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reported interactions, since the persons not
interviewed cannot report on their view of who
initiated the interaction. In sum, the first step in
our analysis involves reducing the matrix of all
reported contacts to a network of persons, all of
whom are interconnected directly or through
intermediaries.

This procedure identified connected networks
of roughly 800 persons in each of the national
elites studied: 876 in the US, 746 in Australia,
and 799 in West Germany. The density of each
network is similar and relatively low: the
interpersonal ties respondents reported amount
to about 1 per cent of all possible ties among
network members. However, each of the
networks contains a sizable number of cohesive
cliques and circles: 32 in the American network,
22 in West Germany, and 11 in Australia. In
each country, the majority of these cliques and
circles are small, seldom numbering more than a
handful of persons. But in each national elite
network there is also a large, relatively inclusive
circle composed of several hundred persons.
This ‘central circle’ contains 227 persons in the
US, 340 in West Germany, and 418 in Australia.
The density of each circle is roughly three times
that of the national elite network: 3-8 per cent in
the US, 2-6 per cent in Australia, and 2-7 per
cent in West Germany. Thus central circle
members can contact each other more readily
than the typical member of the larger network
can contact other network members.

Network Centrality

Centrality is another widely used network
analytic procedure with an emphasis different
from that of clique and circle detection. It

TABLE |  Characteristics of the American (USA), Australian
(AUS) and West German (FRG) elite networks

USA AUS FRG
Sample members (n) 545 370 497
Network members (n) 876 746 799
Network density (%) 07 11 09
Cliques (n) 442 1132 739
Circles (n) 32 i1 22
Central circle members (n) 227 418 340
Central circle density (%) 38 26 2:7

denotes, in essence, the number of
communication paths which pass through an
individual’s network location (Freeman, 1977).
Thus a highly central individual need not be a
member of cohesive cliques and circles since a
high centrality score can be achieved through
connections to persons who are not themselves
connected. Many measures of network
centrality have been developed (e.g. Freeman,
1977: Knoke and Burt, 1983; Bonacich, 1987),
though they are all highly intercorrelated
(Bolland, 1988). A ‘reachability’ measure based
on the number of persons each network member
could reach within two steps (i.e. through one
intermediary) was calculated for each network
member. Persons highly central by this measure
could therefore easily communicate with a large
number of other elites. Less central persons
would have to spend more time and effort to
reach many others. .

This centrality measure allows us to study the
core of each national elite by focusing on the 100
individuals who could reach the largest numbers
of others either directly or through single
intermediaries. It is worth noting that the most
central American could reach 389 other persons
in the elite network in this way, his Australian
counterpart could reach 462 others, and the
most central West German could reach 436
others. By contrast, the least central person in
each national elite network could reach only half
a dozen others directly or through single
intermediaries. While these centrality scores are
calculated for the full networks and are
determined by a method different from that by
which the central circles are identified, virtuaily
all of the 100 most central persons in each
network are also members of the central circle.
To this extent, these 100 most central persons
can be thought of as forming the core of each
central circle.$

Composition of the Central Circles and Circle
Cores

Consistent with the thesis of relatively
comprehensive integration of national elites in
stable democracies, representatives of all
important institutional sectors belong to the elite
networks and central circles in each country.
Table 2 shows the sector composition of the
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TABLE 2 Sector composition of the sample, network, central circle and core in the American (USA), Australian and West

German (FRG) elite studies (%)

USA Australia FRG
Sector Sample Network Circle Core Sample Network Circle Core Sample Network Circle Core
Politics 330 521 502 710 216 283 272 250 278 342 376 380
Civil Service 99 82 57 10 13-5 1777 184 190 11-9 124 94 5.0
Business 242 135 163 90 243 173 208 370 292 239 250 270
Labor Unions 88 61 70 40 135 89 89 40 46 69 9-7 10-0
Media 11-6 81 75 20 10-8 81 81 60 12-1 100 10:0 140
Vol. Assoc. 95 65 44 60 10-8 69 48 50 2-8 24 18 20
Academic 29 40 75 70 54 10-3 98 40 68 65 5-6 40
Other 0-0 1-5 13 00 00 25 19 00 48 38 09 00
(n) (545) (876) (227) (100} (370)  (746) (418) (100) (497)  (799) (340) (100)

original elite sample, the network, the central
circle, and the circle core in each country. We
interpret the presence of representatives from
all sectors in the central circles and their cores as
evidence of relatively comprehensive elite

integration.
All sectors, however, are not equally
represented in the central circles. The

prevalence of political leaders and government
officials in the central circles is a striking
similarity in the three national elites. Roughly
half of each central circle consists of political and
civil service elites. While this pattern is most
pronounced in the US, it is clear in Australia
and West Germany as well.”

Lacking direct data on the influence of
different sectors in the central circles, we use as
a rough estimate of sectoral over- and under-
representation a comparison of a sector’s
proportions in the original sample and in the
central circle. On the assumption that sample
members, in contrast to non-respondents, had
equal opportunities to name others, and thus to
be members of the central circle, a sector is
over-represented if its members are more
numerous in the circle than in the sample. As
already noted, politicians are over-represented
in all three central circles, while civil servants
are over-represented only in ‘ Australia.
Conversely, business elites are numerically
under-represented in all three central circles,
while trade union leaders are over-represented
only in the German circle.? Media elites are
under-represented in all three circles, which is
consistent with the claims of some media

respondents that they are observers of, not
active participants in, policy-making. Similarly,
leaders of voluntary associations are weakly
represented in all three central circles. By
contrast, academics play a more important role.

