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ABSTRACT

Language and gestures define the involvement of low-status

groups with authorities either as joint participation in policy making

or as conflict. The first definition engenders quiescence and

minimizes the likelihood that a wider public will perceive the

participants as deprived.

Policies that most seriously offend nonelites are often

politicized so as to encourage the perception that all affected by

them participated in their formulation. This perception is problematic

and often misleading, for formal decision-making procedures chiefly

reflect extant inequalities in the resources of participants,

especially their resources for establishing their values and their

legitimacy in public opinion. It is those who can exercise influence

outside the context of formal proceedings who wield real power; but

formal proceedings remain vital rituals, for they symbolize participa

tion and democracy and so marshal public support and compliance.

The poor lack the informal sanctions and other resources that

confer influence,with the important exception that they can create

disorder and thereby threaten elites; but in becoming politicized

they renounce that political weapon.

The intense politicization that often takes place in prisons,

mental hospitals, and some schools is often defined as self-government,

but it induces adaptation to established norms and clouds perception

of adversary interests.
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THE LANGUAGE OF PARTICIPATION AND THE

LANGUAGE OF RESISTANCE

Language and gestures define the involvement of low-status groups

with authorities either as joint participation in policy making or

as conflict. The dichotomy is a fundamental one, with far-reaching

consequences for public support or opposition to regimes and for com

pliance with, or resistance to, rules. Those who get the least of

what there is to get inevitably feel contradictory incentives: to

play their expected parts in established institutions and comply with

their decisions or to resist them on the ground that they yield

unequal and inequitable results. The definition of low-status groups

as directly involved in making public policy curbs their disposition

to resist and at the same time minimizes the likelihood that a wider

public will perceive them as unfairly deprived. In this sense the

definition of problematic political action as participation in

policy' making engenders quiescence, while a focus upon adversary

interests encourages resistance.

Whether particular political actions are forms of participation

or forms of conflict is often no more self-evident than whether basic

interests are in conflict; the perception depends heavily upon

linguistic and gestural categorization. Were the representatives of

the poor in the Community Action agencies maximum feasible

participants or were the agencies one more forum for conflict with

the establishment? It is hardly surprising that the decisions that

most seriously offend nonelites are often politicized so as to

encourage the perception that all affected by them participated in

their formulation.
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Pub lie and Private

To politicize an issue is to define it as appropriate for public

decision making: to take it for granted that people do not have the

right to act autonomously and privately and to engender that .belief in

others. Fundamentally, then, politicizationis the creation ofa

state of mind. Which issues are seen as appropriate for

private and which for public decision making is always dependent upon

social cuing. How workers are paid and treated on the Job has been

regarded as an employer prerogative at some times and place's and has been

politicized at others. The same problematic status holds for matters of

faith and morals, and indeed, for every form of human behavior.

Once made, the definition of an issue as either political or

private in character is typically noncontroversial for large masses

of people who are not directly affected, though it usually remains

controversial for those who are directly affected. Trade associations

continue to resist and try to modify laws regulating hours, wages, and

working conditions; but the definitions of welfare recipients as subject

to administrative surveillance of many kinds , of citizens as prohibi.ted

from seeing plays and movies defined as obscene, of students as subject

to specific controls by school authorities, and of mental patients as

requiring permission to leave their rooms, read and wri te letters, o,r

make phone calls is generally taken for granted by the public unle'ss

active resista.nce makes them problematic. Organized groups with financial

resources far more easily mount resistance than do .large groups of people

subjected to constraints because of theirpoverty,thei-r age, or their
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nonconformist behavior~ The latter, in fact, often accept the

constraints as in their own interest, though always with substantial

ambivalence.

The definition of an issue as appropriate or inappropriate for

politics is therefore a key means of social control. It may well be

the critical means; for when people accept deprivation of their autonomy

in principle, they usually take for granted the legitimacy 6f particular

procedures for public decision making. The constraining effect of these

procedures is often masked, though' powerful.

Participation in public decisiorrmaking has become a central

symbol of democracy, .and it holds that meaning whether a particular

instance of politicization extends personal influence or severely con-

stricts it. In the ~tter case those who have lost their autonomy may,

be acutely aware of the fact or they may be ambivalent, 'for the ~ymbol

means democracy to them too; but for the public that is not directly

involved, it is the democtatic connotation of politicization that .

prevails whenever the emphasis is upon "self-government."

