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Chapter Summary
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Picture a couple lounging together on a public beach on a national holiday. They imagine themselves married someday, perhaps having children who they will send to public school.


Does the government have anything to say about the couple’s children? They may decide to use birth control until they are ready for children. If so, their choice of birth control methods will be limited to those the government allows.


What if they cannot have children? They might consider adopting—if state agencies judge them acceptable as parents.


As you imagined this couple, who did you picture? Were they the same race? Today, they would be legally able to marry no matter what their races. Not so long ago, the law would have forbidden the marriage if the marriage were interracial. Is this a man and a woman or is this a same-sex couple? If they are lesbian or gay, despite being in love and wanting to form a lifelong relationship, in most states they would be prevented by law from marrying.


This couple is probably giving no thought to how much their life is influenced by the state at that very moment.


Permission to walk on the public beach comes from the state; the day off to celebrate a holiday is sanctioned by the state; the drive to the beach took place in a car registered with the state and inspected by the state, driven by a motorist licensed by the state. The range of things regulated by the state is simply enormous, and yet many are never noticed.


If so much state attention seems oppressive, consider life without state regulations. People assume that when they go to work, they will get paid. Some employers would be sure to discover the profitability of withholding paychecks, were it not for laws requiring that employers meet their obligation to pay employees in exchange for work, and further requiring that wages be fair, that hiring be done without regard to race or gender, and that the workplace be safe. Without the state, a person who is robbed would have little recourse except personal revenge. In the form of law and the judicial system, the state defines good and evil, right and wrong.


Because not all conflicts in society are so well defined, the state also regulates disputes between people who are well-intentioned, yet bitterly opposed to each other’s wishes. The state steps in at all levels, from arbitrating disputes
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sive bridges, no satellites, no flood-control programs, no weather forecasting, no printed money. Imagining society without the state is like imagining the individual without socialization, as we did in Chapter 4. Remove the state from society and what is left? •••


between two parties (as in a lawsuit or divorce) all the way up to negotiating and defining class, race, and gender relations in society. Imagine the United States with no government, no laws to regulate people’s behavior, no organized police or security force to defend the nation, and no prisons.


Imagine the infrastructure with no paved roads, no expen-


Sociological analyses of the state focus on several different issues. One issue is how the state is related to inequality in society. State policies can have greatly different impacts on different groups, as we will see later in this chapter. Another issue explored by sociological theory is the connection between the state and other social institutions—the state and religion, the state and the family, and so on. Finally, a central topic is the state’s role in maintaining social order, a basic question in sociological theory, as we have seen repeatedly since Chapter 1. Some theorists see the state as regulating society through coercion and power; others emphasize the role that consensus plays in the maintenance of public order. The issue of how power is exercised within the state is a subject of intense and continuing sociological debate and research.


The Institutions of the State


A number of institutions make up the state, including the government, the legal system, the military, and the police. The government creates laws and procedures that regulate the actions and behaviors of society. The


military is the branch of government responsible for defending the nation against domestic and foreign conflicts.


The court system is designed to punish wrongdoers and adjudicate disputes. Court decisions also determine the guiding principles or laws of human interaction.


Law is a fundamental type of formal social control that outlines what is permissible and what is forbidden. The police are responsible for enforcing law at the local level and for maintaining public order.


The prison system is the institution responsible for punishing people who have broken the law. Recall from Chapter 8, however, that courts and the law regulate civil behavior as well as criminal behavior.


The State and Social Order


Throughout this book, we have seen that a variety of social processes contribute to order in society, including the learning of cultural norms (socialization), peer pressure, and the social control of deviance. Each plays a part in producing social order, but none so explicitly


Defining the State


In sociological usage, the state is the organized system of power and authority in society. The state is an abstract concept that refers to all those institutions that represent official power in society, including the government and its legal system (including the courts and the prison system), the police, and the military. The state regulates many societal relations, ranging from individual behavior to interpersonal conflicts to international affairs.


Theoretically, the state exists to regulate social order, although it does not always do so fairly or equitably.


The guarantee of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, as promised by the Declaration of Independence, when examined carefully, is not evenly distributed by the state. Less powerful groups in society may see the state more as an oppressive force than as a protector of individual rights. They may still turn, however, to the state to rectify injustice. For example, when African Americans sought to end segregation, they looked for legal reform enacted through the state.


The state has a central role in shaping class, race, and gender relations in society and in determining the rights and privileges of different groups (see the box Understanding Diversity: “American Indians and State Policy”). The involvement of the state may include the resolution of management and labor conflicts (such as in airline strikes), congressional legislation determining the benefits for different groups (such as the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990), or Supreme Court decisions interpreting the U.S. Constitution. The state also supports the basic institutional structure of society because, through its laws, the state determines what institutional forms will receive societal legitimacy. Laws regulating family relationships emanate from the state.


Thus, families without legitimate sanctions do not receive the same benefits and rights as other families. The state determines how people are selected to govern other people and dictates the system of governance they use.


The state configures economic institutions by regulating economic policy. The state also maintains security forces, such as the police and the military, to protect the citizenry from criminals as well as internal and external threats.


The state’s role in maintaining social order is also apparent in how it manages dissent. If those in power perceive protest movements as a challenge to state authority or threaten the disruption of society, the movement may be repressed through state action. Options available to the state range from surveillance through imprisonment all the way to military force. Witness the use of increased surveillance that has occurred in the aftermath of 9/11 via security screenings at airports, increased powers to intercept e-mail and voice mail via the Patriot Act of 2001, even more cameras at traffic intersections. Federal troops may be called upon by the state to quell riots and urban uprisings. As the system and unambiguously as the official system of power and authority in society. In making laws, the state clearly decrees if actions are legitimate or illegitimate.


Punishments for illegitimate actions are spelled out, and systems for administering punishment are maintained.


The state also influences public opinion through its power to regulate the media and, in some cases, by circulating propaganda, information disseminated by a group or organization (such as the state) intended to justify its own power. Censorship is another means by which the state can direct public opinion.


The movement to censor sexually explicit materials on the Internet is an example of state-based censorship.
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dians were forced into boarding schools designed to indoctrinate Indian children and teach them that their culture was inferior to that of Euro-Americans. They were forbidden to wear native clothes, speak their own language, or practice their traditional religions. The 1887 General Allotment Act mandated that tribal lands would be allotted to individual American Indians, with surplus lands sold on the open market. This caused the loss of about 90 million acres of Indian land (approximately two-thirds of all Indian land held in 1887).


The third period, the Indian New Deal, was implemented in the 1930s along with other New Deal policies of the Roosevelt administration. Providing some relief from the Great Depression, the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934 allowed for tribal self-government. However, these laws have been an ongoing source of conflict because critics say it also forced an alien form of government on tribal groups.


Following World War II, in the termination and relocation period, the U.S.


government tried unsuccessfully to abolish all reservations. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (which had been established in 1824) encouraged American Indians to move to cities, but many returned to reservations when outside the reservation, they found only seasonal employment.


In the 1960s, American Indian leaders made self-determination their major priority. The U.S. government responded by passing the American Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (1975), allowing American Indians to oversee the affairs of their own communities without federal intervention. This has resulted in some reservations having their own police forces and being able to levy taxes and, in the case of the Onondaga tribe in New York, to issue passports that are internationally recognized.


Smaller reservations and those with limited resources are still, however, dependent on Bureau of Indian Affairs’ services.


Today, only Indian groups officially recognized by the U.S. government can be considered Indians. Without recognition, there is no access to the limited aid provided by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The process of formal recognition is a difficult one because petitioners must do years of research to document their heritage and negotiate their way through a maze of federal regulations.


The absence of written records among most American Indian groups complicates this search for verification.


In 1993, of the 143 groups seeking recognition, only 23 cases were resolved, with only 8 officially granted Indian status (Brown 1993).


Source: Adapted from Snipp, C. Matthew. 1996. “The First Americans: American Indians.” Pp. 390–401 in Origins and Destinies: Immigration, Race, and Ethnicity in America,


edited by Sylvia Pedraza and Rubén G. Rumbaut. Belmont, CA:Wadsworth. •••


Although most people think of the state as neutral in its administration of policy, the experience of American Indians shows just how deeply the state influences group experience. C. Matthew Snipp, an American Indian sociologist who studies American Indians, has identified five historical periods characterizing the role of the U.S. government vis-à-vis American Indians: removal, assimilation, the Indian New Deal, termination/ relocation, and self-determination.


During each period, state policy had profound effects on the organization of Indian life—and, now, whether certain groups can even be considered “Indian.” In the first period, the U.S. government used its military forces and various pieces of legislation to forcibly remove dozens of Indian tribes from the eastern half of the United States to socalled Indian Territory. As White citizens moved westward, a very bloody period in American history occurred, resulting in both genocide and one of the largest forced migrations in history. Spanning more than half a century that began in the mid-1800s, removal forced thousands of Cherokees, Creeks, Choctaws, Seminoles, and other Indian groups from their homes to face mass death and drastic relocation.