Conspicuous by their absence in the central
circles are military and cultural elites (e.g.
religious  leaders, intellectuals, artists,
entertainment celebrities). Some of these elites
were not in the positional samples, and to that
extent they had a lower probability of entering
the central circles. But this is only part of the
explanation for their absence. First, the
snowball sampling procedure brings in
important elites who were not part of the
positional sample. Secondly, the openness of the
network analytic procedure allows for the
inclusion of non-respondents, and, indeed, quite
a few non-respondents ended up in the central
circles: 63 in the American, 143 in the
Australian, and 110 in the West German.
Consequently, well-connected members of the
military and cultural elites could have found
places in the central circles even though they
were not interviewed. In any event, military
leaders were included in the West German
sample, and top-ranking religious leaders were
included in both the West German and
Australian samples. But even then, no West
German military commander belonged to the
central circle, and neither did any religious
leader in West Germany or Australia. As
regards intellectuals, artists, and entertainment
figures, a study of the American intellectual elite
in the early 1970s found few connections
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between its members and other elites
(Kadushin, 1974), while a study of the Yugoslav
national elite, which included academic and
cultural elites as one of its sampled sectors, also
showed few connections between them and the
other elites (Barton, Denitch and Kadushin,’
1973).

Table 2 also shows the sector composition of
the central circle core in each country—the 100
persons who could reach the largest numbers of
other persons either directly or through single
intermediaries. As is true for the central circles,
the circle cores contain representatives from all
elite sectors. In the US, political-governmental
leaders comprise nearly three-quarters of the
circle core, suggesting their utter centrality in
the national elite. In Australia and West
Germany, political-governmental leaders also
dominate the cores, though not to the same
extent. In Australia, the business elite is strongly
over-represented in the core which suggests that
political-governmental and business leaders
form a tightly interconnected and somewhat
exclusive ‘power elite’ formation in that country.
However, in contrast to assumptions of power
elite theorists, the political-governmental
leaders in this formation are associated in more
or less equal numbers with parties sympathetic
to and those somewhat hostile towards business
interests. In West Germany, the circle core is
more diverse. Political-governmental leaders
comprise 43 per cent of the core, but in contrast
to Australia, business leaders are somewhat
under-represented, while trade union and media
leaders are somewhat over-represented, with
other elites showing up in proportions that
parallel their memberships in the central circle.

Social and Positional Correlates of Circle and
Core Membership

Numerous studies have found that occupants of
national elite positions are distinguished by their
privileged social origins, higher education, and
greater age (see Putnam, 1976 for a summary of
this research). Our data are consistent with
these findings: In the US, West Germany, and
Australia, only a small proportion of elites have
working-class origins, the bulk of them have
university educations, and their average age is in
the early fifties (Higley, Deacon and Smart,

1979; Moore, 1979; Hoffmann-Lange, 1985). As
one would expect, the major exception to these
general patterns is the trade union elites: they
much more often come from working-class
backgrounds and less often hold university
degrees.

Putting the trade union elites to one side, do
elite persons with privileged backgrounds more
frequently end up in the most central network
locations as has been found for business elites in
the ‘inner circle’ (Useem, 1984: 66-70)? It
appears that they do not. Table 3 shows that
social class origins,” measured by whether a
respondent’s father was a member of the
working class, play little, if any, role in
determining where a person is situated in the
national elite network. In West Germany and
Australia there is the hint of a slight
disadvantage for political leaders from working-
class backgrounds in reaching the central circle
cores (even though both countries had left-of-
center, trade union-linked governments at the
time of the surveys), but overall, the three
networks do not appear to be structured
internally in any strong way by the class origins
of their members. These results suggest that
while upper-class origins remain advantageous
for achieving membership in the elite (Putnam,
1976: 21-44), their importance fades once
membership has been achieved.

Far more important for the locations of indi-
viduals in the elite circles and cores are their
formal organizational positions as well as their
policy-making activities and visibility associated
with these formal positions. In all three
countries, centrality in the elite network results
to a large extent from holding the most senior
positions in important institutions and

TABLE 3 Father working class for sample, central circle and
core according to sector type for American (USA), Australian
(AUS) and West German (FRG) elites (%)

Political sectors Other sectors
USA AUS FRG USA AUS FRG
Sample 94 258 309 188 116 20-5
Central
circle 114 271 246 167 11-5 257
Core 152 129 111 130 129 283
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organizations. For example, in Australia three-
quarters of all federal cabinet ministers belong
to the central circle, while only 18 per cent of
their back-bench colleagues in federal
Parliament are in the circle. In West Germany
all core members hold senior organizational
positions; these include, for example, 7 of the 17
members of the federal cabinet and 7 of the 11
state prime ministers.

Similarly, an analysis of publicly visible
policy-making activities, such as testifying
before parliamentary or congressional com-
mittees, participating on government advisory
committees, giving issue-related speeches,
writing articles advocating policies, and the like,
shows that central circle members in all three
countries are much more heavily involved in
such activities than are those outside the central
circles (Moore, 1979; Higley and Moore, 1981).

Political Correlates of Central Circle and Core
Membership

Evidence presented so far shows that elite
central circles and their cores are inclusive in
terms of sector composition and composed
primarily of the most senior and active formal
position-holders. We now ask whether central
circles and cores are similarly inclusive in terms
of explicitly political affiliations and attitudes.
Table 4 shows the political party preferences of
American, Australian, and West German re-
spondents according to their network and sector

TABLE 4  Party preference for sample, central circle and core
according to sector type for American (USA), Australian and
West German (FRG) elites (%)

Sample Circle Core
USA: % Republican
Political sectors 51-4 49-3 55-3
Other sectors 40-5 341 34-8
Australia: % Labor
Political sectors 377 421 58-3
Other sectors 13-3 13-0 71
FRG: % SPDIFDP
Political sectors 63-8 70-3 76-2
Other sectors 379 378 332

locations. The proportions of respondents
preferring the party in power at the time of each
survey are given: in the US, the Republican
Party is listed because it controlled the executive
branch of government, even though Congress
was controlled by the Democrats in 1971-72; in
Australia the Labor Party is listed because it
controlled the federal government during most
of 1975; and in West Germany the Social
Democrat-Free Democrat coalition is listed
because it controlled a majority of votes in
federal parliament in 1981.

Despite the Republican Party’s ascendancy in
the US, membership in that party was no more
common for politicians in the sample than for
those in the central circle core, and it was a little
less common among core members from other
sectors than for persons outside the core in those
sectors. In Australia, Labor Party politicians
were more numerous in the circle core than in
the original sample, but outside of the political
elite Labor Party affiliation was not correlated
with centrality. Similarly, in West Germany
politicians affiliated with the SPD/FDP govern-
ing coalition comprised a larger proportion of
the circle core than they they did of the original
sample, though, as in Australia, affiliation with
the dominant party or parties was not correlated
with centrality elsewhere in the elite network.
These patterns suggest that the formal system of
government does affect elite networks, a point
we will return to later.

