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The article discusses the main results of a study of the power structure of Finnish sociery. The
purpose of the study was 1o investigate whether Finland is controlled by one closed, cobesive
and unanimous power elite, by several rival clites, or whether. instead. the power structure
is 50 decentralized that there 15 no justification for referring (o a power elite in the first place.
The working hypothesis was that Finnish society is controlled by one power elite. The study
was bused on a positional appraach, wiing a survey guestionnaire to collect data bath from
members of the power elite and from the population at large. The main conclusion of the
study is that, with certain reservations, it is legitimate 1o speak of a fairly cohesive amd
unanimous. single power elite in Finland, Interaction among clite groups is close, and their
attitwdes are similar, In terms of recruitment patterns the Finnish power elite is faicly closed:
the top social stratem is clearly overrepresented and the lowest underrepresemed. On the
ather hand, no single stratum has a dominant position in the power elite.

The early classics of elite theory = The Ruling Class by Gaetano Mosca
(193%9; originally 1883), Pelitical Parties by Robert Michels (1915; 1911).
and The Mind and Sociery by Vilfredo Pareto (1935; 1916) — all date back
to the turn of the century. The best-known successive works within this
tradition were published during the 1940s and 1950s: The Managerial
Revolution by James Burnham (1941); Community Power Stricture by
Floyd Hunter (1933); and The Power Elire by C. Wright Mills (19536).
However, elite theory continues to provide a useful tool for the analysis of
social power structures (see e.g. Etzioni-Halevy 1993). The argument here
is not that classical elite theory should be taken to represent a scientific
truth, but that it can help to generate relevant new hypotheses. Since the
mid-1970s elite studies have indeed become increasingly popular in the
field of research concerned with power structures (Movser & Wagstaffe
1987, 5).

In recent years, blueprints for a European Union have given rise to
widespread concern about the future of democracy. In particular, some
people seem to fear that the transfer of national decisions to a single
supranational bureaucracy will lead to a concentration of power and make
it even harder for local people to be heard. In Finland many critics argue
that if the country joins the Union, it will probably lead to the most
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profound changes in its power structures since independence was achieved
in 1917,

At the same time, popular attitudes towards politics and politicians., the
traditional vehicles of democracy, have become more and more critical in
Finland. According to a recent survey by Suomen Gallup, public confidence
in parliament has declined sharply since the mid-1980s, whereas attitudes
towards other institutions have remained more or less unchanged (Helsingin
sanomat, > April 1992), A deep nft has emerged to separate the people
from top decision-makers. and it seems that the rift is getting deeper
{Elinkeinoeliman Valtuuskunta 1991). There are also indications of an
ongoing concentration of ownership in various sectors (e.g. private enter-
prise. banking and insurance, mass communication), and this is known to
strengthen similar wendencies as far as power structures are concerned.

The guestion that presents itself in this situation is, whether the people
who occupy top positions in different sectors of Finmsh society form a
closed, cohesive and unanimous power elite which controls the life of
the people independent of democratic rules and procedures? This arucle
presents evidence relating to this issue. The article is based on results of a
study that was carried out as part of an ongoing research project concerned
with the power structures of Finnish society (Ruostetsaari 1992),

The concept of a power elite employed in this study follows in the
tradition of C. Wright Mills (1956) but departs somewhat from that used
by Mills. Mills's conception of a power elite is essentially a structural one:
for Mills the power elite consists of people who occupy leading positions,
Whether or not these people make decisions that affect the lives of others is
secondary to whether they occupy positions with decision-making authority,
The focus, in other words, 15 on formal rather than actual power. In this
study we do not subscribe to the theory of structural determination:
although social actors are constrained in their activity by certain structural
limitations, they nevertheless are perceived to have relative autonomy to
choose between different options (Lukes 1977, 6-7; see also Sweezy 1971,
131-132).

The Research Problem

As noted above, the purpose of the study was to investigate whether
Finland is controlled by one closed, cohesive and unanimous power elite,
by several nival elites, or whether the power structure in the country is so
decentralized that there is no justification for referring to a power elite in
the first place. The working hypothesis has been that Finnish society is
controlled by one single power elite, i.e. that the power structure is
centralized.
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What are the imphications if we find that Finland really is controlled by
a single, cohesive power elite? Most importantly, a society that has such
an elite can hardly be described as democratic in the classical meaning of
the word. If, on the other hand, there are several rival elites, then the
conclusion is less obvious. A study that explored the power structures in
Sweden (SOU 1990044, 303) suggested that pluralist democracy pre-
supposes a society where there are several open elites. In this situation the
majority of the people can exercise power by changing the ruling group for
another one. In such a view, the essential thing about democratic sovern-
ment is not the absence of elites but rather the existence of several rival,
open elites. Through its adherence to this line of argumentation. the
Swedish study endorses the key tenets of what has been termed democratic
elitism (see Schumpeter 1959 Sartori 1962).

Democratic ehitism does not regard grassroots participation in political
decision-making as a value in itself. The right of citizens to change the
ruling group applies only to the political elite (and. indirectly, 10 the
bureaucratic elite). This right is exercised through general elections. By
contrast, citizens’ influence ard control does not extend 1w the business
elite, even though decisions taken by these people may have a more
concrete impact on the hives of individual citizens than those taken by the
political elite.

As far as the relationship between elites and democracy 1s concerned, it
can be observed that the society in which there are several elites comes
closer to the wdeal of democracy than the society which has only one
elite. Yet, strictly speaking, neither of these meets the classical criteria of
democracy. The character of democracy in a society where there are
several nival elites ultimately depends on the openness of those elites (see
Bacharach 1967; Schwarzmantel 1937).

How, then, can our hypothesis be falsified? Two closely related quesuons
can be derived from the hypothesis: (1) Is Finnish sociery controlled by
one or more elites? and (2) Are the elites closed or are they open? It is no
simple task to describe an elite as either closed or open. Just like any other
social group, an elite can be closed or open in many different respects. The
theory of elites and empirical research have typically described a closed
elite by reference to the three Cs (Meisel 1958, 361): group consclousness,
coherence and conspiracy. the last-mentioned term meaning “common will
to action” rather than “secret machinations™ (sce e.g. Parry 964, 31-32).
An elite 1s closed when it is exclusive, cohesive and unanimous. These three
characteristics can be seen as the end-points of three different dimensions on
which any elite will vary: it may be more or less exclusive, more or less
cohesive, and more or less unanimous (SOU 99044 303=-304),

In operationalizing these characteristics, an elite’s exclusiveness has typi-
cally been viewed in terms of the recruitment of members. An clite is
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closed when its members are recruited from one single social class or
stratum. An open elite has a broader recruitment basis. 1.e. its members
include women and men representing different social classes and different
ecopraphical regions. As to coftesiveness, the primary concern has tvpically
been the pattern of continuous mutual communication, shared formal
positions. and informal contacts. If there are several elites in society, then
the power structure is determined by contacts both within elite groups and
between them. by the network of interaction. In extreme cases elhites are
formally separate and independent of each other, but they have such close
contacts that in actual fact they represent one single elite. Finally, with
respect o the third characteristic, wnanimity, the focus has typically been
on the congruence of opinions. values and attitudes within the elite. The
culture and values that tie the elite wegether may be more or less explicitly
formulated.