The denial of personal autonomy through politicization of virtually

all facets of life is in fact the key device through which authoritarian

governments control their populations, regardless of the prevailing

ideology. Their forceful suppression of prominent dissidents is more

conspicuous and dramatic; but suppression can only be complementary

to psychological controls if a regime is to remain in power for long;

and politicization is psychologically effective becauAe it

is accepted as a democratic element in national life. Indeed, participa

tion in group meetings has often been obligatory: in China, in Russia,

and in Nazi Germany, just as it often is in mental hospitals, in prisons,
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&nd in high schools that emphasize student self-government. And in all

these instances it has evoked popular acquiescence in rules that would

often be resiste,d if elites imposed them by fia.t.

.
Group decision making is in fact rarely the process for formulating

policies that it purports to be. It is far more often a process for

producing predictable outcomes by reflecting existing inequalities in

the resources of participants, especially their resources for establish-

ing their values and their legitimacy in public opinion. To p,ut the

point another way, politicization is likely to assure that decisions

reflecting extant allocations of resources will be regarded as basically

sound. It is less often the precursor of decis;lonmalr.ing tha.n the

critical decision in itself.

;l;'9:L;lt;lc;lza.tiop.·as'Co,,;,o~ta.t;;lon
r.4 44 $."',,"." 4 .. 444

Governmental decisions inevitably depend upon the values of partici-

pants and upon the information available to them. This proposition is

tautological or very close to it.
l

It is therefore hardly surprising

that the policy directions of any decision-making group assume predict-

able and recurrent patterns so long as the values of participants and the

information available to them remains constant. This is as true of

groups in which interests are directly and formally represented as it is

of so-called nonpartisan agencies; and it is equally true of face-to-face

groups purportedly representing only themselves.

More significantly, participation in formal decision making, ~7hethe,r

it is direct or accepted: as vicarious representation' of interests"

itself induces acceptance of the dominant values of. the organization or

.the polity. The German codetermination laws granting formal representation to
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workers in the management of plants have proved to be devices for making

worker representatives sensitive to the financial and management problems

of the administrators rather than the radical measures many assumed they

2
would be when they were first enacted after the Second World War.

"Maximum feasible participation" of the poor in the American Community

Action agencies has had much the same result and certainly has done

3little to increase the political influence of the poor. Government

departments and "regulatory" commissions reflect the interests of

dominant groups with striking consistency.4

Totalitarian regimes recognize that public attendance at political

discussions is a potent method of inducing potential dissidents to

conform to the dominant ideology, for group discussion enlists peer-group

pressure toward that end, and peers are both more credible and less

easily rejected than authority figures, who continue to furnish the

dominant values and the available "facts." For the same reasons, coerced

political participation, labeled self-government, patient government,

or group therapy, is invaluable to authorities in prisons, mental

hospitals, and schools, and, to a smaller degree, in political

discussion that is not coerced except through social pressure.

While this nonobvious effect of politicization needs to be

more clearly recognized than it generally has been, it is not its only

effect. Where there is widespread discontent, politi\ca1 discussion gives

authorities information about the thresholds of deprivation beyond which

disorder is like1~ and to this degree may place restraints upon depri-

vation and repression. It is also a source of tacti«al suggestions,

many of which may be acceptable to authorities.

(
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Policy~making bodies also resolve issues that pit differenteli:te

groups against i.each other.
5

This form of choice is often imp.ortantand

even decisive ,for competing elites, but it does not significantly

affect the power or resources of nonelites.

With these important exceptions, formal proced.ures and discussi.ons

that purport to be the source of policy de.cisions are ins,tances of

ritual, nO.t of policy making. This is true in the sense that

they infl.uence popular beliefs and perceptions while p.urporting, usually

falsely, to be directly influencing events and behavior. A rain dance

is a ritual for the same reason. FO:Lmal governmental procedures, 'in

whatever setting they take place, are formalities, vital for inducing

ge.neral acquiescence in their formal outcomes.

Influence Versus Ritual

It is those who can exercise influence outside the context

of formal proceedings who wield real power. Political influence always

stems from the exercise of positive or negative sanctions that have their

effect upon the attitudes and behavior of others. Common forms pfe'££ec

tive sanctions include expert skills or informatiou;tnut.ual favors and

mutual respect; the expectation of future return favors; physica.lforce·;

and bX'ihery, sub-tIe or crude. Examples include the influence of econo

mists and statisticians upon tax legislation; legislative log rol'ling;

cOrpor'ate price fixing; shared values among industries and the officials

charged with their regulation; the disposition of police and judges to

r:espec t white-collar offenders and to be suspi.cious oipeer and working

class offenders; and the similar disposition of teacheTs and ·psychi:atri.s:ts
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to hold more favorable attitudes toward affluent nonconformists than

toward poor ones.