What about issue attitudes? Do these corre-
late with centrality? Because they generate
sharp cleavages between different components
of the national elite, controversial issues might
be expected to divide the elite into distinct,
informal camps of like-minded persons, with
one camp being clearly more central in the
network. To illustrate, one of the most con-
troversial issue items in the American elite
opinion survey was the statement that ‘We
should have more effective taxation of
inheritance to minimize the passing on of large
family fortunes’. Seventy-nine per cent of
business leaders opposed this statement, but it
was supported by 93 per cent of trade union
leaders (Barton, 1985: 192-4). In all three
surveys, similarly large cleavages existed
between different elite sectors on several issue
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items (for Australia, see Higley, Deacon and
Smart, 1979: 120-45; for West Germany, see
Hoffmann-Lange, 1986: 125-30).

Elites with sharply opposing views
nevertheless interact extensively with each other
in the countries we are considering. Analysis of
highly controversial issues shows that the
diversity of issue attitudes is as great in the
central circles and circle cores as it is in the
larger elite samples. In short, within each
network segment, diversity rather than hom-
ogeneity of opinions seems to be the rule.
Additional support for this observation comes
from analyses of issue cleavages among our
American respondents done by Barton (1985)
and Parsons (1976). On seven attitude scales,
Barton (1985: 206) finds that central circle
members’ scores differ only slightly from the
mean scores of the sample as a whole, leading
him to conclude that attitude homogeneity is not
a feature of the central circle. Parsons finds that
central circle members are more willing to
compromise on policy questions than are elite
persons who are not in the central circle (1976:
302-6).° Thus, agreement on policy attitudes is
not more common among members of the cen-
tral circle or the circle core than among elites as
a whole, though openness to compromise may
be a characteristic that somewhat distinguishes
circle members from their less centrally located
colleagues.

DISCUSSION

Proponents of the power elite, ruling class and
pluralist perspectives on elite integration in
stable democracies have frequently couched
their analyses in terms of elite circles. For C.
Wright Mills, the American power elite of the
1950s consisted of ‘those political, economic,
and military circles which as an intricate set of
overlapping cliques share decisions having . . .
national consequences’ (Mills, 1956: 18). But
while Mills portrayed the power elite in circle
terms, he was vague about its configurations,
merely alluding to an unspecified number of
military, economic and ‘public decision-making’
circles whose members have common social
origins, career patterns, life styles, and thus
personality and other psychological affinities

(pp- 278-83). Regarding the overall integration
of the elite, Mills claimed that some small
number of persons who belong to two or more of
these ‘higher circles’ integrate them and
constitute the power elite’s ‘inner core’ (pp.
288-9). Meanwhile, pluralists have contended
that elites in democracies are arrayed in ‘a
cluster of interlocking circles, each one
preoccupied with its own professionalism and
expertise and touching others only at one edge’
(Bottomore, 1964: 34). Though they do not
specify the number, size, or compositions of
these elite circles, pluralists believe that they are
basically autonomous, have no central
coordinating body other than the government
itself, and exist in a kind of natural, enduring
balance.

Our findings about the structure of American,
Australian, and West German national elite
networks and the central circles they contain
depict a more comprehensive integration of
elites than the familiar perspectives separately
envisage. On the basis of survey data covering
all important elite sectors and major national
policy issues that were being actively considered
at the times of our research, we find a funnel-
like structure of elite communication and
discussion about policy issues which is inclusive
of all elite sectors and heterogencous in the
social origins, issue attitudes, and party
affiliations of the several hundred persons most
centrally located in it. The key feature of this
structure in each country is a large, diverse, but
significantly integrated central circle which itself
narrows into a core of tightly interconnected
individuals, each of whom is in close contact
with several hundred other elite persons in the
central circle and beyond it. The extent of elite
integration which this funnel-like structure
represents accords with what the power elite and
some versions of the ruling class perspective lead
one to expect; but the composition of the
structure is more in line with pluralist claims
about elite inclusiveness and heterogeneity in
stable democracies.

It is important to be clear about what these
data do and do not show. The first issue is
whether the elite circles are a methodological
artifact rather than a substantive result. One
might argue that since our positional samples
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were supplemented by snowball samples and
included individuals because of their links to
others in the network, the connectedness of the
network is a trivial result of our sampling
procedure. However, only a few respondents
belonged to the snowball samples and their
numbers are not sufficient to explain the overall
connectedness of the elite networks. Further,
imagine two counter-examples: If respondents
from each sector named non-sample members
only from their own sector, the result would be
circles organized by sector. Similarly, if elites
were involved in a single issue area and
respondents named only a few fellow activists on
that issue, the result would -be a structure
fragmented overall.

One could ask to what extent the resulting
structure was predetermined by the choice of the
overlap criterion utilized for merging cliques and
circles, with merging when two-thirds of one
group also belong to another. A more de-
manding criterion would have resulted in a more
fragmented structure, while a more lenient
criterion would have produced a more inclusive
structure. Qur overlap criterion avoids both of
these extremes. It allows indirect links to be
seen as important means of structural inte-
gration, while also requiring considerable
overlap, to guarantee that integration is not
based on single individuals connecting otherwise
disparate cliques or circles. Therefore, we can
safely conclude that the central circles found are
not methodological artifacts.

An equally important question is the basis of
access to the elite networks. Influence on
nationally important decisions is most often
based on the power resources associated with
elite positions, but may aiso rest on the personal
qualities of individuals. While the large numbers
of holders of senior elite positions among circle
members indicate the importance of formal
power resources for the resolution of nationally-
important issues, the inclusion of other persons
lacking those resources shows that personal
attributes such as knowledge and social skills are
also important. It is also true, however, that the
positionally-defined elite sample that constituted
the original basis for the nomination of
interaction partners enhances the chances of
holders of senior elite positions becoming

members of the elite networks and central
circles. Still, the inclusion of snowball
respondents as well as non-respondents who
were not holders of such positions at the time of
the surveys shows that influence on national
issues is by no means limited to individuals who
control  important organizational power
resources. And vice versa, only a small number
of all holders of elite positions showed up in the
elite central circles.

