
z
\

R e fl e c t i o n s o n a F o r m a l T r e a t m e n t - o f P o w e r

I

My main task in this paper is to introduce a discussion of BlalocM's ideas in
Towards a Thborv of Minoritv-Group 'Relations. But, since the next meeting will be
the last specifically directed at the analysis of power, I think it would be a good
idea to make a few general remarks first, in the hope that we caui at some point compare
our reactions to what has happened in the previous meetings. Why is it Cto put a
purely personal view) that, though we have had three good papers and interesting
discussions, we don't seem to have got ourselves a neatly tied~up package labelled
"power" to take away with us? It is easy enough to say "Well, why should you expect
to?" but why on earth shouldn*t we?' The answer to this is not entirely obvious, at
least to me, but I offer the following suggestions, in summary form:

(1) the area of social phenomena covered by "power" is enor^pus, A first-shot
characterization might be that it is the area of people (or groups) getting what they
want, A well-known restriction added by is that it Should be "over the opposition
of others". But (a) there may be no overt opposition among those who are opposed (in
attitude) to the action either because of a fear of sanctions or because the expected
value of successful opposition in smaller than the cost for each individual concerned;
and (b) in any case, the most effective exercise of power is that which enables one
person or group to gain advantages when another person or group who are adversely
affected either do not know that this relationship between benefits for one and losses
for the other exists, or, if they do know this, do not know that the other person or

group is obtaining benefits of this kind. Perhaps, then, the only restriction we
can add is "at the expense of others". But this makes it clear that we do not have
on our hands a neatly demarcated area within politics and sociology but rather a
perspective from which their entire subject-matter may be viewed, (Other perspectives
are also of course possible and valid,)

(2) The cbnceptual difficulties are, I think, simply reflections of the complexity
of the phenbmena. The ways in which one person can get what he wants at the expense
of another a tbe so great that no "defini t ion of power" is l ike ly to he lp much, and

even going to two (usually labelled "power" and "influence") or four (as with Parsons)
is barely scraping the surface, I feel that more could be done here, but the result
would only be a bigger set of boxes and I don't know if that would be much practical
u s e ,

(3) Questions using the concept of power are often ill-specified over and above
any ambiguities in the concept itself: many general questions about what gives



people power and ;so on probably have no answers in that form, ' And even questions
wh i ch l ook " f ac tua l " l i ke "Wha t i s t he d i s t r i bu t i on o f powe r i n B r i t a i n t oday? "

turn out very quickly to involve at the least (again leaving aside any conceptual

problems with "power" itself) judgements about outcomes in various hypothetical
situations and (to decide which hjrpothetical situations to look at) judgements of
w h a t i s " i m p o r t a n t " .

I I

G iven th is pro legomenon, i t w i l l not be surpr is ing that my conc lus ions about

B la lock^s wo rk a re t ha t i t i s i n te res t i ng , wo r th deve lop ing , bu t no t ve ry use fu l a t

present. The general conception with which Blalock operates is that power is a multi
p l i c a t i v e e f f e c t o f t w o f a c t o r s ; r e s o u r c e s a n d m o b i l i z a t i o n . I t i s w o r t h n o t i c i n g
that this essential ly the framework which Dahl uses in Who Governs? thopgh he never

seriously discussed t)ie causes of variation in the degree to which resources are
mobilized, (In other words, he has no theory of the costs of action,)*

Present ing the value of some variable as a product of the values of two other
variables is a quite general strategy in the social sciences (including here, very
much, economics) , Ar thur St inchcombe, in Construct ing Socj ,^ l Theor ies devotes a

chapter (Chapter 5) to models of precisely this kind, though he does not deal with
power in this way, I shquld like to begin, therefore, with a few general comments
on this approach.

Obviously anything with a numerical value (or which can be imagined as being
given a numerical value) can be presented with two factors one of which is defined
so as to be reciprocal of the other. Thus we might sa^ that the number of cars on the

^Compare Oliver E, Williamson "A Rational Theory of the Federal Budgeting Process" in
Gordon Tul lock (ed) Papers on Non-Market Decis ion Making I I (Char lot tesvi l le , Va, 1967)
p . 8 3 ,
In this article the President's capital stock of polit ical influence over Congress is= 0t; his effective political stock is' Kt, where (O^n^l) is a 'coefficient of effect
i v e n e s s ' , T h i s i s o b v i o u s l y t h e " r e s o u r c e s x u t i l i z a t i o n " f o r m u l a , t h o u g h i t m a k e s
u t i l i z a t i o n = s k i l l ( " I t i s a n i n d e x o f t h e P r e s i d e n t ' s s k i l l s a s a p o l i t i c i a n a m o n g
p o l i t i c i a n s " ) w h e r a s u t i l i z a t i o n c a n i n c l u d e t h e i n c l i n a t i o n t o u s e r e s o u r c e s .



