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Preface

The political scientist is called upon to pursue two somewhat different goals.
Those who want political science to be a generalizing science enjoin him to try to
confirm the existence of general processes of politics. This involves abstraction
from any particular situation and the development of theories or models of a
general sort. On the other hand, many call upon the political scientist to be
“relevant,” a word that is often used in silly ways but that can have a quite
serious meaning—i.e., that one provide understanding of important political situa-
tions, in particular places, at particular times.

The debate sometimes sounds as if one must choose between the two
positions. In fact, they are quite compatible—in theory if not always in practice.
We have, in this book, attempted to pursue both goals: to say something about the
processes of politics in general and something about American politics at the
beginning of the 1970s in particular.

We consider two general political processes: that by which citizens come to
participate in political life and that by which their participation affects the
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responsiveness of governmental leaders. This involves the explication of some
general variables—measures of various forms of political participation, measures of
social status, of political attitudes, of voluntary association memberships, of
citizen policy preferences, of leader policy preferences, and the like—and state-
ments about expected relationships among them. These variables form the
building blocks of a model of the causes and consequences of participation ap-
plicable to any nation. How that model works in a particular nation depends on
the specific values of the variables in that instance.

It is by entering these specific values as they existed in the United States in
the late 1960s that we see how these processes work in that particular context.
This is what makes our work relevant to contemporary American politics. As we
shall see, the particular values these variables have in the United States—the
distribution of voluntary association memberships or party affiliations across
social statuses, the particular political beliefs that exist, their distribution in the
population, and so forth—when entered into the more general model tell us a lot
about why American politics takes the shape it does.

The next step would be to test these models in other settings. This we hope
to do, for the present volume is part of a larger, cross-national study of political
participation. Later works will consider a similar set of questions in other nations
as well as questions from a comparative perspective.! But though part of a larger
enterprise, this book is meant to stand alone and to contribute to an understanding
of contemporary American politics, and, more generally, to an understanding of
some problems and dilemmas in democratic government.

!Some publications reporting cross-national comparisons on these issues are: Sidney
Verba, Norman H. Nie, and Jae-on Kim, The Modes of Democratic Participation: A Cross-
National Analysis (Sage Professional Papers in Comparative Politics, no. 01-013, 1971); Sidney
Verba, Bashiruddin Ahmed, and Anio Bhatt, Caste, Race, and Politics: A Comparison of India
and the United States (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1971); and Sidney Verba, ““Cross-
National Survey Research: The Problem of Credibility,” in Ivan Vallier, ed., Comparative
Methods in Sociology: Essays on Trends and Applications (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1971),
pp. 309-356. Some parts of Chapter 4 were first published in Verba, Nie, and Kim, op. cit,,
and some parts of Chapter 10 were first published in Verba, Ahmed, and Bhatt, op. cit.
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Chapter 1
Participation
and Democracy

Much of the current debate about the quality of American political life
revolves around the question of participation. If democracy is interpreted as
rule by the people, then the question of who participates in political decisions
becomes the question of the nature of democracy in a society. Where few take
part in decisions there is little democracy; the more participation there is in
decisions, the more democracy there is. Such a definition of democracy is
crude, because it says little about elections, or free speech, or guarantees of
minority rights, or majority rule; yet it may get at the heart of the matter, since
all other institutions associated with democracy can be related to the general
question of who participates or is able to participate in political life.

Many of the questions raised about participation in American political life
are normative ones: How much participation ought there to be? Who should
participate? How should political leaders respond to the voice of the people?
And in general, how adequate is American democracy, and how might it be
improved? There are also empirical questions: How much participation is
there in America? Who participates? How do citizens participate? How
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2 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

equally distributed among the citizenry are opportunities to participate? Who
takes advantage of such opportunities? What are the processes by which
citizens come to participate? And perhaps most important of all (and most
difficult to answer), What are the consequences of citizen participation?

In this book we shall attempt to answer these empirical questions. In so
doing, we hope to contribute to answers to the normative ones as well.

WHAT IS PARTICIPATION?

Political participation refers to those activities by private citizens that are
more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental
personnel and/or the actions they take. The definition is rough, but it is
adequate for delimiting our sphere of interest. It indicates that we are basically
interested in political participation; that is, in acts that aim at influencing
governmental decisions. Actually, we are interested more abstractly in attempts
to influence the authoritative allocations of values for a society, which may or
may not take place through governmental decisions. But, like most political
scientists who start out with such an abstract concern, we shall concentrate on
governmental decisions as a close approximation of this more general process.

Our concept of participation is broader than some, narrower than others. It
is a broad conception in that we are interested in a wide variety of ways
citizens participate in relation to varied issues. In particular we wish to look
beyond citizen participation in the electoral process—beyond voting and
campaign activity—to various other ways citizens can be active. And we want
to look beyond the question of why some citizens are active and others not.
We want to raise the question of what difference it makes how many citizens -
are active and which citizens they are.

Our conception of participation is narrower than some in that we are
interested in acts that aim at influencing the government, either by affecting the
choice of government personnel or by affecting the choices made by govern-
ment personnel. We are not dealing with what can be called “ceremonial” or
“support” participation, where citizens “take part” by expressing support for
the government, by marching in parades, by working hard in developmental
projects, by participating in youth groups organized by the government, or by
voting in ceremonial elections.

This distinction is important, especially in an era when so much attention
is focused on the political mobilization of citizens in the “support” sense. This
is what is meant by participation in many of the developing societies of the
world and sometimes in the United States as well.! In contrast, the kind of

'James Townsend, for instance, in his book Political Participation in Communist China (Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1967), characterizes the Chinese style of political participation as stress
ing execution of party policies, the contact downward from cadre to mass, and as involving an insistence that
“political action support the supreme, unified national interest as defined solely by the Communist Party”
(Chapter 4). For good discussions of mobilized as opposed to democratic participation, see Aristide Zolberg
Creating Political Order (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1966) and John P. Nettl, Political Mobilization: A Sociologicil
Analysis of Methods and Concepts (London: Faber, 1967).