It is through such devices that virtually all significant deci

sions of governmental and other authoritative institutions are realized,

though we are socialized to perceive them taking place in formal

proceedings. The knowledgable politician, lawyer, professional,

or analyst becomes successful by using his knowledge of informal

influence, though even these experts see policy as made in formal set

tings when they are addressing a high school commencement rather than

lobbying or plea bargaining. As discussion groups function, legislation

is enacted, court cases heard and decided, and administrative regulations

formally considered and promulgated,background understandings and infor

mal processes instill values and information that determine the outcome.

These processes may be embedded in rituals, but they are not themselves

ritualistic, for they directly account for actions that allocate

resources. Behind the administrator's, the politician's, and the

professional's formal recommendations and decisions lie his group ties

and his understandings with interest groups; behind the votes and

speeches of rank-and-file members of policy-making bodies lie their

expectations of social approval or censure and their fears of sanctions.

Both the publicized and the unpublicized aspects of policy-making

processes have functions to serve, the former chiefly ritualistic,

the latter chiefly influential in shaping value allocations.

The argument that the most publicized and cherished governmental

procedures are largely ritualistic is self-evidently based upon an
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evaluative judgment, as all classifications are. Formal procedures are

ritualistic in the sense that they predictably will not effect any basic

or radical change in existing inequalities in wealth or power. They

will certainly yield many policies that have symbolic effects and they

may effect minor changes in income or tax policies, usually in response

to economic conditions already influencing such trends. Socialization

and symbolic processes lead a great many people to define such marginal

change as significant. Those who favor it consistently portray it as

substantial, for their political careers as well as their self-conceptions

depend upon that belief. Their conclusion, like its opposite, is mani

festly a value judgment. The central point of the present discussion

holds regardless of that judgment: politicization systematically masks

public recognition that the outcomes of formal procedures are largely

symbolic or marginal in character. Without such masking, resort to these

procedures by the poor would obviously be less uncritical and reliance

upon the influence conferred by their numbers through direct political

action more common.

The Uses of Disorder

Nonelites, and especially the poor, lack the informal sanctions and

other resources that confer influence, with the important exception that

they can create disorder and thereby threaten elites if they act together.

They rarely do so because in becoming politicized mass publics implicitly

renounce disorder as a political weapon. To accept an issue as

appropriate for political decision making is to define it as inappro

priate for an open power confrontation outside the formal context.
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Because elite power stems from high status, private understandings, and

informal bargains, elites remai~ influential. Because the political

power of the poor s~ems ultimately only from the possibility of

collective action that interferes with established routines,

politicization minimizes their power, substituting ritualistic

participation or representation. The consequences of this exchange

are· not obvious, though they are potent. The bargaining advantages

of economic, professional, and governmental elites are perpetuated

and the bargaining weapons of nonelites immobilized. Politicization

can be taken as a signal that nonelites have renounced resort to disorder

and that substantial concessions are not necessary.

People do sometimes resort to passive resistance, riot, rebellion,

or economic strikes that are something more than a temporary change in

the form of collective bargaining about incremental gains. These cases

underline the point just made about conventional politics, for they

are either suppressed by greater force or they succeed in winning

substantial concessions. Through disorder the poor have increased ."

welfare benefits in the United States and have liberalized eligibility

6
provisions. The French, American, Russian, and Cromwellian revolutions

exemplify more dramatic uses of the collective power of nonelites to

win major concessions.

Mass disorder wins substantial concessions when it threatens the

privileges of elites or disrupts programs upon which they rely, but

. it can accomplish these objectives only if it is broadly supported.

Public protest, whether peaceful or violent, has repeatedly won wide

support by forcing public attention to shocking conditions and
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grievances tha~t had been ignored as long as po1.itical p,articipation

remainedconv:entional and ritualistic.. In these circumstances disorder

may creat,e ,ambivalenceevenamo.ng authorJ:ties and economi,celites,

further contributing to the likelihood of ,concessions. Disorder invLt,es

repression when potential allies regard the tactics of protest as more

shocking than the grievances to which the protesters try to call public

attention; and it invites a response that is only tokenistic or symbolic

when ,the protest is narrow in scope and expressed through conventional

tactics, such as demonstrati,ons or strikes. of a kind that occur rou-

" 1 d" 7t~ney to express ~scontent. But whether a supportive or a symbolic

response or a backlash occurs is itself influenced by theevoca.tive

forms already discussed. 8 Politicization is certainly the most co,nnnon

and the most effective of these.

The Structuring of Perception Through Politici,z.ation

Because politicization symbolizes democracy through group influence

on decisions, it systematically clouds recognition of fundamental

and persistent adversary interests. The adoption of routine political

procedures conveys the message that differences of opinion stem from

misunderstandings that can be clarified through discussion or that they

deal with differences in preference that are readily compromised.

For reasons already discussed, such routines perpetuate and legitimize

existing inequalities in influence, in the application of law, and in

the allocation of values.