Our data are limited in several respects. We
have already noted that the data grossly
underestimate the actual density of the elite
networks studied. The incompleteness of the
network matrices also means that one must not
reify memberships of specific individuals in the
networks or central circles. Instead, we
concentrate on their overall compositions and
structures. Although the several hundred
individuals who make up each central circle
were clearly important, nationally-known
figures at the times of our studies, other
prominent persons were not included. More-
over, because issues and elite position-holders
are continually changing, it is clear that the
structure we have analyzed must be regarded as
fluid. Nevertheless, since the number of large
and powerful organizations whose top position-
holders are necessarily in the thick of national
elite interactions is relatively small and invariant
in the short run, the rough proportions of
different elite sectors in networks and circles are
probably fairly stable.

Our data are aiso not appropriate for studying
issue-specific networks. Pappi has argued.that
‘the merging of links, irrespective of discussion
topics, into one large network wipes away all
issue-specific contours and identifies a core
region of persons active in several issue areas’.
He adds, however, that this is not necessarily a
disadvantage, ‘because mediating between dif-
ferent issue publics is one of the principal
functions of the integrative core of an elite
system’ (1984: 85).

Similarly, we have no information on the
content of the relations on which the network
analyses were based. Since decisionmaking
routinely involves clashes between opposing
interests, it is realistic to assume that the
respondents named not only interaction partners
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with whom they agreed, but also their adver-
saries. Since our study deals primarily with elite
integration, however, the content of links is of
secondary importance since friendly as well as
conflictual relations contribute to elite inte-
gration, so long as conflicts are multifaceted and
do not regularly involve the same parties.

The relational network model generally
neglects differences of power other than those
associated with network positions. Therefore,
our model of democratic elites is based on the
assumption that, due to their fluid and inter-
stitial nature, elite circles are relatively
egalitarian structures. We consider access to
decisionmaking arenas as the single most
important resource in decisionmaking. While it
is often true that the control of power resources
is a precondition of such access, we contend that
no simple hierarchy of power exists among the
members of elite circles. Class theorists have
instead often assumed that economic resources
are ultimately decisive and invariably determine
the outcomes of decisions.

Finally, the approach also neglects policy
outcomes. Whether the outcomes produced by
these structures are skewed in favor of one elite
sector or faction, or whether they approximate a
rough equilibrium among elites, are questions
we cannot answer with these data. Patterns in
the results can be interpreted as pointing in both
directions. For example, the large number and
generally central locations of key business
leaders in each country’s central circle and core
suggest that business elites are positioned to get
their way on economic and other salient issues
more often than not, as would be expected by
class theorists. On the other hand, the fact that
political and governmental elites are even more
numerous and pivotally located in each
country’s central circle and core, and the fact
that this results from their close ties to all elite
sectors, not just to business, implies that the
power and influence of business elites are much
less than hegemonic. In our view, crucial is a
shared expectation that the system guarantees a
fair chance to all participants to assert their
interests, i.e. a belief in its distributive justice.
This is compatible with an imbalanced distri-
bution of benefits, but nor with the exclusion of
important organizations from decisionmaking.

We were able to demonstrate the existence of
inclusive elite central circles in the countries
studied. However, one might argue that while
an inclusive elite structure indicates political
stability, it is not necessarily compatible with
democracy since a small, socially exclusive and
attitudinally homogeneous power elite might
still dominate the entire range of important
organizations. How do we support the claim that
the structures we find distinguish democratic
from non-democratic elites, especially since
non-democratic countries are not examined?
Several characteristics of the elite structures can
be mentioned here.

The first is the pivotal position of demo-
cratically elected politicians in the elite central
circles. Moreover, according to Dahrendorf
(1967) the existence of elites that reflect the
diversity of interests in society, is an important
criterion for a successful democracy. Our studies
show that the elite circles in all three countries
are indeed socially heterogeneous in terms of
social class and religious backgrounds and that
they also include the leaders of a great variety of
organizational sectors and interest groups.
Finally, the members of the elite circles were not
attitudinally more homogeneous than the
members of the much larger positional elite
samples. In West Germany, the only country for
which we have data that allow us to compare
elite and mass political issue attitudes, dissensus
over issues was even more pronounced in the
elite than in the general population.1!

Our emphasis on the existence and
importance of inclusive, largely informal
networks paraliels some ideas that have also
been discussed by scholars studying con-
sociational democracies (cf. Lijphart, 1969,
1977, 1984; Nordlinger, 1972). In both
instances, elites are accorded a central role in
managing democratic institutions and mediating
political conflicts. Nevertheless, most analyses
of consociational democracies pay relatively
little attention to the elite networks that underlie
them, and they instead concentrate on the
consociational patterns of governance in which
political inputs and outputs are distributed
proportionately among culturally distinct elites
and the population segments they lead. Also,
consociationalism focuses more or less ex-
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clusively on the viability of democracy in
subculturally segmented societies, while we are
more generally interested in the patterns of elite
interactions that distinguish democracies from
other types of regimes. Following again Sartori’s
line of reasoning, we view democracies as
located on a continuum on which majoritarian
democracy and consociational democracy are to
be considered as the polar types, depending on
the degree of subcultural segmentation of a
society. Real democracies are therefore charac-
terized by a specific blend of majoritarian and
non-majoritarian decisions (1987: 240). This
may even vary over time according to the
development of the salience of sociopolitical
cleavages in a society.