In the United States, participation as a means of securing support for decisions of leaders rather than a means
of influencing their decisions is often found in programs of participation in private organizations, particularly
participation in management. On participation as a means of eliciting consent see Sidney Verba, Small Group
and Political Behavior (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1961), Chapters 6 and 7.
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PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY 3

participation in which we are interested—perhaps it should be labeled
democratic participation—works the other way. It emphasizes processes of
influencing governmental policies, not carrying them out; it emphasizes a flow
of influence upward from the masses; and, above all, it does not involve
support for a preexisting unified national interest but is part of a process by
which the national interest or interests are created.

Our focus is narrower in another way: We are interested in participatory
activities. We do not include in our definition of participation, as some have,
attitudes toward participation—citizens’ sense of efficacy or civic norms.
These psychological orientations may be important as sources of participation,
but we are more interested in the actual behavior of citizens in attempting to
influence the government.

Third, we have limited our attention largely to participation vis-g-vis the
government. The argument has been made that effective participation depends
upon opportunities to participate in other spheres—family, school, job,
voluntary associations. A participatory polity may rest on a participatory
society.2 We do not quarrel with this assumption and, indeed, will present
some evidence to support it when we look at the processes that bring citizens
to participate. But we shall not attempt to describe and explain patterns of
participation outside of those that are more narrowly political—i.e., aimed at
affecting the government.

One last limitation in our focus: Our present concern is with activities
“within the system”—ways of influencing politics that are generally recognized
as legal and legitimate. This eliminates many of the tactics of political protest.
The importance of these tactics has grown in recent years, at least for
particular groups and particular interests. Our focus on “ordinary” political
participation does not imply that these other means are unimportant or
mappropriate. Indeed, some of the characteristics of ordinary participatory
activities—especially the way particular modes of activity are distributed
across the population and the consequences of that distribution—may help
explain some of the reasons for the rise in alternative tactics. But the study of
these other modes would be another book, not the one we have written.

WHY IS PARTICIPATION IMPORTANT?

The study of political participation is important for an understanding of
American politics for several crucial reasons: In the first place, as already
suggested, it is at the heart of democratic theory and at the heart of the
democratic political formula in the United States.

2There are a number of reasons why scholars have stressed the importance of participation outside the di-
rectly political arena. For one thing, insofar as major decisions are made by private institutions, effective control
by citizens over their own lives would require participation vis-d-vis these institutions. On this topic, see Carole
Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory (London: Cambridge University Press, 1970), Chapters 4 and
S. Furthermore, it is argued that opportunities to participate in the private sphere provide the training and
skills needed to participate politically. This has been the position of such writers as G. D. H. Cole and is supported
by evidence in Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Demaocracy in
Five Nations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1963), Chapters 11 and 12. For a more elaborate
theory on the relationship between authority patterns in the nongovernmental sphere and political democracy,
see Harry Eckstein, A Theory of Stable Democracy (Princeton. N.J.: Center of International Studies, 1961).
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4 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

Second, participation, when and if effective, has a particularly crucial
relationship to all other social and political goals. It represents a process by
which goals are set and means are chosen in relation to all sorts of social
issues. Indeed, this is why it is crucial to democratic theory and to political
systems in general. Through participation the goals of the society are set in a
way that is assumed to maximize the allocation of benefits in a society to
match the needs and desires of the populace. Participation is not committed
to any social goals but is a technique for setting goals, choosing priorities, and
deciding what resources to commit to goal attainment.

There is currently a debate among social scientists about the adequacy of
participatory mechanisms in the United States as means for communicating
the needs and interests of the citizens to the government. The debate is in part
more about the adequacy of political science than political reality. The issue
is whether and to what extent the study of political participation should be
limited to the actual participatory situation in the United States (which leaves
many observers gloomy), or whether scholars, who have greater vision, should
consider alternative possibilities, such as new participatory opportunities,
groups, and techniques.?

Even if one focuses on that which can be empirically studied—the current
or past situation vis-d-vis participation—there is debate on the adequacy of the
system of participation in the United States. There are two reasons why this
system might be found inadequate for communicating the needs of the citizens
and for setting social policy. One reason has to do with the extent to which
the citizenry knows its own interests. More conservative critics of participatory
mechanisms argue that citizens do not have the skill to calculate the
consequences of their acts. Therefore, they may damage their own best (but
unrecognized) long-run interests by short-range and ill-conceived demands.*
More radical critics often agree that citizens do not know their own best
interests, but this is because of a “mobilization of bias” whereby citizens are
socialized to be unaware of their own interests and political capabilities.’

This critique of the adequacy of participatory mechanisms is hard to deal
with empirically; and as Thompson points out, many theorists of participation
assume that citizens are autonomous and the best judges of their own
interests.® We shall not question this assumption either; rather we shall
concentrate on the question of how effectively those interests and needs felt
by citizens are communicated. We leave to others the question of whether
those interests and needs result from biased socialization, from false con-

3The debate is endless. See the exchange between Jack Walker and Robert Dahl (Walker, A Critique of the
Elitist Theory of Democracy” and Dahl, “‘Further Reflections on ‘The Elitist Theory of Democracy’ '), Amen:-
can Political Science Review, Vol. 60 (June 1966), 285ff. Two good general accounts are Dennis F. Thompson.
The Democratic Citizen (London: Cambridge University Press, 1970) and Andrew MacFarland, Power and Leader-
ship in Pluralist Systems (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1969).

4Walter Lippman, in his many writings. has been an articulate spokesman for this position.

$See Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz, *'Decisibns and Non-Decisions: An Analytic Framework,”” Amen-
can Political Science Review, Vol. 57 (September 1963), pp. 632-642.

SThompson, The Democratic Citizen, pp. 15-19.
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sciousness, or from an inability to see long-range consequences. However, we
shall attempt to distinguish between participation in circumstances in which
citizens are likely to have a clear view of their own interests and circumstances
in which they are not.