Near the end of the nineteenth century, after tribes were moved to the Indian Territory, the government adopted the goal of isolating American Indians on reservations and trying to force them out of their cultural ways. American In-


UNDERSTANDING DIVERSITY


American Indians and State Policy


of institutionalized power and authority in society, the state has the dual role of protecting its citizens and ensuring the preservation of society. Different states work in different ways—some explicitly protecting the status quo, others more revolutionary or more totalitarian in operation. Even in a democratic state, such as the United States, the state typically protects the interests of those with the most power, leaving the least powerful groups in society vulnerable to oppressive state action.


Global Interdependence and the State


On an international level, increasingly strong ties exist between the state and the global economy. The interdependence of national economies means that political systems are also elaborately entangled—a phenomenon that can be observed daily in the newspaper. Political tensions in what may once have been a remote part of the world have reverberations around the globe. Furthermore, the phenomenal rise of information technology means that political developments in one part of the world can be watched and heard just about everywhere.


What will be the effect of globalization on the state institutions of diverse nations?


Some argue that increased economic interdependence will mean that nations will move to adopt similar institutions, including similar forms of government, law, and state rule. The European Union (EU) is an example of interdependence—an alliance of separate nations established to promote a common economic market and develop a political union within western Europe.


The European Community now includes France, Belgium, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Germany, the United Kingdom, Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Portugal, Spain, Austria, Finland, and Sweden. These nations have adopted shared laws and shared currency (the euro) that simplify trade and the movement of people across national boundaries. The United States has also entered similar agreements, such as NAFTA (North American Free Trade Agreement), which eliminates many restrictions on trade between the United States, Mexico, and Canada.


Does the permeability of national borders produced through such agreements result in a more democratic or less democratic world? Critics differ. Some say that the greater interdependence exposes authoritarian regimes and creates pressures for an international system of law where democratic rights are respected and human rights protected. Others argue that the strong alliance produced between economic interests, corporate power, and the state shifts global political power, favoring the most dominant nations and impoverishing and marginalizing others, while also destroying their local traditions.


Such analysts worry that the increasing similarity produced by global interdependence will produce a monoculture


where everything will look alike—same hotels, same clothes, same music, same stores (Mander and Goldsmith 1996).


Either way, the process of globalization is clearly having profound effects on the character of states and their relationships to each other. A good example is the World Trade Organization (WTO)—created in 1994 to monitor and resolve trade disputes. Member nations may challenge decisions made by local and national governments, with the WTO Council in Geneva resolving disagreements. The creation of this organization has produced a system that transcends individual nationstates by formalizing and strengthening the rules that govern many aspects of world trade. This represents the trend, in an increasingly international economy, toward the creation of a single state—at least in the sense of a singular governing body that has the potential to have authority over many aspects of people’s lives around the world. This system of global governance is not without
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tions of freedom of movement without compromising civil liberties? Should civil liberties be compromised even if it means more risk? Would you give up your rights to privacy and freedom of movement if it meant less risk? What sociological factors must be considered in this debate? For example, should citizens who have the characteristics associated with terrorists be subjected to greater surveillance?


Taking Action


Go to the Taking Action Exercise on the Companion Website—at http://sociology .wadsworth.com/andersen_taylor4e/— to learn more about an organization that addresses this topic. •••


In the aftermath of terrorist attacks on the United States, heightened concerns about national security have resulted in increased surveillance of people’s actions. A debate has ensued regarding the balance of national security with the protection of civil liberties— the hallmark of a democratic and free society. What factors weigh in on each side of this issue? Can there be restric-


TAKING ON SOCIAL ISSUES


Civil Liberties and National Security


problems, however. Critics say it results in the pervasive dominance of capitalist interests.


Power and Authority


The concepts of power and authority are central to sociological analyses of the state. Power is the ability of one person or group to exercise influence and control over others. The exercise of power can be seen in relationships ranging from the interaction of two people (husband and wife, police officer and suspect) to one nation threatening or dominating other nations. Sociologists are most interested in how power is structured within societies—who has it, how it is used, and how it is built into institutionalized structures, such as the state. Power can be structured into social institutions, for example, when men as a group have power over women as a group. In the United States, a society that is heavily stratified by race, class, and gender, power is structured into basic social institutions in ways that reflect these inequalities. Sociologists also understand that power institutionalized at the societal level influences the social dynamics within individual and group relationships.


The exercise of power may take the form of persuasion or coercion. For example, a group may be encouraged to act a certain way based on a persuasive argument.


A strong political leader may persuade the nation to support a military invasion or a social policy. Alternatively, power may be exerted by sheer force. Between persuasion and coercion are many gradations. Generally speaking, groups with the greatest material resources will likely have the advantage in transactions involving power, but this is not always the case. A group may by sheer size be able to exercise power, or groups may use other means to exert power, such as armed uprisings or organized social protests.


Power can be legitimate—that is, accepted by the members of society as right and just—or it can be illegitimate.


Authority is power that is perceived by others as legitimate, emerging from the exercise of power and the belief of constituents that the power is legitimate.


People who accept the status quo as a legitimate system of authority perceive the guardians of law to be exercising legitimate power. In the United States, the source of the president’s domestic power is his status as commander in chief of the armed forces as well as the belief by most people that his power is legitimate. The law is also a source of authority in the United States.


Coercive power is achieved through force, often against the will of the people being forced. Those people may be a few dissidents or most of the citizenry of an entire nation. A dictatorship often relies on its ability to exercise coercive power through its control of the military or the state police. The ability to maintain power through force may be enough to keep someone in power even if he or she lacks legitimate authority, whereas someone lacking in legitimate authority and coercive power is unlikely to remain in power long.


Types of Authority


Max Weber (1864–1920), the German classical sociologist, postulated that there are three types of authority in society: traditional, charismatic, and rationallegal (Weber 1978/1921). Traditional authority stems from long-established patterns that give certain people or groups legitimate power in society. A monarchy is an example of a traditional system of authority. Within a monarchy, kings and queens rule, not necessarily because of their appeal or because they have won elections, but because of long-standing traditions within the society.


Charismatic authority is derived from the personal appeal of a leader. Charismatic leaders are often believed to have special gifts, even magical powers, and their presumed personal attributes inspire devotion and obedience. Charismatic leaders often emerge from religious movements (see Chapter 17), but they come from other realms also. John F. Kennedy was for many a charismatic president, admired for the vigorous image he projected and his political skill. Charismatic leaders may mobilize large numbers of people in the name of lofty principles, as in the case of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. In the case of cults, charismatic leaders may inspire such loyalty among their followers that the group solidifies around what others would consider preposterous beliefs. Because the foundation of charismatic power rests on the qualities of a single individual, when that person leaves or dies, the movement he or she inspired may quickly dissipate.


Rational-legal authority stems from rules and regulations, typically written down as laws, procedures, or codes of conduct, and is the most common form of authority in the contemporary United States. People obey not because national leaders are charismatic or because


THINKING SOCIOLOGICALLY


Observe the national evening news for one week, noting the people featured who have some kind of authority.


Listing each of them and noting their area of influence, what form of authority would you say each represents:


traditional, charismatic, or rational-legal? How is the kind of authority a person has related to his or her position in society (that is, race, class, gender, occupation, education, and so on)?
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social traditions are followed, but because an unquestioned system of authority is established by legal rules and regulations.


Under rational-legal authority, rules are formalized. Authority is based not on the personal appeal of charismatic or traditional leaders but on the written rules. Rulers gain legitimate authority through having been elected or appointed in accordance with society’s rules. In systems based on rationallegal authority, the rules are upheld by means of state agents such as the police, judges, social workers, and other state functionaries to whom power is delegated.


Weber wrote that modern societies would be increasingly based on rational-legal authority, as opposed to the traditional institutions of monarchies and local and regional custom. We can see evidence of Weber’s farsightedness in the proliferation of regulations governing daily life and in the fading authority of folklore as a source of authority. Consider the explosive growth in the population of lawyers, who tend to the legalities governing all important transactions in our society and who act as advocates for official resolution of disputes. At one time, their role was filled by appeals to local custom or the adjudication of a wise person whose judgment both parties either trusted or were obliged to accept based on the high regard of others. As societies modernize, they become more rationalized in their systems of authority. Weber acknowledged the societal gain of rational authority over superstition or oppressive custom, but he also warned of the cost in terms of diminished social intimacy and group feeling.