road in Britain at any time is equivalent to (let us represent this relationship by
the symbo ls ) the p roduc t o f the to ta l number o f cars in Br i ta in and the p ropor t ion

o f t hem on the road a t t ha t t ime . No t i ce tha t as th i s s tands i t i s s imp ly a defin i

t ional identi ty. I t is not a "thepry of car use". I t might (or mightnot) be useful
as an analy t ica l device: thus, i£ we' re ^ iscussipg car use in 1980 we might d iv ide

o u r d i s c u s s i o n i n t o t w o p a r t s , - f a c t o r s o n o w S e r s l T i p a n d f a c t o r s b e a r i n g o n

the in tens i ty o f use o f each car. Th is i s most usefu l when the causes o f var ia t ion

in the two factors are independent. Thus, suppose that ownership is a function of
income but the hours of »u$e per car per week is a function of the size of town in

which the owner of the car l ives. Then we could, i f we knew the funct ions, wr i te a

prediction equation (symbolically expressed with an = sign) as follows;
car hours per week = 0 s ize and d is t r ibut ion o f nat iona l income x 0 d is t r ibut ion o f

car owners by size of town, (Obviously bpth of these functions would need much

spec i fica t i on bu t t he (Examp le i s so a r t i j fi c i a l t ha t i t i s no t wo r t h pu rsu ing i n
f u r t h e r d e t a i l . )

Note that we have now an equation which may or may not he true when it is used
to predict. (It can, obviously, be made to fit any one set of observations, but if the

parameters a re es t imated f rom severa l se ts o f observa t ions i t w i l l p robab ly no t exac t l y
fit any of them.) Whether the equation works, within some margin of error, depends
on the causal importance of the variables used (here income and size of town) relatively
to o the rs s ince th i s de te rm ines the s t reng th and the s tab i l i t y ove r t ime o f the re la

t ionship between the independent var iables and the dependent var iable.

In many cases, the two components one of which is the reciprocal of the other

(here car ownersh ip and in tens i ty o f car use) w i l l not have independent causes. Rather,

there may be causes of the term on the left hand side in the identity (here total car
use) and one of the terms on the r ight hand s ide, the remaining term then fa l l ing into

p lace as a res idua l . In o ther words , one might suggest tha t there are causes o f to ta l
car use and causes of car ownership, with use per car being determined by these two.

For example, one might be fairly confident that in 1980 total car hours will be 30%

higher, car oimership wil l depend on the performance of the economy, and use per
car will be higher or lower than that at present depending on whether the rise in car

ownership is less than or more than 30%. I f so, there would c lear ly be no case for

estimating total car use by multiplying independent estimates for car ownership and
u s e p e r c a r .
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The same point can be made with examples from economics. We can write down

easily enough the ex-post identity CiYp, where c stands for consumption, Y for
income and p for the propensity to consume out of any given level of income. Once

again, this is of course only interesting for predictive or explanatory purposes if
Y and p are indeed the main causes o f c ; and, in par t icu lar, i t i s use less i f in

fact there are determinants of c and of Y, leaving p to adjust so as to br ing them

into l ine, ( To put i t another way, p would then be a mere shadow of Y - except that

unl ike a shadow for given c the bigger Y got the smal ler p would be,) In the Key-

nesian system, of course, Y is in the short run determined by the level of

economic act iv i ty (emploj^ent)» p is a monotomical ly decreasing funct ion of Y and c

is indeed the resu l t o f the i r in terac t ion , (Th is , inc identa l ly, i l lus t ra tes a
mod ifica t ion tha t i s requ i red to the s ta tement tha t the causes o f the two r igh t -hand

terms need to be independent . I t does not mat ter i f one term is a funct ion of the

other ; the impor tan t th ing is tha t there shou ld no t be someth ing e lse tha t b r ings
about the va lue o f the le f t -hand var iab le , ) To what ex tent Keynes captured the

significant causal features of a modem economy we need not, thankfully^enquire.
I t is obvious though that i f (say) the amount of money has a big independent effect

on c , th is cou ld be expressed in te rms o f the Keynes ian equat ion , as " ins tab i l i t y in

the consumpt ion func t i on " . Bu t , espec ia l l y i f " changes i n t he func t i on " cou ld be

predicted by taking other variables^ it might be said that "thsi^e is no such thing as
the consumpt ion func t ion" .