There is a second reason why participatory mechanisms in the United
States might be considered inadequate. The interests of citizens might be
inadequately communicated because, on the average, citizens are not active
enough, or their interests might be unequally communicated because citizens
are unequally active. This topic is more amenable to study. And though what
exactly is adequate or inadequate is more normative than empirical, the
question of how much participation there is and how equally it is distributed
is empirical and well worth close study.

Participation is important not only because it communicates the citizen’s
needs and desires to the government, but because it has other, more direct
benefits. Some have argued that it is, in itself, a prime source of satisfaction—
satisfaction with the government and satisfaction with one’s own role.’
Furthermore, it has been viewed as an educational device through which
“civic virtues” are learned. As John Stuart Mill, one of the many advocates of
this position put it, “Among the foremost benefits of free government is that
education of the intelligence and of the sentiments which is carried down to
the very lowest ranks of the people when they are called to take part in acts
which directly affect the great interests of the country.”® Through participa-
tion, one learns responsibility.

In this sense, participation has more than instrumental value—it is an end
in itself. Indeed, one can argue that under conditions of democratic norms
one’s self-esteem 1s seriously damaged if one has all decisions made for him
and does not participate in those that affect his own life. From some
perspectives, lack of ability to participate can imply lack of full membership
within the system. The new demands for participation that have recently
emerged in American society have both their instrumental (as means to other
ends) and consummative (as ends in themselves) components.

WHAT IS THIS BOOK ABOUT?

We shall attempt to deal with some of these broad questions in relation to
participation in American political life. Our main concern is with participation
as an instrumental act by which citizens influence the government. Further, we
wish to consider participation from the perspective of the functioning of the
United States as a democratic polity, rather than from the point of view of the
individual citizen as a participant. We are more interested in politics than in
political psychology, more in the ways participation by citizens conditions the
way political decisions are made than with the social and psychological
reasons for individual citizen participation.

"See Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture, Chapter 9.
*1. 5. Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (New York: Holt. 1873).

Google



6 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

To deal with the “macro” questions about democratic politics, we shall
have to raise some “micro” questions about the behavior of citizens and the
sources of that behavior. Our goal is to understand how the preferences of the
citizens are communicated upward to those who make governmental deci-
sions. To understand this, we have to know why some citizens communicate
their preferences and others do not. But rather than stopping with an answer
to the question of why some are active and some are not, we will try to deal
with the question of what difference it makes: What difference does it make
in what those who make political decisions see as the preferences of the public,
and what difference does it make in what they do about those preferences?

Our problem links micro- and macropolitics, for it deals with one of the
most crucial questions of the relationship of the citizen to the state: How are
the preferences of the citizens of a society aggregated into a social choice—
i.e., into a governmental policy or a choice of governmental personnel? The
question is made more complicated and more crucial by three considerations.
In the first place, we are dealing, as we inevitably must in any complex social
system, with citizens and groups of citizens who have diverse and conflicting
interests. Second, we are interested in governmental decisions that are
decisions for the entire system (for the entire nation if the national govern-
ment, for the entire community if the local government). The combination of
these first two points creates the fundamental political problem of how to
make social policy out of a diversity of interests.

The third consideration is that we are dealing in the United States with a
society with a democratic “political formula”—in Mosca’s sense of the
political formula as the rules that are supposed to govern a society. It is a
formula that emphasizes popular control and government by the people.
Politics ruled by more authoritarian political formulas can deal with the
process of social choice out of diverse interests in a simpler manner: Elites do
what they want. This of course is an oversimplification in that all societies will
have (and probably need) some mechanisms for popular control. But the
deviation is from central control in the direction of more dispersed control.

When one begins with a model of popular control, the tensions built into
political decision-making come to the fore. These tensions derive from the
difficulty in arriving at an authoritative social choice that is in some way
responsive to the diversity of preferences within a complex and large social
system. The problem can be seen from two perspectives: that of the decision-
making system as a whole and that of the individual participant. If we think
of decisions that affect the entire society—a major law, or a decision to go to
war—it becomes clear that responsiveness is complicated indeed. On any
particular issue, different segments of the public will have different views;
some will have no position, others will have varied views held with varied
intensity. And on such issues, there will be many other forces brought to bear
over and above the preferences and participatory acts of the public: The
governmental decision-makers have their own views and own preferences, the
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PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY 7

situation itself exerts pressures (as filtered through the perceptions of the
decision-makers), resources are limited, previous decisions and commitments
loom large, and so forth. What does it mean to talk of public participation
under such circumstances? Elections, which simplify the participatory influ-
ence of the citizenry into a choice among candidates rather than a choice
among policies, cannot reflect the distribution of preferences in a society, for
the very reason that they simplify the range of policy preferences into a choice
among a few candidates.

Consider the problem from the point of view of the individual participant.
The one thing that is clear about his situation is that he is one small part of a
very large whole. The voice of any particular citizen can have little measurable
impact on such large social choices as the policies of the government or the
outcome of an election. Nor can the result of such decisions or the policies of
elected officials be expected to match the detailed preferences of more than a
few citizens.

Thus, from the point of view of the system—or more precisely, from the
point of view of those making choices that affect the society—choices cannot
in any simple way be responsive to the participatory demands of the populace.
This is true even if we assume that the only motivation of decision-makers is
to respond to those demands. The other pressures under which they operate
undercut this responsive capability even further. From the point of view of the
individual participant, the problem is that he is but one among many citizens
with varied preferences, and yet a single social choice must be made. Under
such circumstances, he can expect but little voice, nor can he expect a set of
policy outcomes that matches his preferences.

These considerations make clear that a study of participation and its effects
cannot deal with the simple question of whether or not governmental officials
are responsive to citizens, or even with the more complex question of how
responsive they are. Responsiveness is not an either-or thing; nor can it be
placed on a simple scale with leaders in some places more responsive than
leaders elsewhere. Rather one must consider the question of whose preferences
leaders respond to, and, most important, the mechanisms by which they
become aware of these preferences and become motivated to act upon them.
One of the main mechanisms by which leaders become aware of citizen
preferences and become motivated to act on them is the system of political
participation. This is the main subject of this book.