The Growth of Bureaucratic Government


According to Weber, rational-legal authority leads inevitably to the formation of bureaucracies. As we saw in Chapter 6, a bureaucracy is a type of formal organization characterized by an authority hierarchy, a clear division of labor, explicit rules, and impersonality. Bureaucratic power is established by the accepted legitimacy of the rules, not personal ties to individual people.


The rules may change, but they do so via formal—that is, bureaucratic—procedures. People who work within bureaucracies are selected, trained, and promoted based on how well they apply the rules. People who make the rules are unlikely to be the same people who administer them.


Bureaucracies are hierarchical, and the bureaucratic leadership may be remote. Power in bureaucracies is dispersed downward through the system to people who carry out the bureaucratic functions. It is an odd feature of bureaucracy that those with the least power to influence how the rules are formulated—people at the bottom of the bureaucratic hierarchy—are very often the most adamant about strict adherence to the rules.


In principle, bureaucracies are highly efficient modes of organization, although the reality is often very different. There is a tendency within bureaucracies to proliferate rules, often to the point that the organization becomes ensnared in its own bureaucratic requirements.


Thus, as an example, procurement of desktop computers by the government has become so overburdened by bureaucratic requirements for review, comparison, bidding, and approval that by the time the federal government approves a purchase, the chosen models are sometimes already obsolete.


An early critic of bureaucracies, the German sociologist Robert Michels argued that there is an iron law of oligarchy in bureaucracies (Michels 1962/1911). He noted that the formal organization of bureaucracies tends to evolve into a system where a small elite become increasingly powerful. Those at the top of bureaucratic organizations tend to become enchanted with their elite status and then make decisions that mostly protect and reinforce their own power. This leads to rule by a few in such formal bureaucracies.
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Bureaucracies, such as this Department of Motor Vehicles, are organized according to hierarchical and rule-driven forms of social organization.


Within bureaucracies, administrators also tend to become so focused on rules and regulations that the actual work of the system bogs down. As bureaucratic systems become ever larger, people feel themselves becoming smaller—they feel powerless in the face of a powerful system. Now, voice mail used to answer calls can be seen as the epitome of bureaucratic organization: predetermined and fixed paths for conducting a transaction; timed and supposedly efficient use of the organization’s time; no human discretion—indeed, no human interaction. The next time you get stuck in an endless voice mail loop, you might think about how sociological concepts of bureaucracy at least explain your frustrating predicament.


Within bureaucracies, personal temperament and individual discretion are not supposed to influence the application of rules. Of course, we know that the face of the bureaucracy is not always perfectly stony. As we saw in Chapter 6, bureaucracy has another face. Bureaucratic workers frequently exercise discretion in applying rules and procedures. Some who encounter bureaucracies know how to “work the system,” perhaps by personalizing the interaction and making a willing accomplice of the bureaucrat in dodging bureaucratic stipulations, or perhaps by using knowledge of some rules to evade other rules. People without privileged relationships or privileged information are continually disadvantaged by their inability to negotiate within the system. Despite the supposed impersonal administration in bureaucracies, people may receive widely different treatment from bureaucrats, who may favor some persons while acting prejudiced against others based on their race, gender, age, or other characteristics.


Our picture of the state so far—bureaucratic, powerful, omnipresent—presents an important question to be addressed by the sociological imagination: Does the state act in the interests of its different constituencies, or does it merely reflect the needs of a select group who sit at the top of the pyramid of state power? This question has spawned much sociological study and debate, and it has resulted in several different theoretical models of state power.


Theories of Power


How is power exercised in society? Four different theoretical models have been developed by sociologists to answer this question: the pluralist model, the power elite model,


the autonomous state model, and feminist theories of the state. Each model begins with a different set of assumptions and arrives at different conclusions.


The Pluralist Model


The pluralist model interprets power in society as coming from the representation of diverse interests of various groups in society. This model assumes that in democratic societies, the system of government works to balance the various interest groups in society. An interest group can be any constituency in society organized to promote its own agenda, including large, nationally based groups such as the American Association of Retired People (AARP) or the National Rifle Association (NRA); groups organized around professional and business interests, such as the American Medical Association (AMA) and the Tobacco Institute; or groups that concentrate on a single political or social goal, such as Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD). According to the pluralist model, interest groups achieve power and influence through their organized mobilization of concerned people and groups.


The pluralist model has its origins in functionalist theory. This model sees the state as benign and representative of the whole society. No particular group is seen as politically dominant. Instead, the pluralist model


THINKING SOCIOLOGICALLY


Using a major daily newspaper, for a period of two weeks, follow a political story on a subject of interest to you. As you follow this story, make a list of the different interest groups with a stake in this issue. Which groups exercise the most power in determining the outcomes of this issue and why? What does your example tell you about how the political process operates?
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The pluralist model of the state sees interest groups as attempting to wield power to influence political decision-making.


sees power as broadly diffused across the public. Groups that want to effect a change or express their point of view need only mobilize to do so (Block 1987). The pluralist model also suggests that members of diverse ethnic, racial, and social groups can participate equally in a representative and democratic government. This theoretical model assumes that power does not depend upon social status or wealth. Different interest groups compete for government attention and action, with equality of political opportunity for any group that organizes to pursue its interests (Harrison 1980).


According to pluralism, special-interest groups are the link between the people and the government. Interest groups form when a group of people who share a belief in an issue organize themselves to get the attention of the government. They compete with other interest groups in shaping public policy, each group using any influence it can garner to encourage policies favorable to its interests.


One resource of special-interest groups is sheer numbers. A special-interest group with a large membership can influence a politician by threatening to support another candidate. Another tool interest groups use is money. A small interest group with a great deal of money can wield a disproportionate amount of influence.


The principle mechanisms for converting money into political influence are campaign contributions, lobbying, and propaganda. The pluralist model sees special-interest groups as an integral part of the political system, even though they are not an official part of government. In the pluralist view, interest groups make government more responsive to the needs and interests of different people, an especially important function in a highly diverse society (Berberoglu 1990).


The pluralist model helps explain the importance of political action committees (PACs), groups of people who organize to support candidates they feel will represent their views. In 1974, Congress passed legislation enabling employees of companies, members of unions, professional groups, and trade associations to support political candidates with money they raise collectively.


The number of political action committees has now grown to almost 4000. PACs have enormous influence on the political process. One measure of their growing influence is the tremendous increase in financial contributions that PACs have made to political campaigns over the last two decades—in excess of $300 million in 2004 (Federal Election Commission 2004; see Figure 19.1). Campaign finance reforms now limit the amount of money PACs can give to specific candidates, but special-interest groups, including large corporations, unions, and other organized groups, have circumvented these restrictions through the use of so-called soft money. Soft money cannot be given directly to candidates but can be used by political parties for a whole host of “party-building” expenses (advertisements advocating support for particular issues, office overhead, voter registration drives, and other behind-the-scenes activities), thus freeing other funds for direct contributions. Through soft money, interest groups take advantage of loopholes in campaign finance laws and thus continue to wield enormous influence (see Table 19.1).


How realistic is the pluralist model in explaining how political power works? Interest groups certainly are influential in the political process, although there is not as much equality between them as the pluralist model tends to assume. Special-interest groups representing powerful organizations and constituencies are able to mobilize resources that smaller groups cannot.


Still, in a diverse society, the formation of interest groups is critical to the political process if any degree of equity is to be achieved.


The Power Elite Model


The power elite model originated in the work of Karl Marx (1818–1883) and conflict theory. According to Marx, the dominant or “ruling” class controls all the major institutions in society. The state itself is simply an instrument by which the ruling class exercises its power. The Marxist view of the state emphasizes the power of the upper class over the lower classes—the small group of elites over the rest of the population.


The state, according to Marx, is not a representative, rational institution but an expression of the will of the ruling class (Marx 1972/1845).


Marx’s theory was elaborated much later by


C. Wright Mills (1956), who analyzed the power elite.


Mills attacked the pluralist model, arguing that the
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Figure 19.1 Political Fundraising Trends


Source: The Center for Responsive Politics. 2000. “Historical Fundraising Trends.” Reprinted with permission. www.opensecrets.org


true power structure consists of people well positioned in three areas: the economy, the government, and the military. Sharing common beliefs and goals, the power elite shape political agendas and outcomes in the society along the narrow lines of their own collective interests.


This small and influential group at the top of the pyramid of power holds the key positions in the major state institutions, giving it a great deal of power and control over the rest of society.


The power elite model posits a strong link between government and business, a view that is supported by the strong hand government takes in directing the economy and by the role of military spending as a principal component of U.S. economic affairs. Since World War II, huge conglomerates have emerged whose holdings are spread over many different industries, whose employees number in the hundreds of thousands, and whose political interests support armies of lobbyists. Corporations have an intense interest in public policy given that government regulates how business is conducted.