Applyving these notions, we may conclude that there exists in Finnmish
socicty a power elite if the different sectors in society constitute a solid,
cohesive bloc in the sense that recrvitment into elite positions is selective
and favours people in top social groups; if there is close interaction between
the different elites; and if the opinions. attitudes and values of the people
occupying top positions in these sectors are more or less consistent and
differ from the opinions. attitudes and values of ordinary people.

The hypothesis in the Swedish power study was that the country is
controlled not by one or several separate power elites, but by two elites
or. more correctly, by two major power blocs, L.e. economic power and
political power. The growth of these two blocs reflects specific historical
charactenistics of Swedish society. Around the turn of the century there
occurred two important breaks in the continuity of Swedish society. The
first break was the separation of economic and political power: traditionally,
the right to vote and ehgibility for office had in Sweden been connected
with economic standing. The second break was contemporaneous with the
emergence of two new elite groupings, each of which specialized in its
respective power sphere. The new economic elite was not deeply dis-
appointed by the loss of political power because it had never really possessed
such power. no more than its precursors had. Results of the Swedish study
supported this hypothesis (SOU 1990:44, 305-306).

The Structure of Finnish Society

Given the results for Sweden. one may ask if it is justifiable to start with
the assumption that there is just one power ehite in the Finnish case?
Finland and Sweden are, after all, very similar modern societies, and they
even share a common history. In addition, all Scandinavian countries, and
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Sweden and Finland in particular, have traditionally had a large peasantry,
which effectively prevented the growth of feudalism {Konttinen 1991, 76).
Finnish society has always been characternistically burecaucratic and state-
centred. During Swedish rule, the Finnish nobility had little landed property
and was therefore heavily dependent upon holding ofhecers™ posts in the
army. Later, during Russian rule, when the army was abolished. the nobility
was dependent upon holding civilian posts in public administration {ibid..
92, 120). Thus, it was under Russian rule that the Finnish power structure
and political culture began o develop in a different direction than in
Sweden (see Ylikangas 1986, 111-112).

In the 19th century the Finmish elite was cohesive in two different
respects. On the one hand 1t was internally cohesive masmuch as top
bureaucrats in central government had no serious competinon from aca-
demia, from the church. or from the business sector. There were no
independent power centres apart from the bureaucratic elite. On the other
hand, the front that was formed by the Finnish elite and the Russian
government was also cohesive: the upper class in Finland had accepted the
fact that it was dependent on the Russian Emperor. By international
comparison. the Finnish peasantry during this period showed guite an
exceptional allegiance to authority (Alapuro 1990, 214-249), Adthough this
authority structure collapsed in the early 20th century, when Russia began
to enforce its policy of unification upon Finland, there can be little doubt
that the centralized power structures from the 1Yh century left a deep
imprint on the forms and styles of Finnish power structures once inde-
pendence was gained.

The Finnish power structure today 1s not characterized by rival economic
and political power blocs. Rather. there are several reasons to suggest that
both of these spheres belong to the same power elite, In 1970, Erik Allardt
published a study in which he contested the argument that Finland was
controlled in the 1960s by a single cohesive power elite. He claimed there
were four major power blocs in the country: a political. an economic. a
bureaucratic, and a media elite (Allardt 1970, 72-73). Yer by the end of
the 1970s Allardt had come to the view that since the kite 19605 there had
been a definite movement towards a single power elite. The major elite
groups — the political elite. the bureaucratic elite. and the economic elite
respectively — had been increasingly intercomnected as a result of the role
that the state was plaving in the planning and regulation of economic
development. At the same time, the bureaucratic elite had become increas-
ingly politicized and accordingly more dependent on the political elite.
Similarly, a tendency towards concentration in the economic domain had
served to bring the political and economic elites closer together inasmuch
as major economic decisions affected both the state and the business sector.,
Allurdt concluded, therefore. that the political. cconomic, and bureaucratic
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clites formed a relatively cohesive power elite in Finland { Allardt & Wiatr
1978, 66-67).

Several factors were instrumental in creating and strengthening a sense
of national consensus and in this way promoting the growth of a cohesive
power elite in Finnish society (see, e.g., Salminen 1983, 3-4; Salminen
& Haarala 1986: Ruostetsaari 1989, 210-212: Tuhonen 199, 211-212:
Hyvirinen 1990, 263). Different elites have been united. on the one hand,
by social integration and, on the other hand. by the tradition in Finnish
society of relying heavily on the state. Through its various regulation and
support mechanisms, the state is integrated into civil society in many
different ways and in many different spheres (Sankiaho 1992, 20). From
the very outset in 1968, for instance, an incomes pobey adopted in Finland
assumed more institutionalized and state-centred forms than in the other
MNordic countries {Kosonen 1989, 173-190). Even the financing of art and
culture i1s now dictated by central government through art administration
(even though this operates on a corporatist basis).

Finally, one cannot forget that the tendency towards concentration has
affected not only public administration but private bureaucracy as well,
Virtually all orgamzations and major business concerns have their head
office in the capital city of Helsinki. [t is obviously much easier to establish
and maintain contacts at the personal level in this situation, which has the
added benefit of providing several fora for such contacts. Many top decision-
makers, for example, are members of several different organizations. It
has been argued that communication and coordination among elites is
easier if these are relatively small in size (Porter 1968, 211). The old adage
that Finland 1s a small country where everyone knows each other, certainly
holds true in this respect.

Composition of the Finnish Power Elite

Mills states that the power elite consists of people who occupy top positions
in three institutions, i.e. the political directorate, major business cor-
porations and the Armed Forces. Although Mills speaks of institutions, it
would in fact be more appropriate to speak of sectors, which cover broad
sections of society (Bell 1971, 194). For purposes of the present study the
assumption is that Finnish society can be divided into separate spheres or
scctors, each of which have their own internal institutional structure. We
do not argue that these sectors are independent of each other; on the
contrary it 15 assumed that they are hinked together through interaction
and various interdependencies. Further, it 15 assumed that the models of
communication and interaction may vary between different sectors. Finnish
society is divided not into three but seven main sectors, which are further
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divided into a number of sub-sectors. The main division here 15 identical
with the one applied in the Swedish project (SOU [990:44). The intent has
been to investigate, first, whether there is close interaction between these
sectors or whether they are separate spheres and, second. whether the
people who occupy top positions n those sectors form a cohesive and
unanimous power elite.

The method applied in this study is based on the positional approach
(see Hoffman-Lange 1987, 30): a hypothetical power elite is constructed
on the basis of the top positions identified in the man sectors. In the
absence of any objective criteria for drawing a line between the top elite
and the {ordinary) people. the definition of a formal elite necessarily
involves some measure of subjective judgement. The definition of a formal
ehte adopted here is a fairly narrow one: the focus 1s on the very nucleus
of power as we are looking at 1115 positions that are occupied by Y497
persons. The difference in these two figures is explained by the fact that
some people occupy more than one position in the power elite. The concern
of our study is with top institutional positions in the respective sectors
rather than with the individuals occupying those positions. This means that
those people who occupy several elite positions i different sectors carry
more weight than those who occupy only one position. The method of
analysis precludes any consideration of the cumulation of internal positions
within the sector. The composition of the power elite is outlined in Tuble
1.