The app l i ca t ion o f a l l t h i s to power does no t need be- labour ing . The fac t tha t
we can wri te down the ident i ty "power—resources x mobi l izat ion" does not mean that

the amount of resources and the degree of mobi l izat ion have pr imary causal efficacy

in (̂ ermining the amount of power exercized (or perhaps more accurately expended).
I t cou ld be, fo r example ; tha t the expend i tu re o f power is a func t ion o f perce ived

rewards and cos ts (sub jec t to the cons t ra in t tha t i t cannot be greater than resources ,

unless resources can be "borrowed")3 that the amount of resources is determined some

other way, and tha t 'mob i l i za t ion* i s s imp ly an ex-pos t account ing te rm - in o ther

words that just in the sense that there might be "no consumpt ion funct ion" there

m i g h t b e " n o m o b i l i z a t i o n f a c t o r " ,

I I I

With apologies to Oscar Wilde one might describe Blalock's look as the incom-
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prehensible in pursuit of the unverifiable<, He gets out of his (or anyone else's)
depth almost immediately and stays there. For a supposed expert on methodology he
seems ex t rao rd ina r i l y poor i n defin ing h i s va r iab les , recogn iz ing h i s assumpt ions

and man ipu la t ing h is da ta , A fu l l - sca le c r i t i que wou ld thus be a long , ted ious and

doubt fu l ly reward ing exerc ise, I shal l concentrate on what seems to me both the
core o f the book and the mos t in te res t ing par t o f i t ; the d iscuss ion o f Negro reg is

trat ion in the South 20 years ago,

B la lock 's genera l a rgument i s tha t the re la t ions between "dominant " and "minor i ty "

groups (where, in the peculiar language of race relations, a "minority" group may be
a big majority of the relevant population) can take at least two different forms,
which he ca l ls "power" and "compet i t ion" , "Power" can be recognized by the fact that

as the propor t ion increases, the degree o f "d iscr iminat ion" increases a t a more than
l i nea r ra te , -whe reas , t he oppos i t e i s t r ue f o r " compe t i t i on " . The de r i va t i on o f t h i s

thes is about power is s imple, though Bla lock makes i t sound fa i r ly compl icated,

(Blalock pages ISO-M-), I f the dominant group wishes to maintain a constant power-

relationship with the minority group as the size of the minority group increases, it
must mobi l ize at a rate which is more than propor t ional to the increase in the

propor t ion o f the minor i t y g roup . Th is can eas i l y be seen by no t ing tha t fo r each

groupi- P =:R X Me If the minority group's resources rise because their numbers increase
and the average resources of each of the group's members stays the same (an assumption
that Blalock takes for granted, incidentally), the dominant group needs a bigger

proportional increase in mobilization of resources if it is to keep the same lead
in terms of power (whether the lead is measured in proportional tersm or difference
t e r m s ) t h e l a r g e r t h e i n i t i a l s i z e o f t h e m i n o r i t y g r o u p . T h u s , i f t h e m i n o r i t y

group increases its proportion by 10% from 10% to 20%, the dominant group (whose
proportion has obviously declined from 90% to 80%) needs to make a smaller proportional
increase in its level of mobilization to stay in the same place than if the minority

group increases 80% to 90%, for here the dominant group must raise the same increase
in resources expended (=power) while its proportion declines from 20% to 10%,

Bla lock suggests that reg is t ra t ion data for 997 Southern count ies in 1950 pro

duced by Matthews and Prothro fife the "power" model well. The relevant page of data
and Blalock's comments are reproduced for convenience.
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Figure 21

where fear and inexperience prevail. Nevertheless, voter registration
data arc as satisfactory as any of our other measures of political
d isc r im ina t ion .

Matthews and Protliro provide data for 997 Southern counties in ̂
which they relate the percentage of Negro registered voters of voting
age to per cent Negro in 1950.=® These data arc represented graphically
in Figure 21. We note, of course, that the nonlinear pattern involving
an increasing slope docs not continue indefinitely because of the im
possibility of the percentage of nonvoters going above ICQ. Had the
measure of discrimination involved a ratio of white to Negro voter
registrations, then the curve would have taken on the predicted form
even for counties with extremely liigli percentages of Negroes. The
essential point is the one made by the authors: that at approximately
30 per cent Negro the slope increases sharply and continues to be
steep until such a point where Negro registration approaches zero.=^
The authors made no tests of significance for departures from lin-,
earity, but in view of the large number of cases involved there can
be no doubt that the results are highly significant.

Comparable data for non-Southern counties are lacking in this in-
" Matthews and Prothro, op. cit.

''Ibid., pp. 28-29.
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The general pattern of results does not depend on the particular proportion of
whites assumed to register, but 75% looks righto Blalock supplies no information»
Matthews and Prothro clearly have the data but do not give it in a usable form.