In this respect, we take a somewhat different approach from many of the
works that have tried to relate citizen participation to the operation of the
political system. For a number of other studies, the main problem has been
how participation relates to the stability and survival of democratic polities.
How does it affect the loyalty of citizens? What is the optimum amount of
participation in a society? At what point does popular participation unleash
antidemocratic forces? At what point does it unleash conflicts among groups
that cannot be contained by peaceful politics? For these studies, the relevant
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8 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

consequences of participation are (on the micro level) the degree of satisfac-
tion of the citizen, his feelings of loyalty, his attitudes toward opposing groups.
On the macro level, the important consequences are conflict or its absence
within society, and the stability or instability of the government and the
society.’

These questions remain important and are by no means unrelated to the
problems we shall pursue. But our main concern is not with whether
participation increases or decreases the stability of democracies. Rather we are
concerned with the way it affects the internal workings of democratic
governments, with the effect participation has on what values are allocated to
whom within the society. For us the relevant consequence of participation for
the individual citizen is what he gets from the government. For the system as
a whole the relevant consequence is how governmental benefits are allocated
among citizens and among groups of citizens.

From this point of view, participation is of greatest interest to us as an
instrumental activity whereby citizens influence (or try to influence) what the
government does. We use a term as vague as what the government does rather
than decision-making or policy-making because we want to encompass the
widest possible range of governmental activities that might have some impact
on the lives of the citizenry. We are interested in the “authoritative allocation
of values in a society,” to use David Easton’s term, and in the fundamental
political question of what determines that allocation.

Such a broad formulation would lead one to consider all aspects of politics.
Our concern is somewhat narrower. We are interested in the impact on
governmental actions of the activities of the citizens. There are, of course.
many forces working on governmental officials, whether they are members of
Congress or other legislative bodies, higher civil servants, or lower-level
bureaucrats. These include the characteristics they bring to their jobs, their
attitudes and values as to what ought to be done, the specific requirements of
their roles, the legal prescriptions they must follow, the demands placed on
them by other governmental officials, and so forth. Our focus is on what we
call the participation input: the set of pressures that derive from the participa-
tory activities of citizens who are not part of the official structure. One can
imagine in the crudest terms that the governmental official is influenced by
forces of the following kinds:

/LGuvcm ment Official ]\

I Participation Inpul—l I QOther Forces I
We shall study the impact of the forces from the left—the participation
input. This should warn the reader that our simplification of the problem is a
great simplification indeed. It leaves out much of what determines what
officials do. We do this with no regrets because the problem left to us is large

9See for instance, Almond and Verba. The Civic Culture, Chapter 15: Eckstein, 4 Theory of Stable Demeoc-
racy,; and Seymour M. Lipset, Political Man (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday. 1960), Chapter 3.
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PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY 9

enough. And in explicating the impact of participation we may learn quite a
bit about the overall matrix of forces affecting the governmental official. At
the end of this book we shall consider some of the other forces that affect
governmental officials, a consideration that will help put the material on the
role of participation into context.

In short, we start with a very broad question: Why are values allocated the
way they are in the United States? But we move to a narrower one: What
impact does public participation have on this? To deal with this latter question
we shall have to deal with three still narrower questions:

. What is the nature of the participation input—i.e., what does the set of
citizen activities facing the public official look like?

2. What are the forces that determine the size and shape of the participation
input—i.e., why is there the amount and kind of participation that there is in
the United States?

3. What are the consequences of the participation input—i.e., how does it
affect the allocation of values?

These three questions are the main thread that ties this book together.

The following diagram summarizes the simple structure of the book. Because
these three questions form the main themes of the book, we can present our
overall approach in terms of them. The faintly outlined box reminds us that
there is much left out of our scheme.

Forces determining o | Participation o | Government
participation input | input ~ 7] allocation

—— i e |

1 Other influences |
e e e —— — d

The Participation Input

Our first concern will be to characterize and analyze the “shape” of the
participation input in America. The problem appears at first glance to be a
simple empirical one: What citizens engage in what activities with what
frequency? Such a question can be answered by presenting the results of a
survey of the American population in which citizens were asked to describe
their participatory activities. We shall present such results. But in order to
make such results meaningful—or even to design such a survey—it is
necessary first to consider the logic of participation itself.

If, as we assume (and will attempt later to test), participation has some
impact on what the government does, what are the characteristics of the
participation input that would shape that impact? There are three components
of the participation input that, we believe, are relevant in this respect: How
much participation is there, what kind is it, and from what segments of the
society does it come?
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10 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

How much participation? This is the simplest component of the participation
input. We assume that the more citizen participation there is, the more likely
it i1s to affect the behavior of the government though, as we shall see, the
relationship between the amount of participation and the response of the
government is not all that simple. The amount of participation has two
dimensions: the amount of political activity and the number of political
activists. Often these two dimensions are merged. Thus when one considers
voting participation, the amount of activity and the number of activists are
one and the same: If there is a 30 percent turnout for an election, there is said
to be little voting activity and few voters; if turnout is 80 percent, there is said
to be much voting activity and many activists. But the amount of activity and
the number of activists are one and the same in relation to voting simply
because each citizen has, in a particular election, a strict limit on the amount
of activity he can engage in. One man, one vote.

When one considers most other forms of political activity (efforts expended
in a campaign, letters written to newspapers or Congressmen, and organiza-
tional activity), it is clear that the amount of activity (how many doorbells are
rung, how many letters are sent, how many organizational meetings there are)
is partially independent of the number of activists. There may be a given
amount of activity coming from a small proportion of the population or from
a large proportion. It is our assumption that the impact of participation
depends both on how much there is and how many activists there are.