A questionnaire was mailed to all people occupying institutional positions
within the power elite as defined in Table | in November 1991, A total of
667 persons responded, vielding a response rate of 67 percent {calculated
by individuals) and 63 percent (by positions). The corresponding figures in
the study carried out in Sweden were 338 percent and 3% percent respect-
ively.! By international comparison the response rate of the present study
is probably higher than average (see SOU 1990044, 313).

Recruitment to the Power Elite

Using the distinction and terms suggested by J. P. Roos (1987}, present-
day Finland is ruled and governed by two more or less equally powerful
gencrations: the generation of post-war reconstruction (born between 1927
and 1939), and the generation of the great transformation (born between
1940 and 1949). The Finnish power elite is. on the average. much older
than the rest of the population; by far the largest generation in the total
Finnmish population is the suburban generation, .. people born in 1930 or
later. Among the elites, this is the biggest generation in only one group —
the political elite. The political elite 15 indeed clearly younger than the
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Table 1. Composition of the formal Finnish power elite.

Mumber MNumbgr
dector and institution of positions  of persons
Calunet 1] 1%
Parhamaent 46 43
Farly organizations hl 1l
Local councils 15 18
Politics total 143 1249
mimistries v T
Offices and public services Ly A7
Judiciary 12 12
Armed Forces 0 1
Church 0 il
Coumy government i 22
Lecal government 1% L&
Administration total U8 205
State-owned firms and public utlites 46 44
Coaperatives 40 M
Private business firms U b4
Praperty 15 L5
Husiness tatal 19 168
Wige-cammer organizations a4 32
Emplover organizalions 30 44
Orrganizations m country and local administration A6 46
Orher civic organizalions 34 A3
Organizations bolal 24 200
Draaly pross 21 41
Other papers 2 1y
TV, radio M Al
Mass media total 120 120
Universities gt 22
State research institules 1y 9
Private reseacch institutes I It
Foundations 14 4
Associations L3 15
Academy of Finlamd 41 41
Seience Tolal 127 120
Administration of art I3 13
An forms 03 fil)
Influential personalitivs 27 27
Honorary arts professors § 1l
Cultural total 114 107
Total 1113 YU

other elites: the average age in this group 1s 43 years, while the fgure for
the whole power elite is 51 vears. On average, the Finnish power elite is
also two vears younger than the power elite in Sweden.

The power elite in Finland is predominantly male. Only 13 percent are
women, exactly the same figure as in Sweden. Women's opportunities for
upward mobility into the power elite vary considerably between different
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sectors. Access into the political elite, where women currently constitute
33 percent, appears to be easiest. Women are also well represented in the
cultural elite, occupying roughly one-guarter of all positions. By contrast,
women are virtually excluded from the business elite, where they occupy
no more than 4 percent of all positions. Furthermore, there is only one
woman in the corporate elite proper. Women are very much under-
represented in all other elite groups as well: organizations 12 percent, mass
media 11 percent, science 8 percent and administration 5 percent. The
iggest difference between Finland and Sweden in this respect is that the
proportion of women in the admimstrative ¢hite 1s more than twice as high
in Sweden than in Finland (11 percent). It is important to stress here,
however, that while all these figures for women's representation in the
power elite are low, the picture is very different when we compare them
with statistics for other countries. Women's representation in Nordic par-
haments, for example, has tradibonally been one of the highest in the
whole world.*

Members of the Finnish power elite have a much higher level of education
than the population at large. Nine out of ten members of the elite have
taken the umiversity entrance examination, and one-third have completed
compulsory education in a girls” or boys” school. In the oldest generation.
almost half were in a non-mixed school. [t appears that this exclusive form
of schooling has been highly conducive to recruitment into the power
elite. A university education also seems to be particularly imporiant for
recruitment into the power elite in Finland: over half of the members of
the power elite hold a university degree, and one-quarter have a research
training (licentiate’s degree or Ph.D.). By comparison, in 1989 only 3
percent of the population aged 15 vears or over had a umversity degree
and less than 1 percent had postgraduate training. Among the different
elite groups, the educational levels are lowest in the pohtical elite.

In regional terms the power elite 15 verv heavily concentrated in southern
Finland and most particularly in the southernmost county of Ulusimaa two-
thirds of the members of the power elite ive in Uusimaa. The regional
distribution is most balanced in the political elite. of whom less than half
currently live in Uusimaa. The regional imbalance is most evident in the
fact that recruitment into the power ehte 1s clearly higher among those
who grew up in Uusimaa. Those who grew up in central Finland are
underrepresented in the power elite. whereas the proportion of those
onginating from northern Finland matches their proportion of the total
population. In northern and central Finland. people have moved upwards
into the power elite primanly through the polincal and orgamzanonal elite.
By contrast. the majority of those occupying top positions in the culture.
science and business elite have been recruited from southern Finland.
Culture has traditionally been a closed sector to people from northern
Finland.
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Although the statistics above lend support to the hypothesis that there
exists a distinct power elite in Finland. recent trends indicate a slow change
in the patterns of regional recruitment. The proportion onginating from
Uusimaa is significantly lower in the younger generations, dropping from
over two-fifths among the oldest members of the power elite to less than
one-third. The only county where there has been a linear increase from the
youngest 1o the oldest generation in terms of the recruitment of power elite
members, is the province of Qulu in northern Finland. In general, the vast
majority of Finland’s power elite comes from urban areas. For people who
spent their youth in rural areas, the political elite has provided much easier
access 1o upward social mobility than other elite groups.

It may also be noted that there is a slight overrepresentation in the
Finnish power elite of people coming from a Swedish-speaking family.
Also, the basic education of the parents of power elite members is higher
than average. A clear inheritance effect is in evidence in the case of cultural
capital: the higher the parents’ level of education, the higher. 100, is the
education of the power elite member. Again. upward social mobility
through the political elite i1s easiest; the parents of those recruited into this
group have a lower level of education than members of other elite groups.

In terms of political views, the Finnish power elite differs quite clearly
from the rest of the population. Most of the power elite’s votes go to the
right-wing Coalition Party (28 percent), followed by the Social Democratic
Party (18 percent) and Centre Party (11 percent). Comparing the ques-
tionnaire results with the 1991 parliamentary elections, the two parties with
the highest “overrepresentation™ in the power elite are the Coalition Party
(+9 percent) and the Swedish People’s Party RKP (+3 percent) whereas
the Centre Party is most clearly underrepresented (-14 percent). The total
support for socialist or left-wing parties in the Finnish power elite in 1991
was 10 pereentage points lower than in the parliamentary clections held
the same year. This pattern of support for political parties can at least
partly be explained by the overrepresentation of southern Finland in the
power elite. Party preferences in the power ehite are largely inherited. The
occupational status of parents also helps to explain the party preferences
of people who have moved up into the power elite.