However, from the N's of a graph showing the average Negro registration in Southern
counties for each decile of white registration, it appears that modal registration is
90+% and median registration 70-79%, I cannot be bothered to calculate the mean,
(Negroes and the New Southern Politics, page 132, Incidentally, the data base of the
graph is not given. One might expect it to be the same as that for the relation
between concentration of Negroes and Negro registration in 1950, but the N's sum to
8 2 2 r a t h e r t h a n 9 9 7 , )

A point that may well have occured to a reader is that the proportion of whites

registered may rise as the proportion of Negroesi increases, Byt according to Matthews
and Prothro there is only a weak relationship (+ .10, see page 132), Thus the "mobili
za t ion" o f the whi tes does not occur a t th is po in t , a t least in response to Negro

numbers. There is, however, a correlation'6f +,̂  between Negr̂regiitration, Unfor
tunately the details are given the wrong way round to be much use, but in counties where
whites are registered to the tune of 90+%, there are about 10% more Negroes (as a
proportion of Negroes) registered on average than in other counties (about 40% as against
30%), Conversely, where less than 30% of whites are registered, there are about 5%
fewer Negroes registered, Matthews and Prothro do not deal with the relation between

proportion Negro and white votingj or Negro voting and white voting, ^ey» however,
asserts that there is a strong relationship between white voting and proportion of

Negroes in a county, with the same departure from linearity at high and low Negro levels
as we can guess at from the Matthews and Prothro data for registrations, "Almost

everywhere the figures suggest that when other conditions are the same the presence
of a substantial Negro population brings with it a higher level of white voting (p 515)."
"(In Alabama) the highest rates of voting by whites tend to occur in counties with
high percentages of Negro population" (p 514), "In South Carolina, for example, the
rate of white participation in Democratic primaries does not increase uniformly with
the proportion of Negro population, but at the extremes - counties with the lowest and
the highest Negro population percentages - marked differences in electoral interest

prevail" (p 516). Note for future reference that Key explicitly makes these claims
for counties within each state; he denies that it also holds with states as the units.
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I t w i l l be no t i ced tha t the p ropor t ion o f reg is te red Negroes among a l l adu l ts

reaches a maximum where Negroes constitute 20-30% of the population (6.8%) and

drops steadily but not dramatically as the proportion of 80-90% it reaches H.3%,
But if we take Blalocki^jairecoimnended measure - the ratio of white to Negro voters
r e g i s t e r e d - i t i s c l e a r t h a t t h i s r a t i o f a l l s m o n o t o n i c a l l y a n d s h a r p l y, b u t n o t
i n a l i n e a r j f a s h i o n ,

R a t i o
W
N

r e g i s t e r e d

(Log sca le)

1 5 * 2 5 ' 3 5 '

% N
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I t i s c l ea r t ha t t he wh i t es find i t comp le te l y imposs ib l e ( o r no t wo r t h wh i l e ,

of course) to prevent their relative advanjtage fall enormously as the proportion

Negro rises to 20-30%o They then are able to prevent much further deterioration
up to '+0-50%^.but a f ter th is the i r re la t ive advantage cont inues to be eroded, w i th
a particularly sharp deterioration as Negroes rise from 70-80% to 80-90%,

We might say on the basis of this that, if "power" reveals itself by invariant
relations between the groups as proportions vary, then we do not have an instance of
it here, since it is quite clear that the whites do not prevent Negroes from getting
increased vo t ing power as the i r p ropor t ion in the popu la t ion inc reases .

D o e s t h i s m e a n t h e n t h a t w e d o n o t h e r e h a v e a s i t u a t i o n w h e r e t h e N e g r o e s a r e

perceived as a threat by the dominant whites? Of course we can deduce nothing
of the kind. All that Blalock has said is that ^ the dominant group wishes to main
tain a fixed relative advanjiage, it must work disproportionately harder as its

p r o p o r t i o n i n t h e p o p u l a t i o n f a l l s o f f . B u t t h e r e i s n o r e a s o n f o r s u p p o s i n g t h a t
the ob jec t i s to ma in ta in a fis ted super io r i t y, and i t i s thus absurd to use the

maintenance of a constant relationship as the criterion of a "power" situation.
The criterion is quite arbitrary and, we may note, is not derived from the discussion
of resources and mobilization. On the contrary, if the criterion's satisfied Blalock
then says that we can deduce a disproportionately higher level of mobilization in the
dominant group the larger the proportion of the minority group in the population.
But we know nothing about the relationship between mobilization and outcome, Blalock

apparently assumes that there is a linear relationship between power expended (resources
X mob i l i za t ion) and resu l ts ach ieved in lower ing the p ropor t ion o f Negroes reg is te red .

This is a pure assumption - it may be that lowering the proportion from ,06 to ,05
i s a s d i f fi c u l t a s l o w e r i n g i t f r o m , 2 7 t o , 1 8 ,

In any case, the whole approach is absurdly roxmdabout. In registration (as in

employment) the evidence for the existence of a power relationship, i,e, discrimination
by the dominant group, is simply that the minority group does less well than one would
e:q)ec t even a f te r tak ing account o f a l l re levant background var iab les .

