore to the concept of class a
meaning which for many it lostlong ago.

There are, on the other hand, three argu-
ments that might be held against these doubts
about the applicabtlity of the concept of class to
condlict groups in the sense of our model. First,
the alternative category of conflict group is so
general as to be aimost embarrassing, We have
explicitly distinguished from other conflics
those conflicts arising out of-the distribution of
authority in associations. Yet there is no con-
cetvable reason, other than an inconveniently
narrow definition, why the contestants in
conflicts between Protestants and Catholies,
Negroes and whites, town and country should
not be called conflict groups. Short of using a
more specific, but extremely clumsy, expression
(such as “conflict groups arising from authority
structures in associations”), the concept of class
seems to provide a convenient tool for empha-
sizing the lmitations of scope of the theory
advanced in this study.

This is, secondly, all the more plausible, since
the heuristic purpose originally associated with
the concept of class is also the heuristic pur-
pose of this study. When Marx adapted the
word “class” to the requirements of his theories,
he used this word as a term for structurally gen-
erated groups that engage in conflicts over
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existing arrangements of social structure. It is into any decision. Without trying to argue for
true that before Marx the term “class” was  this decision at any length, I will therefore state
used by a number of authors iy a rather less immediately that in my opinion the case in
Specific sense; but it is probably fair to say that  favor of refaining the concept of class is st
it was Marx's category which became germinal  sufficiently strong to warrant its application to
for later students in the field and which there-  even the most advanced industrial societies.
fore represents its original version. The essen-  This decision does involve, of course, a polemi-
tial importance of this heuristic purpose has  cal stand against all those who “falsify” the
been emphasized at many points in our consid-  term “class” by applying it to what should
erations. Since there is no other concept that  properly be called soda] Strata, It also involves
expresses this purpose with equal clarity, one  considerable extensions of the concept as it was
might consider it reasonable to retain the con-  used by Marx as well as by all Manxists and
cept of class despite all qualifications necessi-  Marxians. But it emphasizes that in class analy-
tated by the arguments against it, sis we are concerned (n) with svstematic social
Orne of these arsuments has referred to the  conflicts and their stnuctura] origin, and (3) with
history of the concept in sociological literature. byt one specific type of such conglicts.
Thirdly, however, there is one not entirely In terms of our model, the term “class”
insignificant branch of sodological thinking signifies conflict groups that are generated by
which has consistently used and uses) the term  the differential distribution of authority in
“class” in the form, if not the substance, as- imperatively coordinated associations., This
signed to it by Marx. This is trie not only for  definition implies no assumption as to the
many Marxist scholars whose work is, as we  looseness or rigidity of their coherence, the
have seen, often pitifully barren and fruitless,  presence or absence of & common culture or ide-
but also for eminent non-Marxist (although pos- ology (beyond specific interests) among their
sibly Marxian) soclologists such as Renner and members, and the in tensity or lack of intensity
Geiger, Aron and Gurvitch, Pareto and Mosca,  of their engagement in social conflicts.
Marshall and Ginsberg, Lipset and Bendix, and It will be noted that this definition is incon-
many others. We might go even further and as-  clusive with Tespect to the differentiation of
sert that the trend of conceptual development in “quasi-groups and interest groups. I would sug-
the work of these scholars anticipates in many  gest that it is usefy] to leave it so. The category
ways the theses advanced in the present study.  of class is a general term for groupings of the
Many of them have tried to refine theconceptof  kind described more spedficaily in our mode]
class by maintaining its heuristc purpose while  of conflict group formation. For all particular
altering its substance; quite often, this altering  purposes of analysis, it is necessary to abandon
of substance meant a shift from property to  this general category in favor of the more
power as a determinant, or other attempts at  specific concepts of quasi-group and interest -
generalization. In using the concept of class for group. The attempt to confine the concept of

g Marx’s bourgeoisie and proletariat as well as for class to either of these is bound, indeed, to pro-
modern and utterly differant conflict groups,  voke misunderstandings. Classes, like conflict
y one could refer not only to the origin of this con- groups, indicate an area and type of sociologi-
cept with Marx, but alsa t 5 great and unbro-  cal analysis rather than its substance. Buth
' ken tradition in sacinfngicaiannlysis. terms are more useful in cumpounds such as
3 Itis hard to weigh the “pros and cons” of the “class analysis,” “class structure,” or “class
r: preceding argument entirefy rationally; an ele-  confliet” than on their awn, This i but one fur-

ment of personal preferoney wipt probably entee  ther illustration of the essential insignificance
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of a terminological dispute about these mat-
ters. For purposes of the present study, and
without any dogmatic insistence on terms, |
Propose to dissolve the alternative “classes or

conflict groups” into the definition “classes as

conflict groups.”
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C. Wright Mills: The Structure of
Power in America
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Power has to do with whafever decisions men
make about the arrangements under which

they live, and about the events which make up
the history of their times. Events that arv
beyond human decision do happen; sodal
arrahgements do change withoyt benefit of
explicit decision. But in <o far as such dedisions
are made, the problem of who is involved in
making them is the basic problem of power. [n

last resort men must always be governed by
their own consent. For among the means of
power which now prevail is the power to man-

remove the fact that much Pawer today is syc-
cessfully employed withouyt the sanction of the
reason or the conscience of the obedient.

Surely nowadays we need not argue that, in
the last resort, coercion is the “final” form of
power. But then, we are by no means constantly
at the last resort, Authority (power that is
Justified by the beliefs of the voluntarily obedi-
ent) and manipulation (power that is wielded
unbeknown to the Powerless)—must also e
considered, along with coercion. In fact, the
three types must be sorteq out whenever we
think about power.

In the modern world, we must bear in mind,
power is often not sg authoritative as it seermed
to be in the medieva] epoch: ideas which Justify
tulers 1o longer seem sq necessary to their
exercise of power. At least for many of the
great dedisions of our tme—especially those of
an international sort—mass “persuasion” has
not been “necessary”; the fact i stmply accom-
Plished. Furthermore, such ideas as are avail-
able to the powerful are offen neither taken up
nor used by them. Such ideologies usually
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