Because incumbency in senior positions in
powerful formal organizations is the most
important determinant of elite locations in these
data, the organizational basis of elite networks
bulks large in our analysis. In this respect, our
findings intersect with those of Laumann and
Knoke (1987) on the organizational bases of
policy-making networks in the US, and it is
instructive to compare and contrast their
analysis with our own. Contending that it is the
interactions among formal organizations, rather
than ‘natural persons’, that are decisive for
policy outcomes in the modern ‘organizational
state’, Laumann and Knoke find ‘large, ex-
clusive, highly differentiated communities of
policy-making organizations’ in two policy
domains, health and energy, during the late
1970s and early 1980s (1987: 380).12

The patterns that Laumann and Knoke report
paraliel the thrust of our findings in that they do
not readily accord with the conventional
perspectives. The extent to which a relatively
small number of large organizations monopolize
policy-making, and the ‘divorce’ which they find
between organizational interests and the
preferences of mass publics do not fit the
pluralist perspective. In their main body of data,
on the other hand, Laumann and Knoke find
little or no evidence of the centralized
integration of organizational actors that the
power elite and class perspectives lead one to
expect: they do not identify any overarching
structure analogous to our central circles, and
the picture they paint is simply that of a densely

interconnected, inclusive, and issue-based
network of organizational actors. However, to
the extent that contacts between organizations
reflect formal institutional structures more than
do contacts between persons, the absence of a
centralized pattern of integration in their data
may in part reflect the decision to focus on
organizational actors rather than key ‘natural
persons’ (i.e. elites). Had they focused more
directly on the numerous informal relations
between the elite persons who make such
institutions and organizations work, indications
of a more centralized interaction structure might
well have emerged.

In the the most recent analysis of their data,
Heinz et al. analyzed the patterns of personal
contacts among key representatives of private
interest organizations. Instead of an identifiable
set of core actors, they found a network in which
the notables of their sample were located around
an empty center (1990: 381). This result is
interpreted as indicating that the system is held
together by surface tension rather than the
‘magnetism of a dense core’ (1990: 382).
However, while these results are incompatible
with the assumption of an ‘inner circle’ of
busi elites ging the American economy
(cf. Useem, 1984), it is not inconsistent with our
claim of an inclusive elite circle made up of
representatives from all major societal sectors.
The authors themselves mention that
government officials were not included in the
analysis and that this omission may account for
the absence of a network core. They further
note that the central role of politicians probably
varies across policy domains (1990: 383). Thus,
while we do not deny that elite networks in some
policy areas lack a decisionmaking center, we
still claim that the overall structure is
characterized by the existence of a central elite
circle.

Given our concern with the adequacy of the
conventional perspectives in conceptualizing
national elite integration in stable democracies,
we have highlighted common features of
American, Australian, and West German elite
integration and the ways they cut across the two
perspectives. But we are not claiming that these
national elites are three peas in a pod, and it is
necessary to comment briefly on some of the
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patterns that distinguish them. First, it is clear
that the network centrality of civil service elites
varies according to the structure of national
political institutions (see Table 2): very central
in Australia’s Westminster-derived parliamen-
tary system in which a civil servant is often the
second most important official in a government
department, after the minister him/herself;
essentially peripheral in the US’s presidential
system with its thick layer of political appointees
on the top of the civil service in all departments
and agencies; and moderately central in West
Germany’s system in which policy-making
activity in a ministry rests largely with the
minister, one or. two junior ministers, and
several ‘political’ civil servants (Hoffmann-
Lange, 1985).

Second, and similarly, the network centrality
of political leaders belonging to major political
parties appears to be influenced strongly by a
country’s form of government (see Table 4). The
American presidential form of government, with
its separation of powers among the executive,
legislative, and judicial branches, enables
political leaders associated with one party to
achieve centrality by virtue of their control of
the White House and the executive branch,
while leaders associated with the other party
may enjoy equal centrality by virtue of their
control of one or both houses of Congress. Thus
we find that Republican political leaders, who
controlled the executive branch at the time of
our American research, were not more
numerous in the central circle, and only slightly
more numerous in the circle’s core, than were
their Democratic counterparts, who controlled
Congress at the time. Under the parliamentary
form of government in Australia and West
Germany, by contrast, political leaders affiliated
with the party or parties that controlled
parliament, and thus also the executive branch
(the Labor Party in Australia and the Social
Democrats and Free Democrats in West
Germany) at the time of our research, were
either significantly more numerous in the central
circle’s core (Australia) or in both the central
circle and its core (West Germany) than were
leaders of the opposition party or parties.

Following this line of reasoning, we can also
speculate that federal systems of government

result in a more balanced distribution of
network centrality among the political leaders of
all major parties because, regardless of which
party or parties control the federal government,
leaders of other parties will control important
state governments and thus achieve considerable
centrality in the national elite network. We
would thus expect leaders of the party or parties
controlling national governments in unitary
political systems to more nearly monopolize the
most central network positions. However,
because all three of the countries we have
examined are federal systems, we can only
speculate that comparisons with unitary systems
like those of Britain or Sweden would reveal this
difference.

It is important to highlight one other national
feature that emerges from this research. This is
the comprehensively integrated structure of the
West German national elite. In so far as this
kind of elite structure is a precondition of stable
democracy, its existence in West Germany is
important evidence that the country has by now
joined the ranks of other, well-established
Western democracies such as the US and
Australia. Debate over the character and
democratic proclivities of the West German elite
has been a recurrent theme in discussions of the
country’s politics since its formation after the
demise of Nazism (see, inter alia, Edinger, 1960;
Zapf, 1965; Dahrendorf, 1967; Wildenmann,
1975). While we do not claim that our data are
conclusive on this question, our finding that
West German national elite structure and
functioning in the 1980s differs in no
fundamental way from its American and
Australian counterparts is one more indication
of the stability of West German democracy.

CONCLUSION

Examination of the issue-oriented communi-
cation structures of national elites in three stable
democracies shows that, despite wide variation
in the sizes of the American, West German, and
Australian populations, national elites in these
countries each contain a central circle consisting
of a few hundred persons. The sizes, compo-
sitions, and densities of these central circles, and
even more of their cores, make for close and
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frequent interaction among individuals who
typically hold the uppermost positions in the
most important institutions and organizations of
the societies. Although we do not claim that the
central circles alone explain the stability of these
three democracies, we contend that they are
consistent with what recent thinking about elite
integration in stable democracies leads one to
expect, that they suggest the profit which is to be
had in fusing the coventional perspectives, and
that they illuminate how power-sharing occurs
and is sustained in stable democracies.