The power elite model also emphasizes how power overlaps between influential groups. Interlocking directorates


are organizational linkages created when people in elite circles sit on the boards of directors of a number of different corporations, major companies, universities, and foundations at the same time. People drawn from the same group receive most of the major government appointments. Thus, the same relatively small group of people tends to the interests of all these organizations and the interests of the government. These interests naturally overlap and reinforce one another.


The power elite model sees the state as part of a structure of domination in society, one in which the state is simply a piece of the whole. Members of the upper class do not need to occupy high office themselves to exert their will, as long as they are in a position to influence those who are in power (Domhoff 1998). The majority in the power elite are White men, which according to the power elite model means that the interests and outlooks of White men dominate the national agenda.


Is the power elite model the best description of power in the United States? In some ways the model is hard to argue against because the influence of powerful groups is so obvious. Two strong criticisms have been


DEBUNKING SOCIETY’S MYTHS


Myth: Increasing the diversity of people in positions of power brings new values to political institutions.


Sociological Perspective: Women and minorities who make it into positions of political power tend to come from backgrounds similar to White male elites and feel pressure to gain legitimacy by sharing values similar to those already in power (Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1998).
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Table 19.1


Top PAC Donors (Soft Money to National Parties), 2003–2004


Percent to Percent to Organization Total Republicans Democrats


National Association of Realtors $3,763,083 52% 48% Laborers Union $2,580,750 14% 86% National Auto Dealers Association $2,461,300 73% 27% National Beer Wholesalers Association $2,160,000 77% 23% Association of Trial Lawyers of America $2,043,999 7% 93% United Parcel Service $1,988,959 73% 23% Int’l Brotherhood of Electrical Workers $1,959,480 5% 95% American Medical Association $1,881,891 80% 20% United Auto Workers $1,858,200 1% 98% National Association of Home Builders $1,837,700 65% 35% Credit Union National Association $1,824,023 58% 42% Carpenters and Joiners Union $1,800,560 26% 74% Machinists/Aerospace Workers Union $1,794,500 1% 99% SBC Communications $1,655,366 68% 32% American Federation of Teachers $1,615,800 3% 97% Wal-Mart $1,606,000 78% 22%


Source: Center for Responsive Politics. 2005. “Top 20 PAC Contributors to Federal Candidates, 2003–2004.”Web site: www.opensecrets.org


leveled against the power elite model. One critique is that the model assumes too readily that there is a unity of interests among elites. In fact, according to critics, the most powerful people in society hold widely divergent views on many political issues—for example, there is no single power elite position on abortion or environmental protection. A second criticism is that the power elite model fails to acknowledge how well public interest groups have been able to make themselves heard. One of the largest PACs (measured by expenditures) is Emily’s List, which is devoted to supporting candidates strong on women’s issues (Federal Election Commission 2004). According to critics, the power elite model does not explain how a group such as Emily’s List can rally behind candidates who earlier would have been excluded from the power elite. Of course, at the same time, the power elite model recognizes that even groups such as Emily’s List operate within elite circles (see the box Doing Sociological Research: “Diversity in the Power Elite”).


The Autonomous State Model


A third view of power developed by sociologists, the


autonomous state model, interprets the state as its own major constituent. From this perspective, the state de-
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small degree. The power elite is still overwhelmingly White, wealthy, Christian, and male. Women and other minorities who make it into the power elite also tend to come from already privileged backgrounds, measured by their social class and education. Among African Americans and Latinos, skin color continues to make a difference, with darker-skinned Blacks and Hispanics less likely to achieve prominence, compared with lighter-skinned people. Furthermore, Zweigenhaft and Domhoff find that the perspectives and values of women and minorities who rise to the top do not differ substantially from their White male counterparts. Some of this is explained by the common class origins of those in the power elite. The researchers also attribute the managing of one’s identity to avoid challenging the system as a sorting factor that perpetuates the dominant worldview and practices of the most powerful.


The authors of this study conclude that “the irony of diversity” is that greater diversity may have strengthened the position of the power elite because its members appear to be more legitimate through their inclusion of those previously left out. But by including only those who share the perspectives and values of those already in power, little is actually changed. Clarence Thomas, Sandra Day O’Connor, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, and Colin Powell may make it seem that women and African Americans have it made, but as long as they support the positions of White male elites, the power elite goes undisturbed.


Questions to Consider


1. Think of a time when you were a


minority in a group because of some social characteristic (such as age, race, gender, religion, and so forth).


Were your views alike or different from the other group members? If they were different, what would it have taken to make your views prevail?


What does this reveal to you about Zweigenhaft and Domhoff’s research on diversity in the power elite? Keywords: tokenism, diversity and power


2. Who are some of the prominent members of the power elite who are women and/or people of color? What evidence do you see of their values?


Are they similar to or different from the values of others in the power elite?


Keywords: class privilege, corporate elite, power elite


We have included InfoTrac College Edition keywords at the end of each question to make it easier for you to find more to read on these topics. Go to


www.infotrac-college.com, an online library, to begin your search.


Source: Zweigenhaft, Richard L., and G. William Domhoff.


1998. Diversity in the Power Elite: Have Women and Minorities Reached the Top? New Haven, CN: Yale University Press. •••


As society has become more diverse, has it made a difference in the makeup of the power elite? Various groups—women, racial–ethnic groups, lesbians, and gays—have vied for more representation in the halls of power, but have their efforts succeeded? If they make it to power, does this change the corporations, military, or government— the major institutions composing the power elite?


Sociologists Richard L. Zweigenhaft and G. William Domhoff examined these questions by analyzing the composition of boards of directors and chief executive officers (CEOs) of the largest banks and corporations in the United States, as well as analyzing Congress, presidential cabinets, and the generals and admirals who form the military elite.


In addition, they examined the political party preferences and the political positions of people found among the power elite. Do women and minorities bring new values into power, thereby changing society as they move into powerful positions, or do their values match those of the traditional power elite or become absorbed by a system more powerful than they are? Zweigenhaft and Domhoff’s study also looks at whether those who do make it into the power elite are within the innermost circles or whether they are marginalized.


They find that women, Jews, gays, lesbians, Black Americans, and Hispanics have become more numerous within the power elite, but only to a


DOING SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH


Diversity in the Power Elite


velops interests of its own, which it seeks to promote independent of outside interests and the public that it allegedly serves. The state is not simply reflective of the needs of dominant groups, as Marx and power elite theorists would contend. Autonomous state theory sees the state as a network of administrative and policing organizations, each with its own interests (Domhoff 1990), such as maintenance of its complex bureaucracies and protection of its special privileges (Evans et al.


1985; Skocpol 1992; Rueschmeyer and Skocpol 1996).


Autonomous state theory actually builds from the sociological discussion of bureaucracy originally proposed by Max Weber.


The interests of the state may intersect at times with the interests of the dominant class or the members of society as a whole, but the major concern of the state is maintaining the status quo and upholding its own interests in its competition with other states. State policies are created by independent state managers who represent their own interests.


Autonomous state theorists note that states tend to grow over time, possibly including expansion beyond their original boundaries. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), for example, is a case of the United States expanding its state interests by regulating business not only in the United States, but also in Mexico and Canada.


The huge government apparatus now in place in the United States is a good illustration of autonomous state theory. The government provides a huge array of social support programs, including Social Security, unemployment benefits, agricultural subsidies, public assistance, and other economic interventions intended to protect citizens from the vagaries of a capitalist market system (Collins 1988). The purpose of these programs is to serve people in need. Autonomous state theory argues that the government has grown into a massive, elaborate bureaucracy run by bureaucrats more absorbed in their own interests than in meeting the needs of the people. As a consequence, government can become paralyzed in conflicts between revenue-seeking state bureaucrats and those who must fund them. This can lead to revolt against the state, as in the tax revolts appearing sporadically throughout the country (Lo 1990; Collins 1988).


When people ask why the government, for all its hugeness, seems to be incompetent to deal with the needs of its citizens, the autonomous state model explains that the government is too busy tending to its own problems. Critics of this theory say, however, that by focusing on the state alone, the autonomous state model overlooks the degree to which the state supports the interests of big business. Like the pluralist and power elite models, the autonomous state model contributes to our understanding of the state, but it is not a total explanation of state power.


Feminist Theories of the State


Feminist theory diverges from the preceding theoretical models by seeing men as having the most important power in society. Pluralist theorists see power as widely dispersed through the class system. Power elite theorists see political power directly linked to upper-class interests. Autonomous state theorists see the state as relatively independent of class interests. Feminist theory begins with the premise that an understanding of power cannot be sound without a strong analysis of gender (Haney 1996).


Some feminist theorists argue that all state institutions reflect men’s interests. They see the state as fundamentally patriarchal, its organization embodying the principle that men are more powerful than women.