Unfortunately, although Matthews and Prothro obviously have the data pn.which
one could say whether this happens to Negroes in the South, they do not give us the

answer. Wha t we need t o k j i ow to se t t l e t he i s sue o f d i sc r im ina t i on s ta t i s t i ca l l y i s
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what level of Negro registration would be predicted simply on the strength of

k n o w l e d g e a b o u t t h o s e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s w h i c h h a v e b e e n s h o w n a t t h e i n d i v i d u a l l e v e l
to affect political activity, such as educajĵ pn^occupation and incomeo This can then
be compared with the observed level of regialtration and if the latter is below the

former, we can attribute it to the exercise of power by the dominant group. Matthews
and Prothro miss this crucial logical point and compute only an "expected" Negro

registration proportion for each state based on twenty-one (!) variables including
the "structural" variable of the proportion of NegrcJufcs in the population. Since the
proportion of Negroes in the population operates by inducing discrimination it is
obviously quite absurd to take it out by putting it into the "prediction". We
cannot therefore get a c learcut answer f rom Matthews and Prothro, but i t looks as i f

there must be discr iminat ion in every state of the Confederacy except maybe North

Carol ina, Texas, F lor ida and Tennessee,

F o r a n i n t e l l i g e n t j o b o n d i s c r i m i n a t i o n w h i c h d o e s f o l l o w l o g i c a l l y c o r r e c t

procedures, one should look at the chapter in Blau and Duncan*s The American
Occupat iona l St ruc ture which shows that , even a f ter a l lowing for a l l the d isadvantages
of Negroes there is s t i l l a res idua l d isadvantage a t tached to be ing a Negro in t ry ing

to get a job. If one con^ares a Negro and a white who are the same on all the variables

(except race) which have been shown to be related to occupation the Negro will still
on average have a worse job - and if he has the same job he will on average be paid

less. This incidentally, suggests that Blalock is wrong in suggesting that the lower
incomes of Negroes in areas where there are more of them in the population is to be

exp la ined mere l y be worse educa t i on e tc , ( " compe t i t i on " ra the r t han "power " ) . I n f ac t
t h e s i t u a t i o n i n b o t h c a s e s s e e m s t o b e t h e s a m e : i f w h i t e s h a d t h e s a m e i n d i v i d u a l

low-sta tus character is t ics as Negroes, the gap between Negro and whi te reg is t ra t ion

(occupational level) would be lessened but it would by no means disappear.

I V

I said above that there was no reason to suppose that the dominant group would

t r y t o ma in ta in some fixed deg ree o f supe r i o r i t y i r r espec t i ve o f t he p ropo r t i on o f
t he m ino r i t y g roup i n t he popu la t i on . The po in t i s i n i t se l f so ©bv ious tha t one

might wonder how anybody could ever have thought otherwise, I regard that as a j^r ious

question, and I think the answer is that if you start where Blaiock starts you are
bound to get into a mess. We have to "bring men back in" as Romans put it. We have
to ask what benefits and what costs face each individual member of the dominant group
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(including, of course, the very important members holding various political offices)
in dec id ing whether to act against Negro reg is t ra t ion and i f so how.

Once we start here we can immediately see how misleading it is to speak of the
dominant group doing this or that as if all its forces could be "mobillized" across the
whole of the South. There are in fact a number of decision-points and at each a

different response is expected. Thus, at the Federal level representatives of the
South fight mainly to prevent intervention in the law and administration of Southern
states and counties. So long as they are successful in this, the state legislatives
then introduce or uphold laws which are either designed to discourage registration

(e.g. poll-tax) or provide a framework within which the administration of registration
can be discrimatory (e.g. literacy tests). The judicial system also of course condones
violence designed to keep Negroes in their place. County or precint officers then

put obstacles in the way of Negroes registering and individuals apply sanctions to any
w h o t r y , ,

The key to all this is control of the state legislature and governorship (Counties

could, if necessary, be abolished.) Thus, the most important threat posed by
Negroes is that they might gain a significant representation, or be pivotal in some
elections, within the state. The more Negroes in a state, the gri'ieater cost (in terms
of legislative ingenuity, applying pressure at the local level and incurring odium
in the rest of the country) those whites who feel themselves threatened will be willing
to incur to keep dowp Negro registration. Data bearing on this point are given below.
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The rank order correlation between Negroes in the state in 1960 is high: o78o If we
Ia

t a k e p o p u l a t i o n i n 1 9 U 0 i t i s e v e n h i g h e r : . 8 3 . T h i s i s n o t p a r t i c u l a r l y s u r p r i s i n g

s ince there is a?good dea l o f iner t ia to be found in pat terns o f behav iour. Once

r e s t r i c t i v e l e g i s l a t i o n ( i n a s t ^ t e ) o r a t r a d i t i o n o f n o t a l l o w i n g N e g r o e s t o p a s s

the literacy test (in a county) has become established, it will have some tendency
to pers istence even i f c i rcumstances change.