A large body of .empirical and theoretical work demonstrates that the

impact of the most widely publicized formal governmental policies is
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consistently small or symbolic, especially when both proponents and

opponents expect the policies in question to mark a substantial

change. This generalization holds for civil rights legislation,

business regulation, welfare policy, housing policy, and every other

9important area of domestic governmental action.

The manifest conclusion to be drawn from the extant research on

policy outcomes and on the shaping of cognitions is that politicization

focuses public attention upon incremental change while masking

perception of the inequalities underlying the increments. A hard,

publicized legislative battle over an 8 percent increase in welfare

benefits gives the combatants and their supporters a sense of victory

or defeat that minimizes attention to persisting poverty and gross

inequalities in living standards. Public disorder, by contrast,

occasionally succeeds in drawing public attention to social

inequalities while minimizing appreciation of incremental change.

Intense Politicization

Especially intense and frequent forms of politicization are imposed

upon people who challenge the legitimacy of the established order by

breaking the law or by practicing or advocating other forms of behavior

generally regarded as too threatening or too' unconventional to tolerate.

Offenses against property constitute the most direct challenge, but

supporters of the established order have shown throughout recorded history

that group behaviors that symbolize rejection of their norms offend

them even more than individual delinquency. Unconventional language,

dress, and manners and unconventional sexual, religious, and political
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practices and beliefs have repeatedly aroused widespread demands

for their forceful suppression or their formal definition as sickness'

requiring rehabilitation. Because the conventional find it

intolerable to accept such behaviors as legitimate alternatives

to their own moral codes, they welcome their definition as individual

deviance. This categorization wins popular support for their

suppression, by force or by peer pressure, while it denies that

the suppEession is political in character.

In schools, welfare agencies, prisons, and mental hospitals people

labeled deviant are subjected, often involuntarily, to group therapy,

inmate meetings, and discussions with social workers and psychiatrists.

The clientele of these institutions consists very largely of poor people

who have violated either legal norms (especially offenses against property)

or other social conventions; the remainder are students, especially in

the ghettos, or people who are unwilling or unable to adapt to their

worlds and the roles they are constrained to play. Through group

discussion they are encouraged to define their problems as personal rather

than institutional, and as remediable through acceptance of existing

conventions and values. They are encouraged to see the group discussions

as a form of democratic participation and therapy rather than as

social pressure for individual conformity. In short, participation

is an intensive mode of blurring the perception that the interests

of clients and authorities are adversary in some key respects and of

inducing people to substitute personal adaptation to their circumstances

for dissenting politics, an adversary posture, or a test of power.
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That the professional staff and a large proportion of the clientele

accept such discussions as a form of self-government, even though

attendance is typically compulsory, is. a revealing instance o·f the

ambivalence of cognitions. Both staff and inmates recognize, indeed

assert, that the meetings are a part of a program for curbing

deviance; and they also recognize, though not so explicitly, that the

staff narrowly limits the agenda to be discussed and decided and that

only minor variations from staff preferences are tolerated in the

decisions the group can make. Yet the forms of democratic participation

and the belief that inmates are governing themselves coexist with

recognition that the forms restrict participants rather than

liberating them. Forms generate one set of cognitions and content

an inconsistent set. The mind readily entertains both, cued by

changing settings and signals to express one or the other.

This phenomenon is easy to see in small groups, and it throws

light upon the same phenomenon when it occurs in the larger polity, for

the poor and the discontented are constantly exposed to precisely the

same kind of ambivalence so far as most governmental social and economic

policies are concerned. They resent regressive taxes, inadequate and

degrading welfare benefits, military drafts that insure that the poor

10sacrifice most, educational systems that provide the least effective

schooling for the poor, and police forces that give the poor the least

protection and the most harassment. At the same time they generally

accept all these policies and many others that are discriminatory

-- ~------- ------ -"-----_.-------
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because they a~e the end products of a democratic system the public

is socialized ho support. In these cases, too, the form and the

content of gove~nmenta1 actions generate inconsistent cognitive

structures; but the reassuring forms are almost always the more

powerful component, partly because they affect everyone, while

resentment... against particular policies is confined to narrower groupings,

dividin8 people because they focus upon different grievances. The

lower-midd1e-c1ass worker who resents his high tax bill may have

little sympathy for the unemployed black who pays no taxes and

I;'esents his treatment at the welfare office.

Discussion groups formally charged with decisions affecting their

members always operate within the context of a larger organization

dominated by authorities who can offer greater rewards and impose

more severe penalties. In this situation the "self-governing"

groups can almost always be counted on to stay well within the

limits acceptable to authority and to discourage nonconformist thought

and behavior more severely than the authorities can do it. As

already noted, authorities must be anxious about appearing to be

despotic, a concern that peers using democratic forms need not

share.