How can citizens influence the government? As we pointed out, we have
taken a narrower view than some as to what participation is. We are interested
in activity aimed at influencing the government, not activity aimed at
supporting the government or psychological orientations to participation. On
the other hand, our view is broad, since we are interested in all the ways the
citizen can exert that influence. Such a broad scope leads to concern with the
alternative ways in which the citizen can influence the government. Our
assumption is that the citizen has available a wide repertory of activities, and
that these activities differ in terms of the type of impact that they can have on
the government. Some citizen activities have major effects on the overall
direction of governmental policy. The votes of citizens in a Presidential
election are a major force in shaping the direction of the nation for a four-year
period—though in such circumstances the vote of the single individual is of
very marginal importance. Other citizen activities may affect only some
narrow decision of a local government, or of a particular bureau or official.
These activities, though much narrower in the scope of their impact, are
important to consider if one wants to gauge the overall impact of participa-
tion. They may be of great importance to the citizen or citizens who are
participating, though their results are not felt by others. And in such cases the
individual participators may be much more potent.

Involved here is a classic issue of the interests citizens bring, and should
bring, into politics via their participation: Do they participate vis-d-vis broad
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social issues or to obtain some narrow benefit? For many earlier theorists of
citizen participation, such participation would have deleterious consequences
for the public good if citizens brought into politics their own selfish interests
rather than the interests of the broader community. As James Bryce wrote,
capable citizens should have “honesty enough to seek the general interest
rather than try to secure their own interest at the expense of the community.”!?
Participation, according to men like Bryce, Tocqueville, or J. S. Mill, would
train citizens in the civic virtue of considering the common good rather than
their own narrow good. With “virtuous” citizens participating, public policy
would be better, because such participants bring wisdom and a wider range of
vViews.

A more modern view is that participation can lead to better public policy
even if citizens bring their own narrow and selfish interests into politics.
Through such “selfish” participation, the government is informed of these
interests and pressured to respond. In this way it produces public goods more
closely attuned to citizen needs than it would if there were no participation.!!

The distinction is a difficult one to draw precisely. Sophisticated citizens
can phrase the most narrow interest as public virtue and, indeed, it might take
a philosopher-king to tell one from the other. But the distinction is important.
Citizens participate vis-d-vis issues that reflect their own relatively narrow
interests; they also participate vis-a-vis issues that affect the whole society.
Whether they participate more virtuously in one sphere than another is uncer-
tain, nor is it clear where they contribute most wisdom. But, as we shall show,
participation on broad social issues and participation on narrow “selfish” ones
are both significant parts of the participatory system in America. And each
affects, in different ways, the government’s allocation of benefits to citizens.
We shall focus on both.

We shall explicate this distinction more fully in Part I where we deal with
the alternative modes of citizen participation. The important point here is that
the alternative activities available to citizens can produce different kinds of
outcomes. Thus, if we want to see how participation affects the government,
we must be aware of what kind of participation is involved. This will take us
beyond the electoral system: beyond voting and campaign activity, on which
much of the study of participation has focused. It will also lead to a
reconsideration of the important question of the rationality of participation.
For us, participation is a means to an end, an activity whereby citizens attempt
to affect governmental activities in ways that will benefit them. But the
citizen’s ability to do that may depend upon the type of participatory activity

1°James Bryce, The Hindrance to Good Citizenship (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1910). p. 11.
See also Mill, Considerations on Representative Government. Rousseau was particularly opposed to bringing into
politics the views of organized groups. Citizen participation should bring in the wisdom of men interested in the
common good. On the other hand, organized groups would interfere with the general good. See Judith N. Shklar,
Men and Citizens: Rousseau’s Social Theory (London: Cambridge University Press, 1969), p. 93.

" This is one of the presuppositions of much of the interest group literature. Out of the clash of special in-
terests will come an overall policy best suited to the needs of the nation. For a recent critique of this position,
swe Theodore Lowi, The End of Liberalism (New York: Norton, 1969).
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in which he is engaged and the particular change in governmental activities he
desires. As we shall see, to raise the question of citizen rationality in relation
to his activity as a voter is to raise that question for a circumstance where the
means-ends calculations of rational behavior are most difficult. If we consider
a wider range of activities, the question of the extent to which citizens can be
rational political actors may take on another cast.

From whom does the participation come? The last, and perhaps most crucial,
component of the participatory input has to do with who is participating. This
question differs from the question raised as to the number of political activists

in America. There we were simply interested in whether a large or a small
percentage of the population was active. Here we are interested in the ways

the activist segment of the public differs from the rest of the population. Are
they a representative sample of the population or do they come disproportion-
ately from particular social groups?

The answer is, of course, crucial in terms of the effect that participation will
have on governmental policy. If participants come proportionately from all
parts of society, from upper- and lower-income groups, from blacks and
whites, from city and country dwellers, then political leaders who respond to
participation will be responding to an accurate representation of the needs,
desires, and preferences of the public at large. If, as our not surprising findings
will show, the participants are by no means representative of the public as a
whole but come disproportionately from particular—especially upper-status—
groups, then participation works differently.

Political participation has often been justified as a means by which social
or economic inequalities can be reduced. Those of lower status—workers, poor
farmers, new immigrants—would use their political influence associated with
participation to induce the government to carry out policies beneficial to them.
This belief leads to pressure for an equalization in the opportunities to
participate and the removal of legal restraints to that participation. Yet the
opening of opportunity does not equalize participation rates. All may receive
equal access to participation in a formal sense—suffrage is universal, the right
to petition is guaranteed to all, all can join in campaign activity. But the fact
remains that participation is voluntary. Some will take more advantage of
opportunities than others.!? Most studies of participation, including our own,
demonstrate that it is just those with higher income, higher education, and
higher-status occupations who participate. There are many reasons for this,
such as greater resources, skill, and psychological commitment, many of which
we will discuss. But for whatever reason they participate more, the result is
that those who may need governmental assistance the least participate the
most—i.e., those already at the top of the stratification hierarchy are likely to
be the most active.

This relationship between social stratification and participation is the main

20n this general issue, see Reinhard Bendix. Nation-Building and Citizenship (New York: Wiley, 1964).

Google



PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY 13

continuing theme throughout our book. We will deal with the reasons for, and
the consequences of, the relationship. Our purpose in the section of our
volume dedicated to explicating the shape of the participation input is simply
to demonstrate that such a relationship exists; that the participants in fact
come from the more advantaged portions of the society. In this, our research
will confirm the findings of others. But we hope to go beyond others in several
ways. In the first place, our elaboration of the ways citizens can participate will
provide us with a more variegated view of the composition of the participant
population, for those who participate in politics in certain ways differ
somewhat in social composition from those who participate in other ways.
Second, we want to deal extensively with the reasons why the participants
represent a specific segment of the population. And last, we want to consider
explicitly the consequences of this. The second and third tasks represent the
second and third themes of this book.

