POWER AND INFLUENCE

“The exercise of influence consists in affecting policies of others than the self. To have influence is to occupy a high position with respect to all the values important in the society. Influence is exercised when its possession affects the interpersonal relations of those (other than the self) active in the shaping and enjoyment of the values”. In other words, influence is a person’s capacity to affect other’s behaviour in a way willed by the former. Influence, thus understood, would reveal two of its important characteristics. In the first place, it involves an inter-relation, be that inter-relation between individuals, groups, association, organizations, or states. An actor is said to have influence not over his own self but over others; A’s influence makes sense only when A is considered in relation to B, C and D. Secondly, the intentions of the actor influencing are highly important for establishing a relation of influence. Unless there is a clear intention on the part of A to move B in his own way A cannot be said to have influence over B. It is, however, necessary to distinguish an actor’s actual influence from his potential influence. The potential influence may be determined by taking into account the amount of resources at the disposal of an actor and also the nature and extent of his skill to use these resources. Actual influence, of course, in most cases is likely to fall far short of the maximum potential influence. This so happens because and actor often fails to make the fullest utilization of the resources he possesses just because he does not have the necessary skill. Or, again even when there is no difficulty with regard to the required amount of skill, an actor simply does not fully use the resources as he does not consider it worthwhile.
Since the resources are unevenly distributed, influences in a society naturally vary from person to person. Some persons are more influential than others and many, in fact, are without any influence at all. Indeed, without such a situation influence would not make any sense at all.
This uneven distribution of influence being essentially a resultant feature of the uneven distribution of resources, however, is further intensified by other factors. One among these factors is the variation in skill. Without the possession of resources the question of the skill to use these resources is, of course, quite irrelevant. But mere possession does not automatically ensure the necessary skill which depends on one’s upbringing, training, opportunities and incentives which, again, are conditioned by the type of family and social atmosphere he lives in. again, influences differ because of differences in the motivations to use the resources. Two actors possessing equal amount of resources may not like to use these resources to the same extent because they may have different attitude with regard to the possible gains to be had from the use of such resources. This subjective attitudinal factor is, of course, conditioned by one’s endowments and experiences.
To measure influence one has to take note of its weight, its domain and its scope. The weight of influence is the degree to which policies are affected; the domain of influence, the persons whose policies are affected, the scope of influence, and the values implicated in the policies”.
The domain of influence refers to the number of persons influenced. To assess influence, certainly, it is useful to know how many actually respond to the influence. But too much emphasis on the domain of influence alone may sometimes give us a deceptive picture. A may have influence over ten thousand persons while B may exert influence over a thousand persons only; but B’s influence may cover a range of issues much wider than that under the influence of A, making thus B more influential than A. hence, side by side with analyzing the domain, one has to make a careful scrutiny of he scope of influence, that is, the issues involved. If the area covering the issues is wide, the influence naturally will be high.
Again, there may be situations where the probability of compliance being extremely low it requires a considerable effort on the part of the actor influencing to establish his influence. This effort invariably involves an actual use or a threat of the use of sanctions. Such kind of influence is called coercive influence and power is the other name of this coercive influence.
Power, thus, is a special kind of influence. It is the use or a threat of the use of sanctions that differentiates power from influence in general. The sanctions involved in power need not always have to be an actual or threatened deprivation, inflicting penalties and losses on others; they may also be applied in the form of giving or promising to give rewards like wealth or honour. The former is an instance of negative sanctions while the latter is a case of the use of positive sanctions. Power thus, is the capacity to affect other’s behaviour by the use or the threat of the use of positive or negative sanctions.
Since power is the capacity to affect other’s behaviour it is basically relational and not a simple personal property. One can have power only over others. Thus we take a nation as powerful ju8st because it has enormous military strength.  Here we tend to take power as identical with military strength, but the fact Is that we tend to do so just because we have our experiences that military strength or wealth enables a nation or a family to exercise power over others.
Further, to say that power is relational is also too imply that it is behavioural. For, if power consists in an inter-relation between two actors, then certainly that inter-relation can only be understood in terms of one actor’s manifest behaviour as affecting the manifest behaviour of others.
Power, in addition to being relational and behavioural, is also situational. That is to say, to know power one has necessarily to relate it to a specific situation or a specific role land an actor’s power in one particular situation or role may vary from that in others. The speaker of the Indian Lok Sabha who has power over the members of t the Lok Sabha in the context of parliamentary sessions does not have power at all over other aspects of their social and political life.
Writers like Laswell, Kaplan and Dahl, who have taken politics as the study of the influence and the influential, have discussed the idea of power. Dahl defines ‘influence’ as “a relation among actors such that the wants, desires, preferences, or intentions of one or more other actors affect the actions, or predispositions to act, of one or more other actors”. Influence may be explicit or manifest and implicit or latent. He also deals with scope and domain of influence. The domain of an actor’s influence consists of other actors influenced by him. The scope of an influence refers to the matters on which he can i9nfluenc them. In exercising influence, then, an actor influences the domain of other actors with respect to a certain scope of their actions of predispositions.
According to Laswell, the unifying frame of reference for a student of politics is the rich and variable meaning of the ‘influence and the influential’, ‘power and powerful’. He made a definite attempt to distinguish between power and influence,. While the former implies participation in the maki9ng of decisions, the later suggests the value position and potential of a person or a group. The exercise of influence consists in affecting policies of others than the self.
Laswell treats both power and influence in identical terms; he holds that there are a number of key variables that apply equally to both. For instance, the scope of power and influence refers to the range of values ever which control is exercised. Weight is the degree of control in the making of decisions or the shaping of policies, and the persons over whom control is exercised constitute the domain of power or influence. Power and influence include both present and potential capabilities. This is so because all value positions are looked upon as ultimately exchangeable for some amount of power or influence.
Thus, if power stands on one extremes and influence on the other; it represents the sublimation of power. It is a category, which represents the indeterminate exercise of power. It may be due to social prestige, intellectual eminence, moral worth and the like. More or less, it is an amorphous entity. The most important feature of distinction between the two is that while influence is persuasive, power is coercive. We submit voluntarily to influence, while power requires submission.
PAGE  
3