There are always some participants who assume the role of

guardians of the established rules, conventions, and morality

and are zealous in recognizing and suppressing unconventional thought

and behavior. Because inmates who dislike or resent discuss·ions: and this

form of "self-government" withdraw or remain passive, those in the

guardian role dominate meetings and influence members. who vad.l1ate;.
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The assumption of the role of guardian may stem from agreement with

the rules, from fear, or from the hope of personal privilege; but the

role is invariably filled, so that the establishment of inmate self-

government is a safe course for authorities charged with controlling the

behavior of students, mental patients, or prison inmates.

Because the guardian role is an acting out of the expectations of

the dominant groups in a society, it is hardly surprising that it con-

sistently appears among low-status groups, ev~n where the guardians

openly curb groups of which they themselves are members. To cite

some polar cases, the role was fulfilled in the American slave planta-

t · 11 d· h . N· .. 12 d· . -----
~ons, an ~n t e aZ1 exterm1nat10n camps, an ~t 1S

- _._. - - -----_ ..•

conspicuous in enlisted men's army' barracks"and among black policemen

assigned to urban ghettos. While these are hardly examples of self-

government, even in ritualistic form, they do exemplify the universality,

in every polity, with which some respond to the' expectations of

dominant authority.

The role appears as well in representative governmental bodies,

including legislatures, administrative agencies, and courts. 13 In

these settings as well, it represents a built-in conservative bias,

supporting the dominant moral code and the interests of elites.

Obviously, the bias is weaker in representative bodies than in total

institutions and dictatorships, where the power of the authorities is

more conspicuous and the occasions and purpose of its exercise more

predictable. Occupants of the role doubtless feel ambivalent about

playing it, and those who refuse to assume it may feel some temptation

to do so. Though authorities and the guardians that support them must
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often deny wid.e1.y supported. demands, the setting in, whi.ch they aC.t and

the participation of repre.sentatives of the. people blu.12s the adv:e.rs:a.ry

character of their actions; and blurring widens the freedom of a,ctian

of the authorities.

The ambivalent willingness of people to subje:c.t thems,elves to dO.mi-

nan.t authority and to r.enoun.ce autonomy has often been re,cognized. by

social psy'chologists and political scientists and is p.e'Ilhap.6 mo.s.t

. . 1 1 d by Er"';c Fr··omm.•
l4

I· b·sens L t:Lve· y ana yze,... t :LS easy .utl.na.ccu.:rate to s:e:e

such willingness as characteris tic of particular pers.anality ty·pe:s., gottch.

as "authoritarian pe,rsonaliti~s," rathe,r than of auman beings in geniE!:ral

when they are anxious about con.tingen;cies they canu,ot con·trol. The

disp0sition to "escape from freed.0m" is bound to be a significant

element in groups that substitute collective d.ecision making for iooi-

vidual action and pe;rsonal responsib iiity. By the same token, s·ubmi.6sion

to a group and to authority doubtless is comforting to many anxi.ous and

discontented people, helping them to resolve their personal frustrao-

tions and indecision. Group discussion obviously holds clinical benefits

for some. My interest, however, is in its political implicat'ions, which

helping professionals systematically misconceive and misrepresent, and

in doing so ignore or seriously underestimate the instances in whieh

denial of personal responsibility and autonomy is also clinically

counter-productive.

Research in milieu and therapeutic communi ties suppo.rts "these CQn~·

clusions about the conservative and ritualistic character of meetings

formally presented as self-government. One psychia,tris:t concludes that
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the self-government is'in fact "pseudodemocracy." The staff continues

to manage the agenda of the meetings and to control them by bringing

pressure upon susceptible patients to support particular rules (for .

example, everybody must attend meetings); and inmates' decisions are

ignored when the staff dislikes them, tho~gh it does not often have

reason to dislike them. The same study found that in self-governing

psychiatric communities there is a marked increase in mood and morale

shifts among both patients and staff and a substantial increase in the

15
time and effort expended upon discussing rule changes. The last

effect is self-explanatory. The frequent shifts in mood and mo.rale

constitute added evidence of the significant psychological pressure the

meetings exert, a pheno~non that is hardly consistent either with its

portrayal as a forum for inmate influence or with the staff assumption

that it is therapeutic~ unless health is defined as political conformity.

As Goffman has noted of mental hospitals and Cicourel of

16
schools, there is no place one can be free of surveillance and

pressure, no place to hide, very little independence; and the invo~wement

of fellow inmates in the surveillance and the· pressure intensifies both.

In this sense self-government in its ritualistic form constitutes an

extension of the bureaucratization of everyday life. What is called

"self-government" in total institutions comes close, in fact, to

denying all autonomous influence to inmates.