The Forces Determining the Participation Input

Our second theme is the set of forces that shape the participation input. For
this, we consider the participation input to be the dependent variable and ask:
Why do some people participate while others do not, and why do they
participate in the ways they do? There are, of course, many answers. Some
citizens have needs and problems that lead them to participate; others do not.
Some citizens have the resources needed for participation (skills, time, and
money); others do not. Some have attitudes conducive to participation: they
believe it is effective, that politics is important, and that participation is a civic
duty. Other citizens do not have these attitudes: they believe that participation
is useless, that politics is unimportant, and that one ought to keep out of such
affairs. Some citizens are in social circumstances where those around them
expect them to participate; others are not. Some citizens live in circumstances
where participation is made easy by institutional structures; others live in
circumstances where they are surrounded by institutions that inhibit partici-
pation. All these forces working together lead some individuals to participate
and others to stay home.

Our approach to this complex multiplicity of sources for participation
derives from our concern with the relationship between participation and
social stratification. We shall begin by considering why the participant
population comes disproportionately from the upper-status groups of society.
We will do this by proposing and testing a simple model of the process by
which citizens come to participate—a model we call our standard socioeco-
nomic model of participation. According to this model, the social status of an
individual—his job, education, and income—determines to a large extent how
much he participates. It does this through the intervening effects of a variety
of “civic attitudes” conducive to participation: attitudes such as a sense of
efficacy, of psychological involvement in politics, and a feeling of obligation
to participate.

As we shall see, this model works. A good deal of the variance in how much
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and in what ways people participate is explained by their social-status
characteristics, mediated by the intervening effect of their civic attitudes.
However, the model does not tell the entire story. There are other social
characteristics that cause deviations from the participation input that one
would have if only the socioeconomic-status model were operating; there are
other relevant political attitudes, not just the “civic” ones; and there are the
intervening effects of particular social circumstances and particular institu-
tions.

The standard socioeconomic model gives us a base line from which we look
for deviations due to these other forces. These other forces lead some
individuals to participate more than one would expect, given their socioeco-
nomic characteristics, and others to participate less. This approach allows us
to consider the impact of a variety of characteristics on the likelihood that an
individual will participate: his position in the life cycle, his race, the organiza-
tions with which he is affiliated, his party affiliation, the nature of the
community in which he lives, and his political beliefs.

Much of this analysis will involve asking a series of micropolitical ques-
tions, all having to do with the circumstances under which one individual
decides to participate while another does not. But our major focus remains the
macropolitical problem in two ways. In the first place, one set of circum-
stances affecting participation involves the environment in which the citizen
lives: the kinds of organizational structures he has been exposed to and the
kind of community within which he lives. Second, we are interested less in the
individual decision to participate per se than in the effect this has on the shape
of the participation input.

We start with the standard socioeconomic model because it tells us why
the participant population is so heavily skewed in the direction of those with
upper-social status, and we are interested in these additional social circum-
stances, attitudes, and social and political structures because they modify the
workings of the standard socioeconomic model. The standard socioeconomic
model, if it represented the sum of the forces leading to participation, would
result in a participation input highly skewed in the direction of upper-status
groups. Those with higher status would develop attitudes that make them the
most participatory. The additional factors we shall consider change the
participation input from what it would be if the only forces that were working
were the socioeconomic ones. Some of these additional characteristics lead to
a less skewed participation input—i.e., they represent forces that lead lower-
status people to participate more than one would predict on the basis of their
social status. In some cases they may accelerate the effects of the socioeco-
nomic model—i.e., the characteristics represent forces that increase the
participation of upper-status people. And in some cases the additional
characteristics affect the rate of participation but do not do so differentially
among social status groups.

Thus, when we consider such social circumstances as being self-consciously
aware of one’s group membership (e.g., of being a black American), or of
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belonging to such social institutions as voluntary associations and political
parties, we will ask two questions: (1) Do these circumstances or these
institutions raise or lower the likelihood that an individual will participate?
And (2), What effects, if any, do they have on the difference in the rate of
participation between upper- and lower-status citizens? Do they operate to
accelerate the workings of the socioeconomic model so that the participatory
gap between upper- and lower-status citizens increases, or do they operate to
reduce the gap? This will enable us to look at such important attitudinal
characteristics of the American population as group consciousness among
blacks and such important institutions as private voluntary associations or
political parties in terms of the extent to which they help to equalize the
participation rate among citizens at different social levels or to increase the
difference in participation rates.

The Consequences of Participation

The last theme of our book is the consequences of participation. As pointed
out earlier, we assume that the participation input—the amount of participa-
tion, the kind of participation, and the social groups from whom the
participation comes—makes a difference in governmental actions. And such,
of course, has been the assumption among most students of participation. But
most studies have focused on the causes of participation, not directly on the
consequences. There are many good reasons for this, not the least of which is
the difficulty in measuring governmental performance and the greater diffi-
culty in connecting that performance to the participation of the citizenry.

We will attempt to make such a connection between participation and
performance in the last section of the book. In the first place we shall attempt
this hypothetically. We know, or will know by the time we reach that section,
that the participation input is heavily skewed in the direction of upper-status
citizens. But this would make a difference in what was communicated to
political leaders only if this participant population also had preferences for
policies or demands for governmental services that differed from those of their
more quiescent fellow-citizens. Thus we will consider the question of the
extent to which the participant population, when it participates, presents to the
political leaders an image of public preferences different from that which exists
in the public as a whole.