Feminist theories of the state conclude that, despite the presence of a few powerful women, the state is devoted primarily to men’s interests and, moreover, the actions of the state will tend to support gender inequality (Blankenship 1993). One historical example would be laws denying women the right to own property once they married. Such laws protected men’s interests at the expense of women.


The argument that “the state is male” (MacKinnon 1983: 644) is easily observed in powerful political circles.


Despite the recent inclusion of more women in powerful circles and the presence of some notable women as major national figures, the most powerful members are men. The U.S. Senate is 86 percent men.


Groups that exercise state power, such as the police and military, are predominantly men. Moreover, these institutions are structured by values and systems that can be described as culturally masculine—that is, based on hierarchical relationships, aggression, and force.


Comparing Theories of Power


These four models each see power in a different way (see Table 19.2). Pluralist theory sees interest groups compete in a struggle for power. Power elite theory sees power as stemming from the top down (the power elite model). Autonomous state theory sees the power of the state as feeding on itself. And feminist theory sees men as holding power in all social institutions. Each perspective makes its own contribution and complements the others to give a more complete picture of how power works.


In its own way, each theory addresses the same question: Does power move from the top down or from the bottom up? The pluralist theory sees power rising from the bottom up in the form of interest groups that or-
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ganize to express their needs or use their vote to influence state policy. Power elite theory and feminist theory see power operating from the top down, with the most powerful groups in society (either the power elite or elite men) using the state to enforce their will. The model of the autonomous state falls somewhere in between, with the state seen to operate in its own interest, sometimes supporting the interests of the people or the elites, sometimes not.


Government: Power and Politics in a Diverse Society


The terms government and state are often used interchangeably.


More precisely, the government is one of several institutions that make up the state. The government


includes state institutions that represent the population, making rules that govern the society. The government in the United States is a democracy, meaning that it is based on the principle of representing all people through the right to vote. The actual makeup of the government, however, is far from representative of society.


Not all people participate equally in the workings of government, either as elected officials or voters, nor do their interests receive equal attention. Women, the poor and working class, and racial–ethnic minorities are less likely to be represented by government than are White middle- and upper-class men. Sociological research on political power has demonstrated large, persistent differences in the political participation and representation of different groups in society.


Democracies, despite their flaws, are the most representative form of government and depend on the full participation of all citizens to meet their promise. Contrast this with other forms of government: monarchies and dictatorships. A monarchy is a form of government characterized by having a head of state who rules for life and where authority tends to be inherited. Monarchies usually involve royalty, as in the case of Britain, where


DEBUNKING SOCIETY’S MYTHS


Myth: In democratic societies, all people are equally represented through the vote.


Sociological perspective: Although democracies are based on principles of equal representation, in practice, race, class, and gender influence the power that diverse groups have in the political system.
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Table 19.2


Theories of Power in Society


Pluralism Power Elite Autonomous State Feminist Theory


Interprets . . .


The State As representing As representing the As taking on a life As masculine in its diverse and multiple interests of a small, of its own, perpetu- organization and valgroups in society but economically ating its own form ues (that is, based on dominant, class and interests rational principles and a patriarchal structure)


Political Power As derived from the As held by the As residing in As emerging from activities of interest ruling class the organizational the dominance of groups and as broadly structure of state men over women diffused throughout institutions the public


Social Conflict As the competition As stemming from As developing be- As resulting from the between diverse the domination of tween states, as power men have over groups that mobilize elites over less each vies to uphold women to promote their powerful groups its own interests interests


Social Order As the result of the As coming from the As the result of ad- As resulting from the equilibrium created by interlocking direc- ministrative systems patriarchal control that multiple groups bal- tories created by that work to maintain men have over social ancing their interests the linkages among the status quo institutions those few people who control institutions


the royal family inherits the rule of the land. In actuality, Britain is both a monarchy and a democracy since the traditional authority of the royal family is being replaced and supplemented with rational-legal authority in the form of Parliament and a prime minister.


Also common in today’s world are dictatorships


where power resides in the rule of one person who acquired power through force and maintains it usually through having control of the military. In most known cases of dictatorships, the ruler is also a man—showing a relationship between patriarchy and dictatorships.


Saddam Hussein was a dictator in Iraq—ruling through the force of terror and the loyalty of his Baath party.


Diverse Patterns of Political Participation


One would hope that in a democratic society all people would be equally eager to exercise their right to vote; that is far from the case. Among democratic nations, the United States has one of the lowest voter turnouts (see Figure 19.2). In the 2004 presidential election, the percentage of eligible voters who went to the polls was only 61—an abnormally high turnout. A turnout of 50 percent or less is typical of most national elections. Voter turnout in elections is even lower (see Figure 19.3).


The group most likely to vote is older, better educated, and financially better off than the average citizen.


In sociological terms, age, income, and education are the strongest predictors of whether someone will vote.


Despite the fact that almost all young people say it is important for people in a democracy to vote (97 percent said so in a recent national poll), only about one-third of young people (those between age 18 and 29) actually vote in presidential elections. Analysts interpret this as the result of cynicism because large numbers of young people think their vote won’t matter (Rosenberg 2004). After the close election of 2000, many thought that young people would see that their vote mattered and that they would turn out in higher numbers in the 2004 election.


Turnout among young people (aged 18–24) in 2004 did increase to 52 percent, up from 42 percent in 2000.


Social class also influences voting patterns; the higher a person’s social class, the higher the likelihood that she or he will be a voter. As a result, those in the upper social classes are far more likely to have their voices heard in the political process. Social class also influences who votes how, as Table 19.3 shows. The


Figure 19.2 Voter Participation in Democratic Nations


Source: International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. 2001. “Voter Turnout.” www.idea.int/vt/country_view.cfm


REUTERS/Goran Tomasevic/Landov


A U.S. soldier watches as a statue of Iraq’s President Saddam Hussein falls in central Baghdad, April 9, 2003.


upper classes are more likely to vote for the Republican party; the working class, Democrats.


The requirements of voter registration to register each time you move may discourage many from voting (Piven and Cloward 1988).


The National Voter Registration Act of 1993 intended to provide greater flexibility in how one registers to vote by including “motor voter” procedures that can register you to vote when you apply for a driver’s license.


To date, however, voting turnout has not significantly increased since implementation of this policy (refer again to Figure 19.3).


There is also significant variation in voting patterns by race. Overall, African Americans are less likely to vote than Whites, a fact reflecting the disproportionate numbers of African Americans in the poor and working classes—groups that typically are less likely to vote than middle- and upper-class people.


During the late 1960s, however, controlling for factors such as age, education, and income, African Americans were more likely to vote than White Americans, probably due to the heightened sense of the importance of voting generated by the civil rights movement and voter registration drives mobilized during this period. Beginning in the 1970s, the likelihood of voting converged among Blacks and Whites of similar social class, education, and age (Ellison and Gay 1989). Problems with the disenfranchisement of African American voters continue, however, as was apparently the case in the close election of 2000, when thousands of African Americans had their names purged from voter lists and many were turned away from polling places after waiting in long lines.


A subjective factor influencing the voting behavior of African Americans is that they are, in general, less trusting and more alienated from politics than their
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Figure 19.3


Voter Turnout in U.S. Elections


Source: U.S. Census Bureau.


2004. Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2003. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 269.


© AP/Wide World Photos


Following the 2000 presidential election, many groups organized demonstrations to protest voting irregularities, especially as they disenfranchised many African American voters.


White counterparts. The more that Black Americans and Latinos identify themselves as groups with distinct needs and interests, the more likely they will participate in the political process, reflecting the long-standing sociological finding that a strong sense of ethnic identity is linked to increased political participation. Research on Latinos also finds that Latinos are less alienated from politics when they are well represented among legislators (Welch and Sigelman 1993; Pantoja and Segura 2003).


Social factors also influence whom people vote for, as Table 19.3 shows, and race is one major influence.


African Americans and Latinos, with the exception of Cuban Americans, tend to be Democratic; Cuban Americans are disproportionately Republican. One reason that both Latinos and African Americans are more likely to support the Democratic Party and its candidates is that Democrats historically have been more committed to government action that promotes social and economic equality. The allegiance of Latino and Black voters to Democratic candidates is also explained in part by socioeconomic factors such as age, gender, income, education, and religion. All these factors, regardless of racial–ethnic identity, are linked to political behavior.


Even without controlling for these factors, Latinos are more liberal than Anglos and generally more likely than other groups to support government spending for various purposes (Welch and Sigelman 1993).


Ethnicity also influences voting patterns. People tend to vote for people of their own ethnic group. Sociologists have also found that ethnicity can outweigh socioeconomic factors such as occupation, income, and education in predicting voting patterns. White Catholics, for example, have traditionally aligned with the Democratic Party, although that link has been weakened somewhat by social mobility among some Catholics that has influenced voting patterns (Legge 1993; Smith 1993).