The staff provides the values and the methods for inmate meetings.

The fundamental decision, that the personal and civil liberties

individuals value may be abridged, is a staff decision and cannot be

------ ----
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d:.d:eolo;:gy.an"d '. the Na:ziGerman's:t-at:e..,oanil tthese ':poin.t ~.t:o;,'.C:ommGln!pss,yriho-

..at:t:en.:tion to ·.these Lana'logiesIT ;do not d:mp'illy :.that':the ::t:w.o.E:re:mo:r:aiJili,y
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analogous or that these forms of control cannot be defended in

psychiatric institutions, though I would not defend them. My

interest lies in tracing their similar influence upon political

cognition and behavior in· the two settings.

These analogies are conspicuous:

1. clear hierarchies of competence and merit, with

most of the population consigned to the lowest category and

assumed to ~equire strong guidance and control by authori~y,

who alone can decide upon policy directions;

2. definition of all individual activities as public in

character and 6f privacy as suspect and unhealthy;

3. discouragement of individuality and concomitant emphasis

upon adaptation to the community and respect for authority,

which is assumed to embody the true will of the community;

4. denigration of the intellect as promoting divisiveness,

disorder, and confusion;

5. a strong focus upon feeling, especially upon the

evocation of feelings shared with others;

6. frequent employment of the metaphor of health and

sickness in defining people's psychological and moral

condition, with the mass public assumed to be either sick or

in constant danger of infection;

7. a consequent emphasis upon purity, expressed in specific

puritanical restrictions upon personal conduct;
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'8. a str,ongf.ocus .up.on .the ne.e,d fGlr se.cu:rli.,ty ..a,gai:nsit .an ,en,e~y

:who isaiLiL ,the Jll.o1fedan.ge:rous'li>ecause !he 1,00:ks .nor-mal .and

harmless.: the Jew:o.:r the GOnrrtlunist,; :the par.ent ,01:' the ,cl11l.1bll1ne

-of :p.ove·rty that proo.duces ,dev.i.amce;

9,. readiaess to employ forcean,d WJiolence t'O insure :the wi,c\t\Glrv

0f healthy forces over diseased one'S~ inv01untaq pre'ventive

d.et;en:tion,;modifli.,catiGln .or .d.es:tructfucDl'l. :0 fthe si·ck person ior

:personality.

Iuc.uIltcation of th:i:s pa;t:terao1f ,assuID.p.tiLClns aa,d ;c:o;~Jlni..ti(o:m!s ipr,Q

·cltuce'sthe 'I!11timate degr,e:e :of.c'ompIU.i.:arl!C'.e :W.itbh esit;ei)1Dlfus!h:e'u ]1.orms !Cil;I!.,d

authority 'and the ;s,tr.onges1t J.,1.'l.s\ur.a'Il.:ce ;a;gait'liStithe.ad:oiP\ti:ono.f :an

;adw:e:rsarypolli ti'cal -POs-.tllrie,c:>'f is.ellf~ass.eritiLon,~ :olE .i'lJ;~jp;e1'l.deJlle'e" '.0r

,of 's'kie:p!ticism. At ·the s'arne :tfume iten;gender:s the f:cl1t'm (oiE mass

c·ontentment and security ·Fr.o:mm iden\ti.fi..ed" £01:' it l1:11lLs the ·c'l':1.itiLca.1

faculties and discourages al1tonomy.• The vari,ous ,c:c>~p'On~it's ·:oiEtn:e

'P·at'b.ern 'man1.festlyr,einforceeach o"ther ,ana 'tr;ans',f;oiOIl into ,e'ach

1Jther; and ,they are clearly comp;atibJie 'with ,an.emphasis up:on ·a publiLc

language ,as Berns te:Ln us~es ;tha:tte:rm.. 'The ,c.ont'.en,trnen,t .and £ecuiri1:y

tt:he ip"at:tern produces iar-e ther;efore cextaii.m.t.o ,b:e shor,t~livedj; £Or

(the life to which it adap,ts 'people is ;:p.GlssiliblJeonly in ,a :c\ont.r:i:veLd

<en'Viironment that 1.'S virtually .all ritual iuits is.ocfi.al furms aThd

.fha't makes independent inquiry difiEi;cul\t.. lli:ecause "e'l':x.orsaTie

unlJ..'keJ..y to be de:t.ect.ed orco;rrectea;3 oe.:flE,ect:'Ji:v;6 ;,acit'fue,n 1i:s mmp:o.ss:iJbllie

'for 10ng.