In terms of social background, the Finnish power elite is fairly upper
class, although probably less so than in Sweden (see SOU 1990:44, 320).°
Compared with the whole population, descendants of blug-collar workers
and farmers are clearly underrepresented. This supports the hypothesis
that there exists an exclusive power ebte that 15 closed to lower social
groups in Finland. A common feature shared by both Sweden and Finland,
however, is that the political elite has provided a more open avenue for
upward mobility for the children of blue-collar workers and farmers than
other elite groups. The organizational elite comes rather close to the
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Table 2. Social Stratum of the Fathers of Power Elite Members {Percent).

Power

Political Admin. Business Organ. Media  Scient. Cultoral  elite
Stratum eline clite elite elite elineg elire elite tevtal
Taop stratum’ 30 29 38 n Ly X ki 3t
Middle class’ 27 ) 37 X3 g A a1 37
Farmers bt 15 19 4 13 18 T 18
Blue-collar I8 13 7 ]| I3 g I3 4
Turtal a9 T 101 [{HD 11 (]| U 104
M (B4) {126) { 1018) {137} (77 (78] [y (BTH]

! Includes hired managers as well as self-cmploved entreprencurs.
! Upper and lower white-collar emploveces.

political elite in terms of its social background and openness. The third
most open elite group has been the administrative elite. although it follows
at quite some distance. The combined proportion of blue-collar workers’
and farmers’ children is fourth largest in the science elite, but here the
number of farmers” children is twice as high as that of blue-collar workers’
children.

[n the business elite and in the media elite the proportion of people
coming from farming or blue-collar background groups is roughly the same.
However, while the media elite has been equally open to both strata. the
business elite has twice as many children of farmers than children of blue-
collar workers. In fact the business elite has been the most closed group to
children of blue-collar workers. and. accordingly. the representation of the
top stratum in this elite has been higher than elsewhere. Yet there are
interesting differences in the openness of different sub-sectors within the
business elite. Children of blue-coliar workers and farmers have moved up
into the power elite more often through state-owned firms and cooperatives
than through private business corporations.

The social structure of the media elite comes rather close 1o that of the
business elite. The culture elite seems to be more closed than other elite
groups: children of blue-collar workers and farmers account for only one-
fifth of the culture elite. While the business and science elites have been
closed to children of blue-collar workers. children of farmers have been
unable to move up into the culture elite {Tables 2 and 3},

However, if we look at how the situation has developed from generation
to generation, then it is clear that the power elite has in fact been opening
up to the lower social strata as well. Within ¢elite members in the voungest
generation, there is a much more balanced representation of different
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Table 3, Social Stratum of Economically Active Fopulation (Percent),

Social stratum 140" RETNE 19RIF
Top siratum 3 | |
Middle class 11 23 37
Farmers 23 28 3
Blue-callar fd 48 0
Unknown il i 4
Total LK1 [LK) LI

T ares (1952, 1831541,
= Alestalo (1986, 6d ), Middle class in 1960 and 1950 mcludes wpper and lower nuddle chasses
and petiie bourgeoisic,

Table 4. Social Strata Represented by Differemt Generations of the Power Elie (Percent),

Creneration

Social stratum =100 19271930 T9d0-1wy 1950- Power elite tomal

Top stratem LR 24 M M 3
WMiddle class 51 H 7 M 7
Farmers 15 e 17 20 18
Blue-collar 0 12 i L 14
Tonal Yy 100} jLLt (L1 TiH)
M (HT) [268) {273) 3w { £

social strata as defined according to fathers” occupation than in the oldest
generation. The increased social openness of the power elite is evident in
the fact that the combined proportion of the two lowest social strata grows
consistently from the oldest to the youngest generation (although this
increase 15 more linear in the case of children of blue-collar workers than
children of farmers). By contrast, it would seem that the middle classes
{1.e., upper and lower white-collar employees) are losing their position in
the power elite, where their numbers decrease from the oldest towards the
voungest generation — which is exactly the opposite of the situation in the
total population. The upper class, on the other hand, appears to be
experiencing something of a comeback: in the youngest generation the
proportion of this stratum s the same as that in the oldest generation, after
dropping off in the two middle generations. This is explained by the fact
that the proportion of children of self-employed entrepreneurs in the power
elite decreases from generation to generation, while at the same ume the
number of hired managers in op positions increases (Table 4).
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Finally. as may be expected, income levels in the power elite are sub-
stantially higher than those in the total population. There are marked
differences even between different elite groups: the business elite has by
far the highest and the political elite the lowest salaries. Those in the top
income bracket are typically 43-year-old male top business managers who
vote for the Coalition Party or the Swedish People’s Party and who live in
southern Finland. However, Finnish business managers do not earn as
much as their foreign colleagues.

Networks of Power

Apart from exclusive recruitment, another important condition for the
existence of a distinct power elite is that there is sufficient cohesiveness
within and between elite groups. Domhoff (1990). for example. underlines
the key importance of cohesion, which is created by a shared value system
and by social and nstitutional relations that serve to maintain that system.
The discussion that follows will focus on the interaction that helps o sustain
the cohesiveness of the Finnish power elite. Communication and interaction
networks can be regarded as mechanisms that promote and strengthen
attitudinal cohesion through processes of social companson (Knoke 1990,
L1).

We may begin by looking at the structure of the networks of interaction
among different elite groups. The respondents were presented with a
structured question: “Following is a list of instances and institutions with
which you may have had contact in connection with your job., positions of
trust. leisure pursuits. ete. Please state for each the frequency of vour
contacts” and the “nature of your contacts”™.” Obwviously this question 15 nof
without difficulties. The guestion does not discriminate between pro-
fessional and non-professional contacts. for example. nor between contacts
with elite versus non-clite members of the institution with which contact
15 made. But in real hife this difference between professional and non-
professional contacts is often blurred. like a line drawn on the water. For
instance. if a managing director of a tirm plays golf with another director,
it 1s hard to say = even on the basis of interviews = whether the contact 15
professional or non-professional in character. The wording of the question
was in fact intentionally chosen in order to shed light on both formal and
informal interaction, which together are known (o structure the exercise of
power and influence in society. Both forms of interaction contribute 1o
elite cohesion. On the other hand. the respondent o the study cannot
know, if the person he or she contacts s a member of the power clite,
because in a questionnaire the elite concept used (e, compaosition of all
clite groups) is not specifed. Because of this, the purpose of the question
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15 to analyse contacts of members of different elite groups with different
institutions rather than find out direct contacts between members of dif-
ferent elites.

The preset alternatives for answering the question concerning frequency
of contacts were “at least once or twice a month™, “a few times a year”
and “less often or not at all”. Because of lack of space, “frequency™ of
contacts and “nature” of contacts were combined to one question; no
option was included for more frequent contacts. Inasmuch as this analysis
is concerned with contacts between institutions rather than within insu-
tutions (cf. Petersson 1984, 35), however, these three categories were
thought to be sufficient to make the crucial distinction between regular and
occasional contacts.