Gender is also a major social factor influencing political attitudes and behavior. The gender gap refers to the differences in political attitudes and behavior between women and men. One aspect of the gender gap is that women are more likely than men to identify and vote as Democrats and to have liberal views on a variety of social and political issues. For many decades, men were more likely to vote than women and, when asked, women reported voting the same as their husbands or fathers. In recent years, women have been as likely to vote as men, but there are significant differences in their political outlooks. The gender gap is widest on issues involving violence and the use of force. Women, for example, are more likely than men to be peace-seeking and to support gun control. The gender gap is also evident on so-called compassion issues—women are more likely than men to support government spending for social service programs that aid the young, the old, and the disadvantaged. They are also more liberal on issues such as militarism, gay and lesbian rights, and feminism (Saad 2002; Wilcox et al. 1996; Eliason et al. 1996; Jackson et al. 1996).
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Table 19.3


The 2004 Presidential Election: Who Voted How?


George W. Bush John Kerry


By gender


Women 48% 51% Men 51 48


By race


White 59 41 Black 11 88 Hispanic/Latino 44 53 Asian 44 56


By age


18 to 29 years old 45 54 30 to 44 years old 53 46 45 to 59 years old 51 48 60 or over 54 46


By education


No high school diploma 49 50 High school graduate 52 47 Some college 54 46 College graduate 52 46 Postgraduate study 44 55


By income


>$15,000 36 63 $15,000–30,000 42 57 $30,000–50,000 49 50 $50,000–75,000 56 43 $75,000–100,000 55 45 $100,000–150,000 57 42 $150,000–200,000 58 42 $200,000 or more 63 35


By religion


Protestant 59 40 Catholic 52 47 Jewish 25 74 None 31 67


Gay, lesbian, bisexual 23 77


Source: Edison/Mitofsky National Survey, as reported in The New York Times, November 4, 2004, p. P4; www.cnn.com


Finally, as Map 19.1 shows, region can affect voting patterns. This map shows the outcome of the 2004 presidential election by weighting the proportion of votes cast for each candidate (red for George W. Bush and blue for John Kerry). The more red a county, the higher the proportion of votes cast for Bush and vice versa. The map shows strong regional differences. (See also the map caption.)


Political Power: Who’s in Charge?


Although democratic government is supposed to be representative, the class, race, and gender composition of the ruling bodies in this country indicate that this is hardly the case. Most of the members of Congress are White men (see Figure 19.4). They are well educated, from upper middle- or upper-income backgrounds, and have an Anglo-Saxon Protestant heritage. One-third of the people in Congress are lawyers; another third are businesspeople and bankers. The remaining members come from professional occupations. Very few senators or representatives were blue-collar workers before coming to Congress (Ornstein et al. 1996; Saunders 1990; Freedman 1997).


Many members of Congress are millionaires, and many have large financial interests in the industries they regulate. Simply getting into politics requires a substantial investment of money. The average cost to run a Senate campaign is $2.5 million; a successful run for the House of Representatives costs nearly $500,000.


In the 2004 presidential election, George W. Bush spent a record $339 million and John Kerry, $299 million, much of it coming from PACs associated with business and other organizations.


Electioneering has become a high-tech, highly expensive business. A record amount was spent on the


This map depicts voting results in the 2004 presidential election by weighting each county according to what proportion voted for George W. Bush (red) and the proportion for John Kerry (blue). What does it suggested to you about regional differences in the political choices people make? Furthermore, as you look closely at the shades of red and blue in different areas, what sociological factors can you identify that might have been pertinent to people’s voting decisions?


Source: Conceived by Robert Vanderbei, Princeton University, based on national election results and U.S. census data.


MAPPING AMERICA’S DIVERSITY


MAP 19.1 The 2004 Election
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national elections in 2004—much of it on media advertising, but also on overnight polls, computer modeling of the electorate, and communications systems— all of which add up to huge campaign expenses. Many lawmakers report that the need to constantly raise money for campaigns distracts them from their jobs as legislators. Meanwhile, spending big money does not guarantee that a candidate will win an election. It is just the entry fee to get into the game. Little wonder that political action committees (PACs) have become such a fixture on the campaign scene. Their influence, based on the sheer growth in their numbers, is on the rise.


PACs also shift their contributions, depending on which party they see as likely to win (Salant and Cloud 1995).


All candidates in state and national elections depend on contributions from individuals and groups to finance their election campaigns. Wealthy families and individuals are among the largest campaign contributors to presidential elections (Allen and Broyles 1991). The largest individual contributors typically have interests in the same industries that fund political action committees.


Much of the money given by individuals and PACs goes to incumbents, who historically have had an overwhelming edge in elections and who already sit on the committees where public policy is hammered out. This picture of elites and business interests funneling money to candidates, who return to the same donors
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Figure 19.4 A Representative Government?


Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2004. Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2003. Washington, DC: U.S.


Government Printing Office, p. 263.


for more money when the next campaign rolls around, has shaken the faith of many Americans in their political system. National surveys show that 30 percent have a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in Congress; half (46 percent) have confidence in the Supreme Court (Saad 2004).


Women and Minorities in Government


Although there have been some gains in the numbers of women and minorities in government, they remain a substantial minority—both at the federal and state levels (Zweingenhaft and Domhoff 1998). In the Senate of the 109th Congress (convening in 2005), there are fourteen women, one African American, two Latinos, two Asian Americans, and no Native American (refer again to Figure 19.4). The first Native American to be sent to the Senate in more than sixty years was elected only as recently as 1992.


Each minority group is vastly underrepresented in Congress. Note that only 14 percent of the senators are women, whereas women comprise 51 percent of the population. Thirteen percent of the population is Black, with only one black senator (Barack Obama from Illinois).


Hispanics comprise 13 percent of the population but there are only two Hispanic senators, and in the House the Hispanic members comprise only 5 percent.


There is a long way to go before we have a truly representative government, and there is no guarantee that gains made in one election will be sustained in the next.


Researchers offer several explanations for why women and racial–ethnic groups continue to be underrepresented in government. Certainly, prejudice plays a role. It was not long ago, in the 1960 Kennedy–Nixon election, that the first Catholic president was elected.


In the 2000 election, Joseph I. Lieberman was the first Jewish candidate to appear on a major national ticket.


Gender and racial prejudice run just as deep in the public mind, although the percentage of Americans who say they would vote for a woman for president has climbed to 92 percent (compared to 53 percent in 1969), a substantial number (42 percent) also say they think a man would make a better president than a woman; 39 percent of women and 22 percent of men think a woman would make a better president (Simmons 2001).


Prejudice alone, however, cannot account for the lack of representation. Social structural causes are a major factor in the successful elections of women and people of color. First, women and people of color are better represented in local political office. Women and minority candidates receive a great deal of political support from local groups, but at the national level, they do not fare as well. The power of incumbents, most of whom are White men, disadvantages any new office seeker (Darcy et al. 1994).


A central question for sociologists is whether the inclusion of previously excluded groups in government will make a difference. In other words, do numbers matter?


The participation of minorities does alter the outcomes of elections; and the political outlook of Latinos, African Americans, and women differs from that of White men. Studies of Black elected officials show that they have different political agendas from White officials. Thus, an increase in Black representation in government does have a potential effect on political outcomes (Scavo 1990). The presence of women and minorities in government brings new perspectives on old issues and new attention on issues otherwise overlooked.


Women legislators are more likely than men to support feminist issues, such as the Equal Rights Amendment, government-subsidized child care, and abortion rights (Mandel and Dodson 1992).


The Military


The military arm of the state is among the most powerful and influential social institutions in almost all societies.


In the United States, the military is the largest single employer, and it accounts for a large portion of the federal budget (see Figure 19.5). Approximately 2.56 million men and women serve in the U.S. military, 1.3 million on active duty and the rest in the reserves.


This does not include the many hundreds of thousands employed in industries that support the military or the civilians who work for the Department of Defense and
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© United Nations


The world’s leadership: Where are the women?


other militarily affiliated agencies (Department of Defense 2003).


Highly ranked in the value system of the United States is militarism, the pervasive influence of military goals and values throughout the culture. The militarism in our culture is evident in many ways. The toys children play with often inculcate militaristic values. Military garb falls in and out of fashion. The plots of each summer’s biggest blockbuster movies almost always revolve around a burly character hugely gifted in the military arts, often a veteran of the armed forces, who generally stocks up on the latest weaponry. Fighter jets flash over the Super Bowl. Military brass sparkles in parades.


Being the strongest nation, militarily, in the world is frequent in the national political rhetoric. Most people in the United States, 75 percent, say they have quite a lot or a great deal of confidence in the military (Saad 2004).