;IDbvi\o:usly, formal rp,ar,ticipail:i,on in .s~c;h Ja S;eltit:im,g >has .far ·.mo.re

:d;n;tens.iw:e iand r.ep!resrsivepoii:cy ~e:£feclts ,aM iPsydh.0:1I..'.Q;g!LeaJI. 'C'lD.11-
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seq~ences than it has in democratic policy-making institutions

in which social stratification is blurred, intelligence welcomed,

and a considerable measure of independence encouraged.

In the latte~ case independent research and information from non

governmental sources can be influential in shaping policy directions

and informal modes of influence upon policy reinforce personal

assertiveness and independence. What is alike about the two set

tings is the effect of formal proceedings. In both cases these

encourage acceptance of dominant perceptions and beliefs; but in

the first case only formal authorities are permitted to function

outside the ambit of formal proceedings.

Clarification and Blurring of Adversary Relations

For authorities and dominant social groups, political situations

that call attention to adversary interests and to the forms of power

available to the interested groups are hazardous. Forceful suppres

sion and open resistance are the polar cases. The employment

of force to suppress resistance or dissent engenders fears of

the arbitrary and despotic use of power. It evokes popular

opposition that threatens to curb or overthrow the regime

unless the repression is reinforced by psychological ploys

that lend it legitimacy~ Resort to force to suppress dissent is

therefore a clear signal that a regime is unstable and limited in what

it can do for long, precisely because it symbolizes unlimited power.
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:fin ,.both d. ts general and i.ts in.tensd.:v:e .f.o:rms;p.o1:iticd:za,t!iJon ,has ,:tine

,qp,pos'i;t:ee;ff.e:ct ·up:on publ:Lc op.·i:ni.on. Byfo:-c.usillnguponp.opular.pia:ooi,dl-

:pa:tion., byc.1ourling r.e.cqgnition of adversary inter.e.s:.DS., by.pre's:enti."!1ig

a:u:tih.o:r:iti.es as helping .and rehab'ili.ta:tiv:e, itt:synIDolizes nar11:OW EliLIriiits

.:up.on ,elite power. In thes.e .circums·tance:s ,publico.pinion focus·.e-s u,p;on

pit'.o:cedure8 rather than upon their outcomes, so that the :p.ower t.O .c,OE!:xrce,

de,grade, and con,fuse dis'sidents i'8 ti:ncr.easeB.•

Involvement in s;L.tuat.ions ·.that are .o,penly adve:rsary :in ch'arac:ter

hed'gh.tens the sel,£-,esteem .0:£ 'p.eople withJ..:ow status:: J±h:o:se d.efi:ne.das
\

'inadequate, incompeten.t, devi.an.t, orstibse·rrien.t. More 1ike~y,.

he.ightened se1f-es teem and height.erred wi.11ingness to assert one's rights

are expressions of each other. lntae :En;gland of the ·.earlynineteenth

century18 and in the Uni ted S·tates of the 1930s the industrial

worker who first took part in open conflict with. his employer ·typi.cally

exhibited a new self-respect and felt a new dignity. Frantz Fanon

concludes that the open resistance of African colonials to con.tinued

rule by the European powers simi1arly.brought a more autonomous

19:pe rsonal:Lty :Lnto be:Lng.

Differences exist among total institutilionsin the degree

;to which p.eople define thes:ta£:f-inmate :r:el·at:Lonship as adversary.

ilinprisons the power relationship i·scle.ar.; inmates ':an'dguards

ty;pi:ca1ly see their interes:ts as largelyad'Mersary 1:'11 :e'hara:c,t·er.,.and

s,o subord.inat.ion is very largeEly a funct.tLon 0:£ coercion" !J!he

;form of ·a belief tha,the deserves his stibservienceandisb.enefi:t-in'8

fr,om it.. To asma11eir ,d:egreeand in a more amb.livalL.ent: iW:a.W"the ·s.ame
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is true of the relationship of students and teachers in the public

schools, especially in the ghettos, where schooling is more

openly a form of custody than it is in middle-class neighborhoods.

The relatively recent movement to make psychiatric and social-

work counseling a part of the prison and school program amounts

politically to an effort to blur the power relationship and encourage

internalization of the norms of authorities, but it is doubtful that

it has been very effective in achieving this objective, for the

locus of power is clea~and both prisoners knd students easily

establish informal alliances among themselves, thereby winning

some instrumental concessions and also underlining the reality of

the adversary relationship. While rituals of subordination and

of self-government may be imposed, they are recognized as tests of

physical power, and only rarely as evidence of intellectual or

moral worth.