A second concern was to examine the nature of these contacts. or the
content of interaction. Obviously this presents a major problem when
structured questions are used (especially in a postal questionnaire), and
therefore the whole issue has often been ignored. The solution here was
to give the respondents three preset alternatives: “in most cases you provide
information for decision-making purposes™, “in most cases the other party
provides information for decision-making purposes”. and “exchange of
information or social interaction of a more general nature™. While these
options are obviously too crude to reveal any details about what goes on
in these contacts and interactions, the data obtained are nevertheless very
useful and interesting. For one thing, the question measures the direction
of interaction (sender-receiver). Secondly, it makes a distinction between
significant information (used in decision-making) and exchange of ideas
and social interaction of a more general nature {which, of course, may also
be of significance from the point of view of power exercise). Yet it is clear
that even this scale cannot cover all hypothetical forms of substance of
interaction.

The challenge is to discover whether there exists a tight-knit network of
elites that have close interaction with each other. There are two different
ways to measure this, Generally. concepts of centrality make no distinction
between sender and receiver relations, but rather consider all connections
to be symmetrical. The most central actors in a given network are those
who have several reciprocal contacts with other actors. Actors occupying
central positions in the network acquire considerable power and influence
because the other actors have to turn to them in order to gain access to
information or material resources. This sort of centrality is a useful indicator
in the analysis of positional power in symmetrical exchange networks, such
as a communication network (Knoke 1990, 10),

In reality, however, not all organizations carry the same weight and value
as channels of interacuon. Some contacts may be with actors occupying
central positions in the network, others may be with more peripheral
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actors. Interaction with central actors (i.e., actors with links to several
orgamizations) presumably contributes more to the power of the actor than
contacts with isolated orgamzations. Contacts with central organizations
provide the actor with access to significant communication fora. which may
serve to strengthen his or her influence in the network (Bonacich 1972,
177; see also Barnes 1979). In such a context, prestige concepts maintain
the asymmetry of interaction: the actor may be defined as prominent if he
or she receives several contacts but sends out few contacts. In this light. in
other words, the quality rather than just the quantity of interaction is
recognized as important: the weight and significance of the actor’s contacts
at least in part determine the weignt and significance of the interaction
itself. Knoke (1990, 13) goes so far as to argue that the centrality of the
actor in the communication network is synonymous with the actor’s power
and influence. This prestige aspect is particularly relevant in the analysis
of the power possessed by different positions in a network where orders or
material resources are not exchanged on a reciprocal basis.

The members of a cohesive group or a clique are in direct contact with
each other through many intensive mutual communication connections,
The more intensive and the more frequent the communication. the more
likely it is that the members of the group shaie and foster the same social
and political values and attitudes. Frequent interaction serves to socialize
the group members to a common normative understanding with regard to
collective interests (ibid., 11-12).

Structure of the Interaction Network

With this in mind we may now look at the posinons occupied by different
actors in the power elite as well as in the interaction networks of different
elite groups. This is done by studying an index created on the basis of
responses (o the question concerning frequency of interaction. The three
response alternatives were scored on a 0-100 range. with the mean being
treated as “frequency™ and the mean based on those respondents who score
above () being treated as “intensity”. This index is in fact a sum variable
that takes into account both the frequency of interaction and its intensity.”

Table 5 describes the nature of interaction by using different symbols,
The index score for the frequency of interaction between the political elite
and the cabinet, for instance, is 77. The symbaol =< after this figure
indicates the principal direction of interaction: it is mainly the political elite
that informs the cabinet for decision-making purposes. The reason why the
arrow is shown in this direction is that over one-third (37 percent) of those
who said they had had contacts with the government at least monthly or
vearly, usually said it was they who informed the government for decision-
making purposes; 31 percent said that they received information from the
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government; and 31 percent that their interaction with the government was
of a more general nature. If the arrow were displayed in the opposite
direction. it would mean that the political elite thought the government
had chiefly operated in the role of disseminating information. A majority
of contacts determines the principal direction of interaction concerning the
institution.

An astenisk after the index score symbolizes more general exchange of
information or social interaction. This option is included for the reason that
in many cases it is impossible to identify the main direction of interaction. A
typical example of this type of interaction is the situation where a corporate
manager and a politician meet briefly during a break at a conference and
exchange views on some topical issue. As a rule neither party will con-
sciously try to influence the other in this sort of situation. even though the
exchange of information may in fact influence decisions rather than merely
serve the purpose of social interaction. If there 1s no symbol alfter the index
score, there is no defimite and explicit direction of interaction. but two or
three types appear 1o be equally strong.

The institution that occupies the most central place in the interaction
network {with an index score of 80) is the mass media. The centrality of
this institution 15 further underscored by the fact that no other institution
reaches even the next index level of 70. The second most central institutions
in the interaction network are business firms and banks, both of which
obtamn an index level of 6. At the next level we find the cabinet and the
university system. This group of five institutions can be said to form the
inner core of the power elite’s interaction network, which is in a position
to control information and by the same token to exert at least infiuence if
not power in important political and social issues.

It was observed carlier that an actor occupies a position of prominence
in a network if it receives several contacts but sends out few contacts. Out
of the five institutions listed, the mass media and the government clearly
qualify as prominent actors that are kept informed by the power elite. In
the case of the three other core institutions, it 1s impossible to identify any
predominant direction of interaction. About one-third of the members of
the power elite usually inform a business concern (in which case the firm
is the receiver of information) while another third receive information from
business concerns: the remaining third have interaction of a more general
nature with private business firms. However, private business firms are
somewhat more often receivers of information rather than senders, with
banking institutions providing an exception to the rule: banks disseminate
information slightly more often than they receive information. The inter-
action that goes on between the power elite and the system of higher
education is typically of a more general nature.

All elite groups with the exception of administration, organizations and
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culture, are represented in the inner core of the power elite. This means that
even the core of the interaction network, the five most central institutions,
integrate the different elite groups to a certain extent. This integrative
effect expands to cover all elites if we also include in the nucleus the next
level of the network. At an index level of 40 we find a fairly large number
of actors: offices and public services. local communes or federations of
communes, wage-earner orgamzations, other research institutes. trade and
commercial organizations, state-owned firms. national partv organizations,
emplover organizations. the Ministry of Education. the Ministry of Finance,
and cultural organizations. “Offices and public services™ refers here to
offices other than mimstries. and “other research institutes™ to institutions
other than universitics. Apart from the fact that this “expanded inner core”
includes institutions from all elite groups. it is also noteworthy that the
corporative system has a very strong representation. The inner core also
has a regional dimension: the interaction network includes communes and
federations of communes. Further. the position of the Ministry of Finance
near the centre of power is hardly surprising, but the Ministry of Education’s
pusition is.