We should, however, beware of imagining that this inertia continues indefinately -
the lag is a matter of decades. Matthews and Prothro mention that the high correlation
between per .cent Negro in 1900 in a county and registration in 1958 was reduced to

0.01 when the per cent Negro in 1950 was par t ia l led but . S imi lar ly, i f we take a

measure to be discussed below, the proportion of counties in a state with a majority
of Negroes'(figures given in Key, page 672) the correlation of the state ranks for
1900 with those for Negores registered in 1958 is .77, but if we take the ranks for
1 9 H 0 i t i s . 8 3 . A n d s i n c e t h e c o r r e l a t i o n b e t w e e n r a n k s i n 1 9 0 0 a n d 1 9 M - 0 i s . 9 5 t h e

correlat ion for 1900 can be regarded as spur ious.

Introducing this new index enables us to sett le a question speculated on by Key
and never discussed by Matthews and Prothro. Key places great emphasis in his book
on the "b lack bel t " - the count ies wi th b ig concentrat ions of Negroes - and suggests

that it is these that really make the character of state politics. A sample quote:
"The shrinkage of the black belt Operationally, counties over half Negrc^ is probably
of greater importance than the s imple decl ine in Negro populat ion percentages for

e n t i r e s t a t e s " ( p a g e 6 7 2 ) . We c a n n o w t e s t t h i s . F i r s t o f a l l , t h e t w o m e a s u r e s

are, not surprisingly, highly intercorrelated (.92 for the two in 19M-0). Secondly,
both of them for 19M0 (the only date for which I have both) correlate .83 (I swear
I'm not making it up) with Negro registration. This is obviously tricky but if we
d a r e t o d r a w a n i n f e r e n c e i t h a s t o b e t h a t b o t h h a v e e q u a l e f f e c t s .

How does the state-wide effect of the proport ion Negroes on Negro registrat ion

operate? In three ways4 the pol l tax has a direct effect; l i teracy and similar
qualifications provide a convenient means by which registration officers (at the
county o r p rec inc t leve l ) can keep Negroes o f f the ro l l s i f they choose; and they
are more likely so to choose, the more Negroes there are in the state and in the

county; and, beyond this, without benefit of law Negroes are more likely to be kept
off the higher their proportions both in the state and the county. This is a very
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complex mode l and the most c ruc ia l da ta ( fu l l de ta i l s fo r count ies ) a re no t ava i lab le ,

t h o u g h M a t t h e w s a n d P r o t h r o m u s t h a v e h a d t h e m t o c a l c u l a t e t h e i r c o r r e l a t i o n s f o r a l l

countijlies. Some of it, however, can be checked on.

C a u s a l m o d e l o f r e g i s t r a t i o n i n a c o u n t s

% Negroes in population
o f s t a t e

%Negroes in population
o f c o u n t y «

p o l l t a x

l i t e r a c y t e s t s

r e s t r i c t i v e o p e r a t i o n
o f l i t e r a c y t e s t s

e x t r a - l e g a l p r e s s u r e
( jobs v io lence e tc , , )

l o w r e g i s t r a t i o n
rate of Negroes*

* relatively to a white population with similar educational, occupational and income ^

l e v e l s .

Thus we can show that a pol l tax and l i teracy tests both have an effect on voting

by ranking states by whether they had both, one or none of them in 1958, The rank
co r re la t i on w i t h Neg ro reg i s t ra t i on ( reve rsed ) i n 1958 i s . 83 .

We can also however show that th is correlat ion is not s imply a reflect ion of some

unspecified causal path going f rom the propor t ion of Negroes in the populat ion to the

propor t ion reg is tered, combined wi th a h igh corre la t ion between the propor t ion of Negroes
a n d t h e r e s t r i c t i v e l e g i s l a t i o n . F o r t h e c o r r e l a t i o n o f N e g r o e s r e g i s t e r e d i n 1 9 5 8

wi th the propor t ion o f Negroes in 1960 is .78 ( fo r 19 i tO, .83) , wh i le the cor re la t ion

between voting restr icyjr ions in 1958 and Negroes in the population in 1960 is only .56

(for 19U0 .63). The conclusion to be drawn from this is plainly that restrictive voting
laws have a qu i te power fu l e f fec t i n depress ing Negro reg is t ra t ion independen t l y o f



<

1 6

the effec i rs of the propor t ion of Negroes in a s tate.

% bJeG 1958 , Restrictive Leg,

% Reg 1958

% Negro 1960

It is interesting to ask whether the correlation of ,56 with 1960 Negro proportions
and ,63 for 19^0 Negro proportions could be improved by (a) taking proportions of
counties with over half Negroes and (b) going back to 1900, the period in which most
states introduced poll taxes and literacy tests. Both hypothesis are strongly suggested

by Key, who argues that the legislation was pushed through by those living in the
" b l a c k b e l t " c o u n t i e s , o v e r t h e i n d i f f e r e n c e o r o p p o s i t i o n o f o t h e r w h i t e s . B e t h a t

as it may, the correlation of restrictive legislation in 1958 with the proportion of
counties with Negro majorities in 19M-0 is ,55(compared with .63 using straight propor
tions of Negroes in 1940) and ,51 in 1900, And this ,51 looks very sick when one notes
tha t t he 1900 /1940 i n te rco r re la t i on i s , pe rhaps su rp r i s i ng l y, as h igh as . 95 ,

Thus, though it may well be that voting restrictions in say, 1910 matched Negro
proportions (however measured) to the tune of .55 or maybe even more, the relative
lowness of the later figure cannot be attributed to inertia. For in the absence of

any perceptible change in the rankings of the states in Negro proportions, a much higher
correlation in the past would entail subsequent changes in the states* legislation
i n o r d e r t o e x p l a i n t h e f a l l i n t h e c o r r e l a t i o n !