The case is different with welfare recipients and inmates of

psychiatric institutions. Early socialization inculcates the belief

in the general population that these are helping institutions for

the inadequate, and staff procedures powerfully reinforce that

perception, even though welfare recipients and patients are likely

to develop considerable ambivalence about it. Hospitalized mental

patients are more ready to define each other as intellectually and

morally inadequate and therefore to yield to staff pressure to help

control each othe~ rather than forming alliances against the

authorities. Welfare recipients normally do not meet each other in

a way that permits them to form alliances. When a leadership springs

------------------ ---- ----------,- '--- - --------------------
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4pthat enc.ou't':a"ges all:iance, as in the We.J..far~ Rights o.rganiza:tiou;,

,the r,e,s,ult ~;more se:lf--reqpect and ,confidence and ..ameasure "o,f,p:ow::e,r

·to extract concessions from ,author.ities,.

Mortification rituals reinforce subordination and ;indi:viliual

isola,tion: deprivation ,of ordinary civil r:icghtsand the xequi':'t'ement

.o.fco.nfession of abnormalities in mental patients,; .needtes.ts, sub

m:issio.n ,1:;0 :hureauc.r.at,ic probin,g .into the1ir ,privatel:Lves~.,andlong

waits 'in demoraliz:ingsettiIl;gsfor w.elfare recipients.. The bas±c ifa:a.t,

however, isthatthepow:errelationship isblurr.ed, ..and this in ,;turn

'Minsgeneral public support for the author.ities while .minimizin,og rthe

incentive o.f the "helpe.dll .clientelesto aaaert th.eirrights .or t,o hehaV:.e

.1d,ke ..adv:ersaries.

It is symptomatic of this difference in therecqgnit,ion .of

ad;versaryinterests andpow:er that the ,rapidly increasing use of

behavior modification is being militantly resisted in prisons.on the

ground that it represses and brutalizes ,prisoners under the guise ,.o,f

science.; but there is little resistanc.eto it in mental hospitals"

,where it is used more widely and its methods and politicalconsequena.es

are similar.

Though there ,are important analogies to the larger.polity,_and

I have called attention to Bome Dfthem~mucho£this .discussion

focuses upon the farms politicization takes in instit,utions .that ,deal

with children" .wi.th people who hav,e .conspicllo.uslyfa:iled ,to ,con,fomm

ito ,acceptedcanventions:,andwiththose·belrLeved.mosttltlkely,to

violate norms. Thes,e .ins;ti,tutions ,play ,a :,pent·ral ;:r:ole ·inthe J:argeJr

iPo,li!iYl, all ,the mO:l1:e ,pote.ntbeca.use 'it cis :usually tun't':e:aqgnize:d I,o,r
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minimized. Most of the population behaves within acceptable limits

as a result of ordinary socialization processes, with no need for

intensive politicization. Yet the conspicuous labeling and segregation

of some people as deviants constitutes a potent, though masked and

subtle, reinforcement of conventional thought and behavior. Those who

are so labeled serve as a benchmark for everyone, marking off normality

from unacceptability. In this sense politicization in total

institutions underlies and reinforces the norms that find overt

expression in the entire polity.

Antipolitics

The perception of an issue as nonpolitical often serves to win

general acceptance for elite values, just as politicization does,

even though the two categorizations are nominally dichotomous. The

definition of art issue as professional or technicalitc character

justifies decision making by professionals and technicians and

promotes mass acceptance of their conclusions._ It therefore avoids

the need for ritualized political meetings and minimizes the likelihood

of mass protest or disorder. In their technical and professional

opinions, lawy~rs, engineers, accountants, and other professionals

constantly make authoritative decisions that directly influence

the standard of living of large numbers of people who have no effective

control over the outcome.

As symbolic processes, then, politicization and antipolitics

reinforce each other, for both induce mass quiescence while leaving

the critical tactics for influencing policy to groups that can employ

- ------~-------- --------- ----- ------- -- --- ---- - --------------- -------------- -----------------
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spe:c:ial ·r.es.our,ces in ,mo,Rey, skills, ,and1p,tihlic ,estteem.Pe0!'iILe \W110

:aT-.e lul.1.e.dby r.ri.tualisx.ic participa;t:Lon are the 1ll0re wi.lli1J;g 't'0 leaw,e

,c'ri'ti:cal decu.siQns abol.11t important facets ,.0£ their lives to the

;e~:er;t:s" e.specially 'Wh.en the latter are formally defined as o1'1.1y

"',carrying out" policy. More importantly!) a ,population soci.alized

f:r.0m .in(fancy to believe it is incompetent t:Q deal with the important

.d.e:ctLsions because they .are t:.echni,cal and.co~plex is the more .

sartisfi:edwith ritlil,alJi.·s,Uc :p:artJi.:cipation ,that stays within the .1:Lmats

:set hyp:r.ofessionalsand o,ther ,authorities and ':w:hi.ch iServ,e'8,ch::Le1fly

to :Lndace .conformity.
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