Most of the political elite’s contacts are with institutions within the
political sector, The inner core of the interaction network is formed by the
party's parliamentary group, national, district and local party organizations,
mass media. the cabinet. parliamentary committee and commune or fed-
eration of communes. With the exception of the last-mentioned institution,
the political elite 1s itself the source of information: that is. the direction
of information is chiefly from the political elite towards the core institutions.
By contrast, communes or federations of communes wsually inform the
political elite. Actors from other than the pohitical sector are only found
on an index level of 5 - i.e. the Ministrv of Education. the Ministry of
Social Affairs and Health, the Ministry of the Environment. offices and
public services. wage-earner organizations, private business companies,
banks. other associations or organizations. In other words, the inner core
of the political elite integrates all other elites with the exception of the
science and culture elites. In the interaction between the political elite and
institutions at this level. however, the political ehite 15 primanly at the
receiving end of information. An mteresting curiosity here s that the
President appears to be a fairly distant actor both in the whole power elite’s
and in the different elite groups” interaction networks, The interacnon and
exchange of information between the power elite and the President is
chiefly of a more general nature.

Network Coftesion

Of further interest is the cohesiveness of different interaction networks.
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We can begin by looking at any possible overlap that mav exist between
different interaction networks and their inner cores. and then move on to
examine the cohesion of networks at a more general level.

As can be seen from Table 6, the interaction network of the cultural
sector 15 fairly exclusive compared with the networks of other elites: only
cultural organizations occupy a core siatus within the cultural elite. The
organizations of the mass media as well as business have the strongest
integrative effect on the elites” interaction networks. A mass medium is
part of the inner core of each elite group while a private business concern
and bank are in the inner core of all others with the exception of the science
elite. The cabinet forms part of the inner core of the interaction networks
of the political. administrative, business and orgamizatiomnal elites. A clear
indication of the important integrative role of science is the fact that
universities belong to the inner core of the interaction networks of the
administrative, media, science and culture elites.

The institutions 1in Finnish society which first and foremost appear 1o
integrate elite groups, in short, are the mass media. pnvate businesses,
banks, the government and universities, These five institutions represent
four different elite groups. This supports the hypothesis of the existence of
a distinct power elite. The only group where there can be any doubt about
the validity of this conclusion 15 the culture ehte. which 15 more or less
isolated from other elites. A surprising detail is the imegrative role of the
Ministry of Education, which appears in the nucleus of the political, science
and culture elites. The Mimistry of Finance. commonly regarded as the
most central of all ministries. by contrast, enjoys this status only in the
administrative elite.

To analyse the interaction between different elites in more detal, we
have also calculated mean frequencies of interaction between different
elites (Table 7). The frequency of each respondent’s contacts with different
institutions was first given a new value 10, 3 or 1. After that, institutions
were classified again which produced seven new vanables. The maximum
value for a new variable called “politics™, for instance, 15 70 because it
consists of seven parts, Then values of the variables were classified again
using a 4-point scale (1 = few contacts, 4 = very many contacts). Table 7
presents the means of interaction between elites based on these operations.
The maximum score is 4. The closer the mean comes to this figure, the
maore frequent the interaction. This makes it possible to compare main
sectors horizontally, Vertically it is possible to compuare main sectors by
calculating deviations of means (all).

Considering Table 7. we can first see that every elite group has closest
interaction with the institutions within its own sector. We have already
referred to the fairly loose connections between culture elite and other
elites. This finding is further supported by the discovery here that the culture
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and the science elites have fairly limited interaction with the political,
administrative, business and organizational sectors. On the other hand. in
the light of this analysis — which eliminates potential effects of the size of
main sectors = the mass media does not appear as a central actor in the
power ehte’s interaction network as in the foregoing analyses.

The description of the Finnish power elite’s interaction networks up to
this point has been based on data about contacts and the direction of those
contacts provided by the persons involved. However, the cohesion of
interaction networks can also be examined on the basis of a different, more
“objective” set of data. As we saw earlier, the Finnish power elite comprises
a total of 1115 positions occupied by 997 persons. This means that some
people occupy more than one position in the power elite. The number of
individuals occupying at least two elite positions either in their own or some
other sector is 91, which 15 9 percent of all members of the power elite.
There are 40 people who occupy a position in at least two different elite
groups. This is 4 percent of the power elite. The “strong links™ carried by
these top managers are of course just the tip of the iceberg of intersectoral
overlap. Given the narrow focus and definition applied to the power elite
here, it 1s clear that these 40 individuals have quite considerable power and
influence in at least two sectors of social life.

Proceeding further, there are just 17 men in Finland who belong to what
may be termed the absolute core of power in Finland, that is, men who
pccupy at least three elite positions in one or more sectors. Out of this
group the majority (1)) work full time in the business sector, three in the
seience sector, and two in politics and organizations. In this centre of power
there are no elite members who represent the administrative, media. or
culture sector. The key individual figure in late 1991 was the director general
of Kansallis-Osake-Pankki {a major merchant bank), Jaakko Lassila. who
occupied seven elite positions. Even this nucleus of the power elite. it
should be noted, is not a hermetically sealed stratum that is completely
insensitive to external pressures. In just over six months from November
1991 to the summer of 1992, one of these 17 top decision-makers had been
appointed director general of a major corporation, one had changed jobs
and at the same time moved from one elite group to another, two had
retired (one voluntarily) and one had been dismissed.

As well as frequency, intensity and content. interaction processes also
have a shape or form. The broad consensus of opinion among our respon-
dents was that the most important form of influence in the endeavour to
further one’s interests is represented by personal, informal contacts, fol-
lowed by telephone calls and by the mass media. Contacts and official
procedures through the politico-administrative system. and particularly
through parliamentary committees, are thought to be of no real significance.

That mass communication is regarded as a fairly central form of influence
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is consistent with the fact that this institution is a central actor in the power
elite’s interaction network. In particular, the political elite underlines the
role of the media as a form of influence. This finding serves to emphasize
what has been termed the “medialization™ of politics (Asp 1986); that is,
the ways of doing politics are adjusted and adapted according to the
requirements of pubiicity. And it seems that politicians have indeed
adjusted and adapted: in the political elite there are fewer people than in
most other elite groups who feel that journalists have too much influence
on public opimon formation,

Three-fifths of the members of the Finnish power elite have been part
of some informal contact group. This sort of communication is most
common in the political and business elite and least so in the media elite.
The most common type of informal grouping is one that is organized around
a certain profession or occupation, although there are also many different
types of conversation groups and political contact groups. In fact it would
seem quite legitimate to speak of a politicization of informal interaction in
the sense that membership of a pohtical group increases hinearly from the
oldest towards the voungest generation. 1t is also believed that informal
contacts really make a difference. More than nine out of ten members of
the power elite subscribe to the view that informal personal contacts have
a major impact in the exercise of social power. This behef is strongest
within the political elite. It also varies with age: the younger the generation.
the more common 15 the view that informal personal contacts matter,

Conceptions of Influence

To explore how far the power elite in Finland is unanimous in its opinions,
we may compare the views of both the power ¢lite and the population on
how influence in society is divided. It is important to stress here that the
analysis 1s concerned with images of social influence rather than with the
actual distribution of influence. The more consistent the power elite 15 in
its views, attitudes and values, and the more it differs in these respects
from the population at large, the stronger the support for the power elite
hypothesis.