The Military as a Social Institution


Institutions are stable systems of norms and values that fill certain functions in society. The military is a social institution whose function is to defend the nation against external (and sometimes internal) threats. A strong military is often considered an essential tool for maintaining peace, although the values that promote preparedness in the armed forces are perilously close to the warlike values that lead to military aggression against others (see Map 19.2).


The military is a strict hierarchical and formal social institution. People who join the military are explicitly labeled with rank and, if promoted, pass through a series of well-defined levels, each with clearly demarcated sets of rights and responsibilities. There is an explicit line between officers and enlisted personnel, and officers have numerous privileges that others do not.


People in the higher ranks are also entitled to absolute obedience from the ranks below them, with elaborate rituals created to remind dominants and subordinates of their status. As in other social institutions, military enlistees are carefully socialized to learn the norms of the culture they have joined. Military socialization places a high premium on conformity. New recruits have their hair cut short to look alike, they are issued identical uniforms, and they are allowed to retain very few of their personal possessions. They must quickly learn new codes of behavior that are strictly enforced.


Like other hierarchical institutions, the military embeds inequality into its structure. For those who are working-class or poor, the military may be the best hope for social mobility—a funded education, learning technical skills, and travel. Yet, this promise is also met with increased risk since those from the upper classes who serve in the military are most likely to be officers and in noncombat positions—if they serve at all. Thus, during the Iraq War, only one member of Congress—those who make the decision to go to war—had a child serv-
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Figure 19.5 Military Spending and Federal Budget Outlays


Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2004. Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2003.


Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 322.
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Military values permeate American culture, including its fashion.


ing in the military. Blacks, Hispanics, and poor Whites also perceive that they have borne most of the burden for fighting and dying in the war—a perception partially substantiated in fact. As of May 2004, Blacks made up 14 percent of casualties in Iraq and Hispanics, 12 percent —close to their proportion in the population at large. But between 1980 and now, the proportion of Blacks killed in all military conflicts is 19 percent, exceeding their proportion in the population. At the same time, social class figures prominently in the casualty count, with Whites from small, mostly poor rural areas a disproportionately large percentage of the U.S. casualties in Iraq (Neal 2004).


These patterns are not without historical precedent.


During the Vietnam War, a program known as Project 100,000 was promoted by President Lyndon B. Johnson to recruit and rehabilitate 100,000 young men— mostly southern, Black, and poor men who had previously been rejected from service for failing to meet the mental and physical requirements. By 1969, the soldiers recruited through Project 100,000 had twice the ratio of soldiers killed in action than any other unit (MacPherson 1984).


Many find the military to be a distinctively masculine institution. Not only are men the majority in the military, but the organization itself rests on masculine cultural traits such as aggression, competition, hierarchy, and violence. Soldiers are often abused if they fail to live up to the masculine image of the military. Homophobic and misogynistic attitudes are used to enforce highly masculine codes of behavior during military socialization. New recruits may derisively be called “sissies” and told that if they fail to live up to military ideals, it is because they are effeminate or homosexual.


Military life is obviously very different from life off the base, yet the military is intimately linked to other


This map reveals military expenditures per capita, compared across different countries. Israel, Kuwait, Singapore, and the United States rank highest in military expenditures per capita. Why do you think the United States has such high military expenditures? (Note that this was true even before the current military conflicts in the Middle East). In what ways do government expenditures represent the values of a given culture? How do they reflect the different degrees of global political power?


Data: U.S. Census Bureau. 2004. Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2003. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 878.


VIEWING SOCIETY IN GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE


MAP 19.2 Military Expenditures per Capita
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institutions in the society. Most notably, a strong connection exists between the military and corporate America.


The military–industrial complex is the term used to describe the linkage between business and military interests. The link is so strong that the military supports many of the basic research and development projects in the nation. From university research labs to corporate research institutes and centers, the military funds much of the basic scientific and technological knowledge produced in this country. Many have argued that research and the knowledge produced from corporate and government sponsorship should be adapted to more humanistic social service values.


Race and the Military


A striking feature of the military as a social institution is the increased representation of racial minority groups and women within the armed forces. Picture a U.S. soldier.


Who do you see? At one time, you would have almost certainly pictured a young, White male, possibly wearing army green camouflage and carrying a weapon. Today, the image of the military is much different.


You are just as likely to picture a young African American man in military blues with a stiffly starched shirt and a neat and trim appearance, or perhaps a woman wearing a flight helmet in the cockpit of a fighter plane.


In 1973, the all-male draft of civilians into the Army was ended and an all-volunteer force was initiated in the U.S. armed services. The idea behind the all-volunteer force was that the Army would be made more professional because the people who joined would be choosing to make the military their career. In fact, the greatest change in having an all-volunteer force has been a tremendous increase in the representation of racial minority groups in the armed services. Decisions to enlist are affected by a number of societal factors, including existing employment opportunities, possibilities for educational attainment, and the military values held at the time by the public. Military life is chosen far more often by African Americans, and to some extent Hispanics, than by Whites. The number of minorities in the military became an issue again with regard to the war in Iraq. Some suggested reinstituting the draft so that military would more fairly represent the whole population and the risks of being in military service would not fall so disproportionately on certain groups—the poor and the nation’s minorities.


African Americans have served in the military for almost as long as the U.S. armed forces have been in existence. Except for the Marines, which desegregated in 1942, the armed forces were officially segregated until 1948, when President Harry S. Truman signed an executive order banning discrimination in the armed services. Although much segregation continued following this order, the desegregation of the armed forces is often credited with having promoted more positive interracial relationships and increased awareness among Black Americans of their right to equal opportunities.


Thirty-four percent of military personnel are racial minorities—20 percent African American, 8 percent Hispanic, and 6 percent other racial minorities (U.S.


Department of Defense 2002). For groups with limited opportunities in civilian society, joining the military seems to promise an educational and economic boost. Is this realized? Sociologists have found that African Americans in the military have higher levels of interpersonal satisfaction and work satisfaction than do Whites. African American and Latino recruits are also more likely than Whites to complete their first term of service and remain in the military beyond their first term. Some evidence shows that minorities in the military are promoted at least as fast as Whites, although the research on this issue has yielded mixed results.


Within the military, there is equal pay for equal rank.


African Americans and Latinos, however, are overrepresented in lower-ranking support positions within the armed forces. Often, they are excluded from the higherstatus, technologically based positions—those most likely to bring advancement and higher earnings both in the military and beyond. Despite the visibility of General Colin Powell, at the highest ranks in the military, there are few African Americans, Latinos, Asian Amer-
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The men and women who serve in the Armed Forces, such as this young man in Iraq, are often separated from families and loved ones for long periods of time.


icans, or Native Americans. For example, although Blacks comprise 20 percent of the military, they are only 8 percent of officers; Hispanics comprise only 4 percent of officers. Officers among Native Americans and Asians/Pacific Islanders are even more rare (U.S. Department of Defense 2000; Moskos and Butler 1996).


For both Whites and racial minorities, serving in the military leads to higher earnings relative to one’s nonmilitary peers. The economic payoff is greatest for African Americans and Latinos, relative to people with comparable background, education, experience, and ability. The earnings difference between military and civilian groups is substantial (Phillips et al. 1992).


The military has long been seen as an institution in which race relations are better than among the general public. There is some truth to this. Whites in the armed forces are more likely to say they have a close personal friend who is Black than are Whites in general (82 percent compared with 59 percent). While the military has created a more racially tolerant environment than many other institutions, problems remain. African American and Latino military personnel are more likely than Whites to say that the military pays too little attention to discrimination within the military (Scarville et al.


1999).


Women in the Military


Military academies in the United States did not open their doors to admit women until 1976. Since then, there have been profound changes in the armed services, although the hostile reaction to women who have entered these academies shows how fierce resistance to the inclusion of women in the military can be. Shannon Faulkner, the young woman who won the right to enter The Citadel, had to embark on a two-and-one-half-year legal struggle to gain admission. Once admitted, she was harassed and ridiculed. When she succumbed to exhaustion during the first week of intense physical training and chose to leave, many cadets whooped and shouted in glee, leaving many to argue that none of the men had been forced to endure such tribulations. Later, two other women left The Citadel after serious hazing in which, among other things, the women were sprinkled with nail polish remover and their clothes set on fire.


The Supreme Court ruling in 1996 (United States v. Virginia) that women cannot be excluded from statesupported military academies such as The Citadel and the Virginia Military Institute (VMI) was a landmark decision that opened new opportunities for those women who want the rigorous physical and academic training that such academies provide (Kimmel 2000).


The incorporation of women into the military has changed the look of the military, but it is still a highly masculine institution in terms of personnel and policies.