In concluding, it is important to recall that all
theories of elites begin with the Hobbesian
problem of order. Controversies of the
Enlightenment period were, after all, less about
societies in general than about the necessary and
proper roles of governance and elites. In our
time, the theory of a power elite or a ruling class
depicts order as stemming from the coercive
actions of a largely unchecked and un-
representative elite. Pluralist theory, on the
other hand, ‘solves’ the problem of order by
denying the power of elites to do very much on
their own. In contrast, our approach describes
the mechanisms which govern the governors but
which at the same time allow the governors
considerable latitude of action. The mechanisms
we describe are shifting, informal and mainly
invisible central power circles which afford the
leaders of different organizations, institutional
sectors and camps of opinion relatively easy,
safe access to one another. These mechanisms
can be thought of as the ‘superstructure’ which
binds elites in stable democracies. In the
absence of this superstructure, the problem of
order at the level of governance and elites may
be solved, as Hobbes saw, in ways that are
anathema to democracy.

NOTES

1. Thus scholars have traced the stable democratic regimes
of England, Sweden, Austria, Costa Rica, Venezuela,
and Spain, among others, to sudden and deliberate ‘elite
settlements® or ‘elite pacts’ in which previously warring
elite factions guaranteed each other’s vital interests and
created new interaction structures that enabled them to
defend and advance their oﬁen opposmg mterests in
ways that were with d
(Wilde, 1978; Hartlyn, 1984; Peeler, 1985; Karl, 1986;
O’Donnell and Schmitter, 1986; Gunther, Sani and

w

w

Shabad, 1986; Burton and Higley, 1987a) while
maintaining rivalries and competitions which check the
power of existing governments (Schumpeter, 1941).

. The West German data are part of a larger survey of

1,744 persons which is comprised of both the 497 top
elite position-holders included here and 1,247 occupants
of second-tier elite positions.

. The West German snowball sample consists of persons

in the sample of second-tier elites who were nominated
on sociometric questions by three or more top
respondents.

. The great muckraker, Lincoln Steffens, was able to

trace the illegal activities of political bosses in part
because they believed that their activities were
legitimate attempts to live up to their obligations.
Though we did not know this at the time, some of our
American respondents’ most vigorous activities were
involved in minimizing the impact of the not yet
revealed Watergate scandal. One such respondent
reported that he was most interested in environmental
issues and gave us his network of contacts on matters
related to the environment. He did not report his
Watergate network. Was this information entirely false?
No, because he later wrote a book about environmental
issues and obviously cared a good deal about them.
Those were his legitimate concerns.

. In our view it is folly to assume that in the hour or even

two hours that top pollcy-makcrs gave us we could
correctly distinguish directi of i i For
le, key C ional

regularly interact thh business leaders. Who starts the
interaction is hard to say.

Note again that we do not reify these centrality scores,
in the sense that we do not analyze the scores in detail.
Rather, we dichotomize the scores into the top 100 and
all others. This procedure makes almost moot which
measure of centrality we utilize. Moreover, it minimizes

” the problem of the ‘name dropper—the person who

knows exactly which contacts are the ‘right’ names to
give, thus placing himself right in the center of the
network, yet who himself is not named by anyone
important. Because we do not assume directionality,
our analysis is vulnerable to this ploy. In experimental
analyses in which we did assume directionality, we
uncovered only a few ‘name droppers’ within the top 75
who are in our sample. Dropping them from the
analyses did not substantively change the findings.

. The lesser prevalence of the political sectors in the

Australian and West German circles, relative to the
American circle, is due in part to differences in the
sociometric questions among the three studies. In the
Australian and West German surveys all respondents
were asked to name contacts in several private sectors,
while the American study asked these questions only of
vball sample d As a result, fewer persons
in non-political sectors were nominated in the American
study. Nevertheless, reanalysis of the Australian and
American network data, usmg only nommatlons from
five identical
comparable results: the polmcal-govcmmemal sectors
maintain their prominence in both networks while
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remaining more numerous in the American network
(Higley and Moote, 1981: 591-93).

8. This German pattern is due mainly to the very high
degree of organizational centralization among West
German trade unions, which makes it difficult to draw a
wide sample of trade union leaders whose positions are
more or less equivalent in importance.

9. Father’s social class is measured by a modification of
Wright and Perrone’s neo-Marxist classification (1977)
which has four categories: 1. capitalist: owner of a
business with at least ten employees; 2. petty bourgeois:
owner of a business with zero to nine employees; 3.
manager: supervises work of others but not self-
employed; 4. worker: not self-employed and does not
supervise the work of others (Moore and Alba, 1982:
44).

10. Parsons’ analysis of attitudes towards the Family
Assistance Plan, a welfare reform proposal before
Congress at the time of the American survey, reveals
that ceatral circle members were considerably more
willing to compromise, to support the bill even if they
personally disapproved of some aspects of it, than were
persons outside the central circle.

11. Our results are also corroborated by Pappi’s local elite
study in which even a small and exclusive local ‘power
elite’ derived from reputational nominations was not
characterized by attitudinal homogeneity (Pappi and
Kappelhoff, 1984: 105).

12. Laumann and Knoke portray a policy-making process in
which: large-scale organizations are the only effective
particip in policy d ; the boundaries between
public and private sectors are blurred, even irrelevant,
in the structure of decisionmaking, government
organizations frequently promote their own agendas;
policy preferences are shaped primarily by non-
ideological organizational imperatives as interpreted by

izational 2 major structural
changes are seldom on the agenda; and policy outcomes
mainly reflect idiosyncratic organizational i and
shifting interorgani I coalitions rather than the
preferences of mass publics (1987: 380-7).

REFERENCES

Alba R D. (1972): ‘COMPLT—a Program for Analyzing
Sociometric Data and Clustering Similarity Matrices’,
Behaviorat Science, 17: 566.

—~ (1973): ‘A Graph-Theoretic Definition of a Sociometric
Clique’, Journal of Mathematical Sociology, 3: 113-26.