This question is the first step in understanding how participatory mecha-
nisms connect the citizen and the government. If political leaders attend to the
participant population, to what extent will they become aware of a set of
problems different from that faced by the nonparticipant part of the popula-
tion, and to what extent will they hear preferences for policies different from
those in the population as a whole? The answer is crucial for understanding
what kind of impact participation will have on governmental policy. As we
shall see, the participants differ substantially from the nonparticipants in the
problems they consider salient and in the solutions they prefer.
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In addition we shall consider some differences between the two political
parties in the ways they channel citizen preferences into the government.

Our last task will be to look more directly at the question of the
consequences of participation. We gathered data on the attitudes and behavior
of local political leaders in the same communities where we interviewed
ordinary citizens. Using these data and using the community as the unit of
analysis, we create a measure of the “concurrence” of political leaders with the
citizens in their community—i.e., the degree to which citizens and local leaders
agree on policy priorities in the community. Our major question then
becomes: What effect does the participation of the citizens in the community
have on the degree to which leaders concur with citizens?

The question, as our previous discussion should have made clear, is by no
means a simple one. The “participation of the citizens” is a complex
phenomenon. The participation input consists not only of an amount of
participation but of various kinds, and the origins of that participation in
different social groups. We want to see whether the type of participation, as
well as the amount, makes a difference in the concurrence between citizens
and political leaders. We also want to see how much it matters who
participates, particularly since we will have shown that the participants are by
no means representative of the citizenry as a whole.

The last point suggests that we must differentiate among various forms
of leader concurrence: in particular, between leader concurrence with the popu-
lation as a whole and leader concurrence with various segments of the
population. For instance, does participation lead to greater concurrence with
the participators or with all citizens? In other words, are the only beneficiaries
of participation those who participate, or do all citizens in a community—the
active and the inactive—benefit from the activity of the participants? The
relationship between participation in the community and the concurrence of
leaders with citizens is not likely to be a simple one whereby the more
participation there is, the more leaders will agree with the citizens of their
communities. But it is a domain wherein one can expect an orderly if
somewhat more complex set of relationships. The parts of our book that
precede this last section will suggest a number of more precise hypotheses
about the shape of that relationship. With this discussion of the consequences
of participation, we hope to place political participation into the context of the
functioning of democratic political systems.

A NOTE ON METHOD

This book is based on a large-scale survey of the American public
conducted in 1967. Survey research is, we believe, the only research technique
that could have provided us with a body of data as rich, detailed, and
systematic. But, as many have pointed out, survey techniques have limitations.
Two of the most important are that they tend to use the individual as the unit
of analysis and that they study one point in time. And these, of course, are
serious limitations when one wants to study political participation from a
macropolitical perspective in an era of rapid political change. We cannot
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completely overcome these limitations, but we have tried to overcome some of
them by enriching our study beyond the limitations of standard survey
research. We do this in the following ways:

Survey results as aggregates. In part we try to overcome the focus of survey
research on the individual citizen by the simple expedient of considering our
survey results in the aggregate. If, on the individual level we know which
citizens are likely to participate, we also know, on the aggregate level, what the
resulting participant population will look like.

The context of individual activity. Along with our interviews with individual
citizens, we gathered information on a variety of characteristics of the
communities in which they live. These additional data allow us to deal with
the impact of environment on the political behavior of the individual citizen.
By augmenting a standard national-survey sample with 1,000 additional
interviews in 65 target communities with populations of 50,000 and under, we
are able to execute analyses where the individual or the community in which
he lives is the unit of analysis. In this way, as well, we go beyond the
individualistic focus of much survey research. (See Appendix A for a more
detailed description of the sample.)

The linkage between citizens and leaders. Just as we gathered information on
the characteristics of the communities within which our sample fell, we also
gathered information on the attitudes and behavior of a set of local political
leaders in these same communities. These data allow us to consider patterns
of linkage between citizen and leader. Rather than stopping with a considera-
tion of the activities citizens engage in, we can also consider how leaders
respond to such activities.!

Extension of our data over time. To add a time dimension to our study—in
order to test some of our hypotheses with data over time and in order to see
how the particular moment of our study might differ from other points in
time—we have used a series of other survey studies (those conducted over the
past twenty years by the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan) to consider some of our main findings in an historical perspective.

AN OUTLINE OF THIS BOOK
The outline of the book will follow the themes just explicated. In presenting
the outline, we can also present a schematic summary of those themes.

Part I: The Participation Input

As pointed out, the participation input consists of three major components:
how much participation there is (and how it is distributed among the citizens),
what kind of activity there is, and from whom that activity comes.

3This approach to participation, combining material from several different levels, was influenced by Stein
Rokkan's seminal paper, “The Comparative Study of Political Participation: Notes Towards a Perspective on
Current Research,” in Austin Ranney, ed., Essays in the Behavioral Study of Politics (Urbana, Ill.: University of
Hlinois Press, 1962). Our debt to that essay is apparent throughout this volume.
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The Parsticipation Input

How much participation?
Of what sort?
By whom?

Chapter 2 will deal with the first component of the participation input: how
much participation there is in America and how widely distributed it is
throughout the population.

In Chapters 3 and 4 we will consider the second component: What kind of
citizen activity is there? Chapter 3 will argue that there are ways in which
citizens can participate that differ in terms of the kinds of governmental
actions they can affect, as well as in several other significant ways. And we will
explicate our reasons for focusing on four particular modes of participation in
the light of some general considerations about participation and its relation-
ship to the political process.

Following that, we will attempt in Chapter 4 to demonstrate that the four
modes of participation represent a structure of political acts consistent with
the pattern of activity engaged in by citizens. And we will isolate sets of
citizens who specialize in one or another mode of activity, and in this manner
develop a typology of political actors somewhat more elaborate than that
usually employed. Our data will enable us to estimate how many of the various
types of actors actually exist.

Chapter 5 will provide us with an opportunity to validate the differences
among the various types of political activists. We will do this by showing that
these different types of activists have different orientations to politics and that
these orientations are consistent with what one would expect, given our
discussion of the different modes of activity in Chapter 3.