The first female uniformed personnel appeared in 1901 as nurses. By the end of World War I, 34,000 women served in the Army and Navy Nurse Corps. Nursing is indicative of the roles women filled in the military. As military personnel, women were confined to “women’s work,” namely, clerical work and nursing. (In the 1960s, the phrase typewriter soldiers was used to refer to women in the armed services, nearly all of whom held clerical positions.) Serving behind a desk, instead of in the field, effectively removed women from the possibility of achieving rapid promotion or high rank (Becraft 1992a; Holm 1992).


The marginalization of women in the military has been justified by the popular conviction that women should not serve in combat. The traditional belief that men are protectors and women are dependents in need of protection has led many to believe that women, especially mothers and wives, should stay on home soil where they can safely carry out their “womanly” duties.


Despite these beliefs, women have fought to defend this country. Women are about 10 percent of the forces serving in the Afghanistan and Iraq wars (The Women’s Research and Education Institute 2004). In 1992, the Defense Authorization Act allowed women to fly aircraft in combat, traditionally a position reserved for men only. The increased visibility of women soldiers during the Persian Gulf War also shifted public opinion in favor of women serving in combat positions. Thirtyeight percent now think women should get combat assignments, with another 45 percent thinking they should if they so choose (Carlson 2003).


The involvement of women in the military has reached an all-time high in recent years. Now, almost 200,000 women are on active duty, with an additional 151,000 in the reserves, not including the Coast Guard and its reserves. The Air Force has the highest proportion of women (18 percent), followed by the Army (15 percent), the Navy (13 percent), and the Marines (6 percent). Minority women are overrepresented in the military, relative to their percentage in the general population. Minority women are a greater proportion of women in the military (29 percent) than are minority men as a proportion of men in the military (18 percent; U.S. Department of Defense 2000).


Gender relations in the military extend beyond just women who serve. The experience of military wives, for example, is greatly affected by their husbands’ employment as soldiers. Frequent relocation means that military wives are less competitive in the labor market.


They have lower labor force participation and earn less than their “nonmilitary” women peers at the same educational level (Enloe 1993; Moskos 1992; Payne et al. 1992). Sociologists have also found that the presence of a military base depresses wages and employment
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for all women in the surrounding community (Booth et al. 2000).


Gays and Lesbians in the Military


According to the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy, military recruiting officers cannot ask about sexual preference, and individuals who keep their sexual preferences a private matter shall not be discriminated against.


Those who publicly reveal that they are gay or lesbian can be expelled from the military based on their sexual orientation. Although the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy does not explicitly permit the military to exclude and discharge service people on the grounds of sexual orientation, nor does it explicitly acknowledge the civil rights of gays and lesbians. Gay soldiers and potential recruits have filed several lawsuits against the U.S. military. Whether gays and lesbians will ultimately be able to live openly as homosexuals while pursuing military careers remains unclear.


Prejudice, homophobia, and discrimination continue against lesbian women and gay men in the military. Seventy percent of the public believe gays should be allowed to serve openly; only 9 percent of the public do not think gays should be allowed to serve under any circumstances (Newport 2002). Ironically, studies of student attitudes about gays in the military show that the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy may have increased support for gays in the military among the general public.


A survey of college students taken before and after initiation of this policy, has found that students see gay soldiers’ careers as more promising and heterosexuality as less of an advantage after this policy generated so much public attention (Pesina et al. 1994).


DEBUNKING SOCIETY’S MYTHS


Myth: Letting lesbians and gays serve in the military erodes morale and weakens the armed services.


Sociological perspective: Similar arguments were historically made to exclude Black Americans from military service. This belief is an ideology that serves to support the status quo.


THINKING SOCIOLOGICALLY


The military is generally defined as the institution that provides defense for the society and maintains the public order. Sociologists have argued that the military, like other social institutions, is a gendered institution. Similarly, there is a racial and class order in the military. Discuss what this means using examples from current events.


Supporters of the ban on gays in the military often use arguments similar to those used before 1948 to defend the racial segregation of fighting units. They claim that the morale of soldiers will drop if they are forced to serve alongside gay men and women, that national security will be threatened, and that having known homosexuals serving in the military will upset the status quo and destroy the fighting spirit of military units.


Ominous reference to the “tight quarters” where recruits live and work implies that gays and lesbians are seen as unable to control their sexuality. Fear of acquired immune deficiency syndrome (AIDS) and the connection of this disease to the gay population further inflame the feeling against lesbians and gays.


The long-standing policy against gays in the military has kept homosexuality hidden, but not nonexistent.


Even the military has had to admit that there have always been some gays and lesbians in all branches of the U.S. armed forces. Surveys have found that antigay bias in the military is common, and disparaging comments and harassment are widespread. Despite some increased tolerance of gays and lesbians in the military, homophobia is a pervasive part of military culture (Myers 2000; Becker 2000).
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The government policy on gays in the military is an example of how state institutions can have different effects on individuals within society. Lesbians and gays, like heterosexual women and members of racial minority groups, are discriminated against by the military.


The policies and recruitment practices of the armed forces affect members of these groups differently than they affect members of the dominant group in society.


The phrase used to recruit military soldiers, “Be all that you can be,” seems a hollow promise in an institution
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that forbids a segment of its people from admitting who they are.


Chapter Summary


What is the state?


The state is the organized system of power and authority in society. It comprises different institutions, including the government, the military, the police, the law and the courts, and the prison system. The purpose of the state is to protect its citizens and preserve society, but it often protects the status quo, sometimes to the disadvantage of less powerful groups in the society. Revolutions occur when the state breaks down, either from an overthrow or the total transformation of state institutions.


How do sociologists define power and authority?


Power is the ability of a person or group to influence another. Authority is power perceived to be legitimate.


There are three kinds of authority—traditional authority,


based on long-established patterns; charismatic authority,


based on an individual’s personal appeal or charm; and rational-legal authority, based on the authority of rules and regulations (such as law). The United States is primarily built on a system of rational-legal authority.


Bureaucracies typically flourish in a system of rationallegal authority. The growth of bureaucracy is especially notable in contemporary governmental institutions.


What theories explain how power operates in the state?


Sociologists have developed four theories of power. The


pluralist model sees power as operating through the influence of diverse interest groups in society. The power elite model sees power as based on the interconnections between the state, industry, and the military. The autonomous state model sees the state as an entity in itself that operates to protect its own interests. Feminist theorists


argue that the state is patriarchal, representing primarily men’s interests. Each theory reveals a different aspect of how power operates.


How well does the government represent the diversity of the U.S. population?


An ideal democratic government would reflect and equally represent all members of society. The makeup of American government does not reflect the diversity of the general population. African Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, Asians, and women are underrepresented within the government. Political participation also varies by a number of social factors, including income, education, race, gender, and age. The large sums of money necessary to run campaigns make politicians susceptible


to the influence of political action committees. One consequence of the current structure of government is that many Americans have little confidence in the government to solve the nation’s problems.


What role does the military play in the state?


The military is a social institution that is the nation’s system of defense. Militaristic values permeate the culture, emphasizing violence and aggression. Through military socialization, new recruits must learn the norms
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and values of military culture. The military is strongly linked to other social institutions in the society. African Americans and Latinos are overrepresented in the military, in part because of the opportunity the military purports to offer groups otherwise disadvantaged in education and the labor market. Women also have an increased presence in the military.
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Researching Society with MicroCase Online


You can see the results of actual research by using the Wadsworth MicroCase® Online feature available to you.


This feature allows you to look at some of the results from national surveys, census data, and other data sources.


You can explore this easy-to-use feature on your own, but try this example. Suppose you want to know:


Does social class affect one’s political party identification?


To answer this question, go to http://sociology.wadsworth .com/andersen_taylor4e/, select MicroCase Online from the left navigation bar, and follow the directions there to analyze the following data.


Data file: GSS Analysis: Cross-Tabulation Row Variable: I-INCOME Column Variable: PARTY


Questions:


Once you have your results, answer the following questions:


1. Democrats are most likely to be in which income group?


a. $0k–24.9k b. $45k–49.9k c. $50k +


2. Republicans are most likely to be in which income group?


a. $0k - 24.9k b. $45k - 49.9k c. $50k +


3. Independents are most likely to be in which income group?


a. $0k - 24.9k b. $45k - 49.9k c. $50k +


4. In what ways do you think this affects the political issues the different parties tend to promote?


The Companion Website for Sociology: Understanding a Diverse Society,


Fourth Edition


http://sociology.wadsworth.com/andersen_taylor4e/


Supplement your review of this chapter by going to the Companion Website to take one of the Tutorial Quizzes, use the flash cards to master key terms, and check out the many other study aids you’ll find there. You’ll also find special features such as GSS Data and Census 2000 information, data and resources at your fingertips to help you with that special project or do some research on your own.
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