Alba R D, Guttmann M P. (1972): ‘SOCK: a Sociometric
Analysis System’, Behavioral Science, 17: 326,

Allen M P. (1974): ‘The Structure of Interorganizational
Elite Cooptation: Interlocking Corporate Directorates’,
American Sociological Review, 39: 393-406.

Bachrach P, Baratz M. (1963). ‘Decisions and Non-
decisions: An Analytical Framework’, American Political
Science Review, 57: 632-42.

Barton A H, Denitch B, Kadushin C, Weiss C H. (1972):
American Leadership Study Data Set. Department of
Sociology, Columbia University, New York, New York
10027.

Barton A H, Denitch B, Kadushin C. (eds) (1973): Opinion-
Making Elites in Yugoslavia, New York: Praeger.

—— (1985): ‘Background, Attitudes, and Activities of
American Elites’, in Moore G, (ed), Research in Politics
and Society: Studies of the Structure of National Elite
Groups (Vol. 1), pp. 173-218, Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Bolland J M. (1988): ‘Sorting out Centrality: An Analysis of
the Performance of Four Centrality Models in Real and
Simulated Networks’, Social Networks, 10: 233-54.

Bonacich P. {(1987): ‘Power and Centrality: A Family of
Measures’, American Journal of Sociology, 92: 1170-82.

Bottomore T B. (1964): Elites and Society, London: Penguin
Books.

Burt R S. (1987): ‘Social Coatagion and Innovation’,
American Journal of Sociology, 92: 1287-1335.

Burton M G, Higley J. (1987a): ‘Elite Settlements’,
American Sociological Review, 52: 295-307.

—— (1987b): ‘Invitation to Elite Theory', in Domhoff G W,
Dye T R, (eds), Power Elites and Organizations, pp.
13343, Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Dahl R A. (1961): Who Governs?, New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Dahrendorf R. (1967): Society and Democracy in Germany,
New York: Doubleday.

Di Palma G. (1973): The Study of Conflict in Western
Societies: A Critique of the End of ldeology, Morristown,
NJ: General Learning Press.

Domhoff G W. (1983): Who Rules America Now? A View
for the Eighties, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Edinger L J. (1960): ‘Post-Totalitarian Leadership: Elites in
the German Federal Republic’, American Political

Science Review, 56.

Field L G, Higley J. (1973): Elites and Non-Elites: The
Possibilities and Their Side Effects, Andover, MA:
Warner Modular Publications.

—— (1980): Elirism, Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

— (1985): ‘National Elites and Political Stability’, in
Moore G, (ed), Research in Politics and Society: Studies
of the Structure of National Elite Groups (Vol. 1), pp.
1-44, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Finer § E. (1966): ‘Introduction’ to Vilfredo Pareto:
Sociological Writings, New York: Praeger.

—— (1968): ‘Pareto and Pluto-Democracy: The Retreat to
the Galapagos', American Political Science Review, 62:
440-50.

Freeman L C. (1977): ‘A Set of Measures of Centrality
Based on Betweenness', Sociomerry, 40: 35-41.

Freeman L C, Romney A K, Freeman S C. (1987):
‘Cogpitive Structure and Informant Accuracy’, American
Anthropologist, 89: 310-25.

Granovetter M S. (1973): *The Strength of Weak Ties’,
American Journal of Sociology, 78: 1360-80.

Gunther R, Sani G, Shabad G. (1986): Spain After Franco:
The Making of a Competitive Party System, Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Hartlyn J. (1984): ‘Military Governments and the Transition
to Civilian Rule: The Colombian Experience of 1957—
1958', Journal of Interamerican Studies and World
Affairs, 26: 245-81.

This content downloaded from 141.13.170.15 on Thu, 17 Oct 2013 05:14:07 AM
Al use subject 10 33 VOR Tenmns and Conditiony




52 ELITE INTEGRATION IN

Heinz J P, Laumann E O, Salisbury R H, Nelson R L.
(1990): ‘Inner Circles or Hollow Cores? Elite Networks
in National Policy Systems', Journal of Politics, 52:
356-90.

Higley J. (1977): Australian Elite Study Data Set.
Departments of Government and Sociology, University
of Texas, Austin, TX 78712.

Higley J, Lowell Field G, Groholt K. (1976): Elite Structure
and ldeology, New York: Columbia University Press.
Higley J, Deacon D, Smart D. (1979): Elites in Australia,

Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Higley J, Moore G. (1981): ‘Elite Integration in the United
States and Australia’, American Political Science Review,
75: 581-97.

Higley J, Burton M G. (1989): ‘The Elite Variable in
Democratic Transiti and Breakd *, American
Sociological Review, 54: 17-32.

Hoffmann-Lange U. (1985): ‘Structural Prerequisites of
Elite Integration in the Federal Republic of Germany', in
Moore G, (ed), Research in Politics and Society: Studies
of the Structure of National Elite Groups (Vol. 1), pp.
45-96, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

-—-— (1986): ‘Eliten zwischen Alter und Neuer Politik:
Konstanz und Wandel der Konfliktlinien in den Eliten
der Bundesrepublik D hland’, in Kling H-D,
Kaase M, (eds), Wahlen und Politischer Prozess, pp.
108-50, Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

—— (1989): ‘Positional Power and Political Influence in the
Federal Republic of Germany', European Journal of
Political Research, 17: 51-76.

Hubbell C. (1965): ‘An Input-Output Approach to Clique
Identification’, Sociometry, 28: 377-99.

Kadushin C. (1968): ‘Power, Influence and Social Circles: A
New Methodology for Studying Opinion-Makers',
American Sociological Review, 33: 685-99.

—— (1974): The American Intellectual Elite, Boston: Little,
Brown.

—— (1979): ‘Power Circles and Legitimacy in Developed
Societies’, in Denitch B, (ed), Legitimation of Regimes,
pp- 12740, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

——— (1981): ‘Notes on the Expectations of Reward in
N-Person Networks', in Blau P M, Merton R. K, (eds),
Continuities in Structural Inquiry, pp. 234-54, London:
Sage.