The members of the power elite as well as a sample of the population
were asked to say how much influence they thought 22 listed actors had in
decision-making on matters of social and political importance.” Responses
1o this question are displayed in Table 8. The difference between the power
elite and the people is greatest concerning institutions that have a great
deal of influence. A major difference is that the power elite attaches far
more importance to the social role of political institutions. According to
the power elite, the single maost influential actor in society is the cabinet.
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On the power ehite’s list the President of the Republic ranks as the third
most influential institution in the country, while the people rank the
President much lower at ninth. The power elite also has slightly more faith
in the influence of elected officials in communes and in political parties
than citizens. The views of the power elite and the people on the role of
parliament, on the other hand, are more consistent: the former rank it
twelfth and the latter thirteenth. The people and the power elite are also
in agreement in ranking the mass media as the second most influential bloc
in society. The power elite believes that television and radio are the second
most influential institutions and the print press the fourth most influential.

A second major difference between the people and the power elite on
this dimension is in their attitudes towards the role of the economy. While
ordinary people say that the economy is more influential in society than
any other bloc or institution. the power elite rank it third. Banks come
sixth on the power elite’s list and major corporations seventh. Furthermore,
opinions differ between the people and the power elite as regards their
views on the role of the corporatist system. According to ordinary people,
the corporatist mechanism is the third most influential bloc in society after
the economy and mass media. Within the power elite. opimions tend to differ
here: wage-earner orgamizations are ranked as the fifth most influential
institution, whereas emplover organizations are ranked eleventh.

The power elite regards civil servants as the fourth most influental
institution in society. whereas common people take a much more sceptical
position. In general it seems that the views of the power elite and common
people are more congruous when it comes to the least influential institutions
in society. Both agree that civic organizations and movements, universities.
cultural figures. the church and private citizens {(in this order) have the
least influence in society.

In passing it 15 worthwhile to note that from the mid-1970s up unul the
early 1990s people’s attitudes towards and opinions on the distribution of
social influence have changed quite dramatically. Most importantly. people
have largely lost their faith in the influence of the political decision-
making apparatus and in representative democracy. Whereas in the 1970s -
according to a survey based on personal interviews — it was helieved that
political institutions were the major sources of influence in society, it is
now thought that the most influential institutions are busimess and the mass
media. In the mid- 19705 people were convineed that their living conditions
were primarily dependent on the decisions taken by the political leadership
in the country. by the government and parliament (Pesonen & Sinkiaho
1979, 52). Unfortunately no comparable data are available for the power
elite.

This pattern of differences between the views of the power elite and
common citizens lends further support to the power elite hvpothesis. The
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hypothesis is also supported by the fact that the power elite is fairly cohesive
in terms of its views on the distribution of influence in society. By contrast,
there are no marked differences between the views of the power elite and
the people on how the influence of different institutions will develop in
society during the 1990s. A majority of both the power elite and the
population at large expect that the influence of civic organizations and
movements, television and radio, the print press, major corporations.
universities and elected officials in communes will increase rather than
decrease, In addition, one-quarter of the members of the power elite
believe that the influence of private citizens will increase. One-fifth of the
people expect to see banks and emplover organizations increase their
influence. Lt also seems that the power elite believes that executive authority
and bureaucracy will gain a firmer grip on society during the next decade.
Itis noteworthy that both the power elite and the people believe that direct
rather than representative democracy will be strengthened. Both groups
anticipate reduced influence for parliament, the president. elected officials
in communes, political parties, the central organization for agricultural
producers, wage-earner organizations. banks, the church. the armed forces,
and civil servants.

An analysis of the visions of power elites and the people on the future
development of influence in society, in short. lends less straightforward
support to the power elite hypothesis than the analysis of current views on
influence. There are even some (minor) differences between different elite
groups. Looking at the broader picture. it would seem that the entire
politico-admimistrative system as well as the corporatist system will pro-
gressively lose influence during the 1990s at the expense of the mass media
and the economy.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study has been to investigate whether Finland s
governed by one exclusive. cohesive and unanimous power elite. To draw
a rough picture of this (possible) elite. we can modify the method of Scott
(1991, 119) and cross-tabulate the three variables we have used here -
exclusiveness, cohesion and unanimity — as shown in Figure |. One of the
typology’s dimensions is the power elite’s degree of openness, which may
vary from low {with the power elite recruited from one single social stratum)
to high (in which case the power elite is not dominated by any single
stratum). The other dimension combines the variables of cohesion and
unanimity.

In terms of this figure, the power elite 15 highly cohesive if its members
have close interaction with each other and if they share the same opinions,
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Fig. 1. Types of Power Elites

attitudes and values. The power elite may be descnibed as exclusive if it is
recruited from one social stratum and if it is very cohesive, Le. if its
members have close contact with each other and they share the same social
views. The power elite is segmented if it is recruited chiefly from one social
stratum but its members have little interaction or its members do not share
the same opinions, attitudes and values. The power elite is inclusive where
it is not dominated by members originating from the same social stratum
but 1f it 18 nevertheless cohesive, 1.e. there 15 close interaction among
members and their social views are more or less similar. The cell that
remains empty in the figure is labelled by Scott as the fragmentary power
elite. This description applies when the power elite is recruited from many
different strata and when s shows no or little cohesiveness. However, it
is not justified to speak of a fragmented power elite in the first place, since
to do so 15 a contradiction in terms. Scott himself admits (1991, 120) that
in this case the concept of power elite is almost an abstract calegory o
describe nival, mutually balancing groups that take part in decision-making.

Our hypothesis that Finland 15 controlled by one power elite was
grounded in two factors: First, different elites have been united by social
integration; and second, Finnish society has traditionally been very state-
centred, which has served w link socal sectors and the elite groups within
those sectors both with the state apparatus and also with cach other. What
we found was, first of all, that in terms of its recruitment patterns, the
group of people who occupy top positions in different sectors of Finnish
society can be described as fairly closed and as clearly distinguishable from
the population. Compared with ordinary people. those who occupy top
positions of power in society more often have an upper-class background,
whereas children of farmers and blue-collar workers are clearly under-
represented. As far as recruitment is concerned, access is more open to the
political ehite (and partly to the orgamzanonal ehite) than to the other
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groups. In this regard there are no major differences between Finland and
Sweden.

Our results also indicate that there is fairly close and intensive interaction
between the people who occupy top positions in different social sectors.
The institutions which appear most prominent in holding the interaction
network together are the mass media, private business companies and
banks. On the other hand, in the light of an analvsis which eliminates
potential effects of the size of main sectors, the mass media does not appear
as much of a central actor in the power elite’s interaction network as in
other analyses. The cohesiveness of the interaction petwork is further
strengthened by inter-sectoral mobility, which also helps to increase under-
standing and sympathy towards the viewpoints of decision-makers in other
sectors. In this respect, oo, the institution that acts o integrate the network
is the private business company: almost one-third of the members of the
Finnish power elite (and even in the administrative elite one-quarter) have
at some stage of their career been emploved in the private business sector,
The only sector that remains detached from top decision-makers in ather
sectors 15 the cultural sector — and this to such a degree that it 1s questionable
whether the cultural sector should be counted as part of the Finnish power
elite at all.