% R e g 1 9 5 8 . R e s t r i c t i v e L e g .

% Reg 1958

% C o u n t i e s

o v e r h a l f

n e g r o 1 9 4 0
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My asser ta t ion that po l l tax has a d i rec t e f fec t in depress ing s ta tewide Negro

registration levels, whê s the effects of Idteracy and cognate tests depend̂  on the
dis f ranch is ing use made o f them is p laus ib le , su re ly. To show fu r the r tha t the

s e v e r i t y o f r e s t r i c t i o n i n t r o d u c e d b y a l i t e r a c y t e s t i n a g i v e n c o u n t y i s a f u n c t i o n
both of the proport ion of Negroes in the state and the proport ion of Negroes in the

county would require the county data which are not to my knowledge in pr int. However,
d i rec t inspec t ion o f the tab le a l ready p resen ted y ie lds some suppor t , .

Thus, cont rary to Key 's v iew that po l l taxes have negl ig ib le e ffec ts on Negro

registrations, the evidence suggests tbat poll taxes have a fairly uniform and quite
severe eff̂  - thus Arkansas with 25% of Negroes in 3§40 and poll tax in 1958 has a
registration figure below that of three of the four states with literacy tests, though
all three; had more Negroes in 1940; and Texas, with a mere 14% of Negroes in 1940, had
a registration rate below Florida or Tennessee, with more Negroes but neither a poll
t a x o r l i t e r a c y t e s t .

If we look at litei^y tests it is clear that these can be major or minor barriers;
South Carolina with only a litercy test holds its registered Negroes will below the
leve l o f two o f the th ree, s ta tes w i th bo th l i te racy tes ts and po l l taxes , bu t o f course

it also has more Negroes than those states, which no doubt gives a greater impetus to
the use of the test to defranchise Negroes, On the other hand, if we look at the three
other states with only literacy tests, the defranchising effects look much less severe.

It is not of course possible to say anjrthing at all about county variations within

states, but Matthews and Prothro do give data on North Carolina which show that at any
ra te t he re a re qu i t e no t i ceab le coun ty e f f ec t s . Tha t i s t o say, i n coun t i es w i t h f ew

Negores , the l i te racy tes t i s admin is te red on the who le ra i€ l y, bu t in coun t ies w i th
more Negroes it is used as an instrument of discrimination (154-5), Assuming this
holds elsewhere, I think I can claim to have given some evidence for the independent

e f fec t o f each l ink in the mode l I pu t fo rward except fo r an e f fec t o f the propor t ion

of Negroes in a county which is not mediated through the d is f ranchis ing effects of

l i t e r a c y t e s t s . T h i s r e q u i r e s e v i d e n c e f r o m s t a t e s w i t h o u t l i t e r a c y t e s t s o n c o u n t y -

b y - c o u n t y v a r i a t i o n s i n r e g i s t r a t i o n w h i c h ( t o r e p e a t ) i s n o t a v a i l a b l n .
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To return from this exercise in pre-elemen-^y statistics to what is supposed to
be the point of this part of the paper; we cannot get anywhere by talking about

"mobilizing" the "dominant" group, as if it were a unit to be disposed at will by
some Napoleon of white supremacy. We have to look at each decision-point and ask
what are the alternatives open to an actor at that point and what are his perceived
r e w a r d s a n d c o s t s .

If you are registering Negroes in a county with few Negroes but in a state with

many, it is clear that you are not going to alter an election outcome by disqualifying
Negroes, but if doing that is popular with your electorate you will do it. The fact
that the same reduction in another country with more Negroes would do more good to

the cause of white supremacy is irrelevant, since nothing you can do at anything like
the same cost would have that effect. This is of course why even at very low Negro

proportions the average figures for Negro registrations in Southern counties are still
less than half those of whites - a difference far too great to be made up by what

Matthews and Prothro admit to be the relatively weak variables of education, income
and occupational status. We might compare here the strategy of British political

parties. Insofar as they spend their central funds on local parties and local
campaigns, they funnel them into the constituencies they just need to win if they are
to get a majority in the House of Commons. Active supporters can be got to travel
from safe seats to adjacent marginal ones, but if there are no marginal ones near,

they must be deployed in the most marginal one there is. They cannot be expected to
t r a v e l a h u n d r e d m i l e s t o c a n v a s s .