Karl T. (1986): ‘Petroleum and Political Pacts: The
Transition to D« acy in Vi 1a’, in O’'Donnell G,
Schmitter P C, Whitehead L, (eds), Transitions From
Authoritarian Rule: Latin America, pp. 196-220,
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Knoke D, Burt R S. (1983): ‘Prominence’, in Burt R S,
Minor M J, (eds), Applied Network Analysis: A
Methodological Introduction, pp. 195-222, Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage.

Laumann E O, Knoke D. (1987): The Organizational State,
Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

Lijphart A. (1969): ‘Consociational Democracy’, World
Politics, 21: 207-25.

— (1977): D 'y in Plural S
Yale University Press.

—— {(1984): Democracies, New Haven: Yale University
Press.

ies, New Haven:

STABLE DEMOCRACIES

Lukes S. (1974): Power: A Radical View, London:
Macmilian.

MacEvoy B, Freeman L C. (1987): UCINET, Irvine, CA:
Math ical Social Sci Group, School of Social
Science, University of California.

Miliband R. (1969): The State in Capitalist Society, New
York: Basic.

Mills C W. (1956): The Power Elite, New York: Oxford
University Press.

Mintz B, Schwartz M. (1985): The Power Structure of
American Business, Chicago: University of Chicago.
Mizruchi M. (1982): The American Corporate Network:

1904-1974, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Moore G. (1979): ‘The Structure of a National Elite
Network®, American Sociological Review, 44: 613-92.
Moore G, Alba R D. (1982): ‘Class and Prestige Origins in
the American Elite’, in Marsden P V, Lin N, (eds),
Social Structure and Network Analysis, pp. 39-60,

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Nordlinger E A. (1972): Conflict Regulation in Divided
Societies, Cambridge, Mass.: Center for International
Affairs, Harvard University.

O'Donnell G, Schmitter P C. (1986): Transitions From
Authoritarian  Rule: Tentative Conclusions About
Uncertain Democracies, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Pappi F U. (1984): Boundary Specification and Structural
Models of Elite Systems: Social Circles Revisited, Social
Networks, 6: 79-95. -

Pappi F U, Kappelhoff P. (1984): Abhingigkeit, Tausch und
kollektive Entscheidung in einer Gemeindeelite,
Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie, 13: 87-117.

Pareto V. (1935): The Mind and Society, New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Parsons R W. (1976): Political Attitudes of American Elites:
Cleavage, Consensus and Conflict, Doctoral dissertation,
Department of Political Sci Columbia University.

Peeler J A. (1985): Latin American Democracies: Colombia,
Costa Rica, Venezuela, Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press.

Polsby N W. (1980): Community Power and Political
Theory, 2nd ed., New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Prewitt K, Stone A, (1973): The Ruling Elites: Elite Theory,
Power, and American Democracy, New York: Harper
and Row.

Putnam R D. (1976): The Comparative Study of Political
Elites, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Sartori G. (1987): The Theory of Democracy Revisited I: The
Contemporary Debate, Chatham, NJ: Chatham House
Publishers.

Schumpeter J A. (1941): Capitalism, Socialism and
Democracy, New York: Harper and Row.

Stokman F N, Ziegler R, Scott J. (eds) (1985): Networks of
Corporate Power: A Comparative Analysis of Ten
Countries, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Useem M. (1984): The Inner Circle: Large Corporations and
the Rise of Business Political Activity in the U.S. and the
U.K., New York: Oxford University Press.

Whitt J A. (1982): Urban Elites and Mass Transportation,
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

This content downloaded from 141.13.170.15 on Thu, 17 Oct 2013 05:14:07 AM
Al use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



EUROPEAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW 53

Wilde A W. (1978): ‘Conversations Among Gentlemen:
Oligarchical Democracy in Colombia’, in Linz J J,
Stepan A, (eds)., The Breakdown of Democratic
Regimes: Latin America, pp. 28-81, Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Wildenmann R. (1975): ‘Toward a Sociopolitical Model of
the German Federal Republic’, in Wildenmann R, (ed),
Sozialwissenschaftliches Jahrbuch fuer Politik (Vol. 4),
pp. 273-307, Munich: Olzog.

Wildenmann R, Kaase M. (1981): Elite Groups in the
Federa! Republic of Germany 1981 Data Set. Lehrstubt
fuer Politische Wi haft, University of Mannhei
A5, 6800 Mannheim 1, Federal Republic of Germany-

Young F W, Lewyckyj R. (1981): ALSCAL~4 Users” Guide,

Zapf W. (1965): Wand! in der D hen Elite: Ein
Zirkulationsmodell Deutscher Fuehrungsgruppen 1919~
1961, Munich: Piper.

AUTHORS® ADDRESSES
John Higley, University of Texas at Austin

Ursula  Hoff Lange, D h Jugendi
Munich.

Charles Kadushin, Graduate Center of the City University
of New York.

Gwen Moore, State University of New York at Albany.

Chapel Hill, NC: L. L. Thurstone Psychometric
Laboratory, University of North Carolina. M ipt received: Ni 1990.
APPENDIX A
Sectors and key organizations in the American, West German and Australian elite studies
Organizations
Sector United States West Germany Australia
Politics Cabinet, political appointments, Federal and state cabinet, Cabinet, shadow cabinet,
Congress, White House staff, Bundestag, parties parties
key govemnors and mayors,
parties
Civil Service Federal departments and Federal ministries, state Federal departments,
independent agencies ministries, statutory statutory agencies
agencies
Business Fortune 800, centimillionaires, Largest industrial and Largest industrial,
business associations non-industrial corporations, non-industrial
business associations corporations
Unions Largest unions and Largest unions and Largest unions and
federations federations federations
Media Largest newspapers, magazines, Largest newspapers, magazines, Largest newspapers,
TV and radio, press agencies press agencies, TV, radio magazines, TV, radio
Academic® Universities, r h Universities, research Universities, research
institutes institutes institutes
Voluntary
Associations Professional, public affairs, Churches, professional Professional, public affairs,
ethnic, women’s groups associations, consumers’ women’s groups
associations
Other None Judicial, military None

Note: (> The academic sector in the American sample includes only persons in the snowball sample, i.e. those named by

several others on the sociometric questions.
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