Top decision-makers in Finland are also fairly unanimous in terms of
their attitudes. They are more or less agreed in their views on the social
influence of different institutions, but differ in this respect from the popu-
lation at large. The difference between the power elite and the people s
maost pronounced concerning institutions that have a great deal of power.
Viewed as a whole, however, the attitudes of top decision-makers and the
people towards the exercise of power and social problems are fairly
different. but within the power elite there are no marked and consistent
differences.

It seems, then. that with certain reservations 1t is legiimate to speak of
a Finnish power elite. Referring to the power elite tvpology authned above.,
we may say that the degree of cohesion and unanimity in the Finnish power
elite is high rather than low. This excludes the possibility of a segmented
power elite. In terms of its recruitment pattern the Finmish power elite is
closed in the sense that the top stratum is clearly overrepresented and the
lower strata are underrepresented. but on the other hand the top stratum
i5 not in a predominant position. This means that the Finnish power ¢lite
falls somewhere between an exclusive and inclusive power clite. Our
analysis has thus supported the hypothesis of the existence of o power
elite, although there are contradictory observations, Most importantly. the
analysis did not falsify the hypothesis. The cultural elite. however. canno
be regarded as forming an integral part of the power elite because it is
quite loosely connected with other elite groups.
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On the basis of these results we may conclude that the situation in
present-day Finland is different from that in Sweden, where there are -
according to the Swedish power study — two dominant blocs or rival elites,
i.e. economic power and political power, which are organized around
private business and the labour movement. 1t is also noteworthy that the
power study in Sweden found no major differences between the views of
clites and the people on political issues. On the other hand. the Swedish
group of ehtes appeared to be quite heterogeneous in several respects. In
certain places this distinction between “private business™ and the “labour
movement™ was also visible in our analyses, but on the whole they scemed
rather to form part of a broader and fairly cohesive network of social
influence. During the past few decades the top stratum of decision-makers
in Finland has been characterized by consensus rather than polarization.
and a tendency to seck reconciliation among the interests of different
parties has been evident. The most concrete manifestation of this has been
the comprehensive incomes policy agreement, which coordinates the goals
and interests of the government. emplovers. emplovees and agricultural
producers.,

The tendency towards social consensus helps to explain the absence of
any single dominant political party in Finland, in contrast 1o the situation
in Sweden where the Social Democrats have dominated the political scene
for almost half a century. The same applies to the economic sphere. which
in Finland has not been exclusively dominated by the bourgeoisie. Instead
the Centre Party and left-wing parties have also been involved in the
exercise of economic power through state-owned firms and cooperatives.
The “camp society”™ that was created by the 1918 Civil War, in which
virtually all institutions and organizations were divided into Red and White,
no longer prevails in Finland in the 1990, Or perhaps it would be more
accurate to say that some of the structures of this division are still there,
but their foundations have been eroded. In the sphere of politics. the work
1o create political consensus has advanced so far that it has now been
possible to throw overboard the ancient tradition of Finnish politics
whereby it was necessary, in the name of national unity, to include both
right-wing and left-wing elements in coalition governments. In the coop-
erative sector decisions are now taken purely on the basis of business
economics, which means that bourgeois and working-class cooperatives can
join forces and work together in joint ventures in the name of common
business interests. During this age of deregulation, state-owned firms,
which used 1o carry strong ideological undertones, have practically become
part of the private sector.

The question that now presents itself is which one of the six elite groups
identified exercises most power and influence within the Finnish power
elite? For example. do our analyses warrant the conclusion that economic
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institutions exercise the highest degree of social and political power in
Finland? This question cannot be answered on the basis of the present
results, It may be noted, however, that Mills (1956, 277) does not even
accept the position that power is vested with either economic, political or
military mstitutions. To avold giving the impression that this could be the
case, he uses the term “power elite” rather than, say, “ruling class™. Mills
starts out from the assumption that elite groups have autonomy. which
means they have to take the most important social and political decisions
jointly. This would seem to apply fairly well to the policy of consensus
pursued in Finland, where the relationship between elite groups is charac-
terized by cooperation rather than by competition,

MOTES

L. The response rates {by posiions) for differem sectors were as follows: orgamzations
70, mass media 67, science 64, culture 63, administration &2, politics o0 and business
35, Becawse of the design of a questionnaire, the response rates of different sub-sectors
are niot known.

X In 1991 Finnish women st a world record in winning @ wetal of 77 sews (355 peroent)
in parliament.
i Im fact it is difficult 10 compare these countries because of different systems of pro-

fessional classification. In Sweden 42 percent of fathers of ¢lite members are upper
white-collar employees. the highest elass (SOU [990: 44, 3205, In Finland the summed
share of “leading positions™ (highest) and “upper white-collar emplovees™ is 38 percenl.

4. Tocalculate the imtensiy of interaction. different coellicients (weights) are assigned 1o
the frequency of contacts. The cocllicient [or the optien ~at least once or twice o
month”™ is [H); for the option ~a few lmes o veac” 3 and “less often or not at all™ o
Based on this approach the same level of inferaction (fregquency) can be achicved in
several ways, ¢.g. a few who have many contacts as well as by many who have few
contacts, The concept of imensity separates these cases, This mcans thar the weishn of
frequent contacts (at least onee or twice a month] in the intensity of interacion is twice
as high as in relatively infrequent interaction {(a few ames a vear). The frequency of
interaction in the last option is o low that it carnies no weight at all in e imensicy
measure. The intensity of interaction between the power elite and institution A is
obtained by multiplving by 100 the proportion of those who have had conmac with A
at least once or twice 3 monh and by adding 1o this figure the percentage, multiplicd
by 51, of those who have had contact with A & few times a vear and by dividing this
sum by the wal number of contagts, i.¢. the percentages of both those with & few
monthly contacts and those with a few contaes, The maximum intensicy vilue is [0,
which is obtained of all members of the power elite have had smieraction with A o leas
once of twice a month. The index deseribing the frequeney of interaction is obiined
by multiplying the total number of contacts by intensity divided by UL The Latter
divisien by 10 is done simply in order e obtain a comparable figure. The maxamum
vitlug for this index is thus also 10k the higher the score. the more frequent the
imteraction of the power elite with institution A (see Pelersson 989, 36-37.1 For
example. the intensity of interaciion between the power clite and the president s
abtained from the formula (1 % 100 4+ 20 = 507:21 = 52, The frequency will be 21 =
32010 = 11

5. A guestion concerning the distribution of influence was presented 1o the power elite in
i questionnaire. Conceplions among the population were collected simultancousiy with
the assistance of Suomen Gallup's soscilled Finland Channel. The latter svstem was
introduced in 1990, and permins collection of responses from @ pernument group of
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people 15 1o 65 vears of age. Suomen Gallup has placed personal computers in 1000
homes in Finland and trained members of the houscholds 1o use them. Responding to
questions does not presuppose knowledge of data processing. A response rate is always
mare than 80 in the system. The sample represents all houscholds in Finland, regionatly
and demographically.
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