In other words, when thinking of "the resources" of, say, "a political party" we
have to break them down according to their specificity, and to the structure of
dec i s i ons . (W i t hou t cen t r a l wa r - ches t s , t he s i gn i ficance o f t he t o t a l amoun t spen t

by "the party" will obviously be much less than if the money is centrally directed,
except (as with some bdg givers in the USA) insofar as the fund-givers use much the
same criteria as the party to win they could equally well give it to the centre.)̂

We can also see now why the proportion of registered Negroes to all registered
voters goes up as the proportion of Negroes rises, especially as it gets to 55%, 75%
and 85%. Instead of adopting Blalock's completely arbitrary assumption that "whites
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in the South" want to keep the -ratio of white to Negro registered voters constant in
each county, we need to look on the problem in cost-benefit terms.

The figures suggest that squeezing the average registration level of Negroes
for a block of counties with similar proportions of Negroes down below about 7% must
be hard and increasingly hard work. The explanation is, I take it, that there are
presumably.an average 5% of wo of well-educated Negroes not dependent economically
on white favour in each block of counties; and, except in Mississippi, (and to a
somewhat smaller extent. South Carolina) the cost of registering them is presumably

judged less than the trouble caused by refusing to.

For a given eimount of effort devoted to 'mobilizing' it is better value for
more whites simply to turn out and actually votCo This is doubtless the significance
of the correlation between white voting and Negro registration mentioned earlier. At
a pinch, it is also possible for more whites to register and this is I take it ai
least part of the explanation of the way in which very high levels of whit$ registration
(90+%) are associated with a larger than average proportion of Negroes though this
relationship then ceases to hold down to 30% Negro, below which white registration drops
a b i t f u r t h e r .

It should, of course be added that even if a substantial number of Negroes do
both register and vote, this need not bring them any gains so long as they stay in a

minority of the voters. Provided the white voters stick together and punish any can
didate who makes even the smallest concession to the Negor electorate, they can
ensure that the policies pursued by successful candidates remain the same as they would
be if there were no Negroes in the electorate, (See Keech, The Impabt of Negpo Voting

pages 99-10^ This is, if you like, a further stage of possible "mobilization" by
whites, though it illustrates the misleadingness of makingg any effective collective
use of resources synonymous with "mobilization", since it requires no organization
or co-ord inat ion among whi te voters.

V I

To sum up (and not before t ime) the main t rouble wi th Blalock's t reatment is that
in order to establish a "power" relation he has to postulate that the dominant group
wishes to maintain an invariant superiority irrespective of the proportion of the

\
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minority group. The evidence for the existence of the power relation is just that
the dominant group does establish an invariant superiority. This is surely,^as
bla tant an example o f pu t t ing the rabb i t in the hat and then t r iumphant ly pu l l ing

i t out again as any in the melancholy annals of soc ia l sc ience. Moreover, even

if some independent criterion for power could be provided - and I have suggested that
when i t takes the form of d iscr iminat ion against a group th is can qui te eas i ly be

I

d o n e , a t l e a s t i n p r i n c i p l e - i t i s n o t a t a l l c l e a r t h a t t h e " m u l t i p l i c a t i v e
' relationship" between resources and mobilization in itself helps very much. My

fee l i ng i s tha t they a re s t r i c t l y ex -pos t te rms - tha t we desc r ibe and t r y to exp la in
the exerc ise o f power fi rs t and then, i f we choose, fi t i t , ' in to the resource -

mc^ilization framework. In particular, resources are not simply something you either
have or don't have, and mobil ization is not a fixed tendency to use some given

propor t ion o f one 's resources .

The whole business can, in my view only be made sense of by putting it in a

broad ly "economic" f ramework . Rather than th ink ing o f a fixed s tock o f " resources"
which somebody e i ther "mobi l izes" or doesn' t , we should th ink of people (or organizat ions

if that is the decision-point of our analysis) as deciding whether to convert other

things (money, time, health, status, liking) into the currency of power. The extent
to which they wi l l choose to do this at any moment wi l l obviously depend on the prevai l

ing ext^hange rate at each of the margins and what can be got with an increment of

power. Th is sounds fo rm idab le , and i s . The t r i ck , fo r fu i fu re deve lopment in the

s u b j e c t , i s t o fi n d t h e s h o r t c u t s t h a t w o r k . T h i s i s p a r t l y a m a t t e r o f a n a l y t i c a l
devices (much of the growth of economics has depended on finding devices which enable

analysis to proceed) such as working out a theory which takes the stock of power as
fixed ( i n e f f ec t a f r ee good ) and concen t ra t i ng on i t s d i spos i t i on , t hen t r y i ng t o

extend i t . But i t is a lso a mat ter o f find ing out in what context which phenomena are

important and which can be sl ighted.