In Chapter 6, we will complete our characterization of the participation
input by dealing with the question of who participates. In that chapter we will
present a demographic profile for each of the types of political activists and
compare that profile with that of the population as a whole. This will tell us
the extent to which the participant population is representative of the
population as a whole, or whether it deviates from that population in
significant ways. In Chapter 7, we will reconsider the subject of the rationality
of political participation in the light of the alternative ways in which citizens
can participate.

Part 11: The Process of Politicization.

In Part Il we will consider the forces shaping the participation input. By rais-
ing the question of why citizens participate—and participate in the particular
ways in which they do—we raise the question of why the participation input
takes the shape that it does. The components of that process are summarized in
the following diagram:
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Institutions Participation
Social Individual pUL;
circumstances decisions 10 |———| How much?
of ciuzens participate What kind?
By whom?
Attitudes

The individual’s decision to participate and how to participate depends on his
social circumstances—the set of social characteristics that defines his “life
space,” where he lives, what he does for a living, his education, his race, and
so forth. These social circumstances generate sets of attitudes conducive to or
inhibitory of political participation. How and how much he participates will
also be affected by the institutional structures within which he finds himself.
All of these forces lead him to a decision to participate or not, and the sum of
the individual decisions to participate that derive from these forces present us
with the participation input.

This diagram is but a framework for considering the forces that lead to
participation, and an empty framework at that, since we have not specified
which social circumstances or attitudes or social structures are relevant and
which are not.

We will flesh out the framework by inserting into the diagram a “basic” set
of social circumstances and attitudes that lead to participation. These are what
we have called the standard socioeconomic model of the process by which
individuals come to participate. According to this model, social status
determines to a large extent the amount to which he participates. And it does
so through the intervening effect of a variety of “civic” attitudes conducive to
such participation—attitudes such as a sense of efficacy, of psychological
involvement in politics, of an obligation to participate, and so on. When the
model “works,” upper-status individuals are more likely to decide to partici-
pate, and the resulting participation input is heavily weighted in their favor.

The Standard Socioeconomic Model

Participati
Social Attitudes .Uppe'r.slatm ind; L::'led ion
circumstances: Efficacy individuals . By
Socioeconomic [—————====p| | volvemen [F—————————— choose to > Skewe
status Obligation participate towar
more PP
status

The standard socioeconomic status model of politicization is presented in
Chapter 8. It will thereafter be used as a base line. In studying the impact on
participation of other forces, we shall look at the way they lead to deviations
from the amount of participation that one would expect from an individual
with a particular social status. The additional factors will be considered in
Chapters 9-14.

In Chapter 9, “Participation and the Life Cycle,” we refer essentially to the
set of changes in political participation that come with aging and movement
through the various stages of the life cycle. We shall see how these relate to
the amount of participation predicted by the standard socioeconomic status
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model. In Chapter 10, we consider the difference in the participatory rates of
blacks and whites over and above the difference one would expect on the basis
of the relative socioeconomic statuses of the two groups. If there are lower
participation rates among black Americans (as we shall see there are), is this
due to their lower average social status or, in some way, to their being black?
And we will consider the impact on the participation gap between blacks and
whites of the sense of group identity that has developed among black
Americans.

The next three chapters continue the analysis of the processes that lead to
participation by considering how the workings of the socioeconomic model are
modified by various institutional frameworks within which the citizen may
find himself: voluntary associations, political parties, and the local commu-
nity.

One social structure central to studies of democratic participation has been
the voluntary association, and this is the subject of Chapter 11. It has been
found to be an institution that increases the likelihood that citizens will
participate. In considering the relationship between voluntary associations and
the standard socioeconomic model, we will ask if voluntary associations have
an independent effect on the participation of their members over and above
the fact that organizational members are generally of higher social status. If
organizational affiliation does have an independent effect, we will ask how it
modifies the workings of the socioeconomic model. Further questions dis-
cussed in this chapter are, Does organizational affiliation lead lower-status
individuals to participate more than they ordinarily would? Or does such
affiliation accelerate the workings of the socioeconomic status model by
adding an increment of participation to those upper-status individuals already
participating?

In Chapter 12 we consider how party affiliation affects the participation rate
of the citizen—again in terms of the way party affiliation leads to deviations
from the “normal” socioeconomic model. Does party affiliation provide a
means whereby lower-status individuals increase their participation beyond
what one would expect given their status? Does it increase or decrease the
participation gap between upper- and lower-status citizens? These questions
are proposed in Chapter 12.

How does the structure of the community within which the citizen lives
affect his likelihood of participation? We will deal with this question in
Chapter 13 largely from the point of view of the size and complexity of the
community. In so doing, we will try to disentangle a complex set of
relationships. The larger and more complex the community, the more difficult
it may be for the citizen to participate effectively. But the larger and more
complex the community, the more likely its residents are to have those
personal characteristics—higher education, higher status jobs—that make
them more capable of effective participation. We will consider how these
contradictory tendencies affect participation.
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In Chapter 14, we will consider some of the forces influencing participation
from an historical perspective, using data from other studies to trace the
evolving relationship among social status, the life cycle, race, and participation
over the past twenty years. This analysis will help to confirm the existence of
some of the patterns we find in our cross-sectional data.

Figure 1-1 presents the more elaborate model of the process leading to
participation, as reflected in the various chapters of Part II.

Part III: The Consequences of Participation.

In Part III, we consider the results of participation. Chapter 15 considers
the consequences of participation from the point of view of the preferences
that are communicated by the participant population in contrast with the
preferences of those who are inactive. The main question here is, Would it
make any difference if government leaders paid attention to the participants
rather than to the population as a whole?

Social Circumstances Attitudes
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Figure 1-1. The Process of Politicization
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22 PARTICIPATION AND DEMOCRACY

In Chapter 16 we will pursue this problem by dealing with the reasons why
it does make a difference—that is, why the preferences of the participants
differ from those of the inactive citizens. In particular, we will consider some
differences between the two parties in the way in which they act as channels
for preferences.

In Chapters 17, 18, and 19 we consider the effects of participation more
directly. In Chapter 17 we develop a measure of “concurrence” between
citizens and leaders. We use our sample of communities as units of analysis to
ask what effect participation has on concurrence. In Chapter 18 we will test
some hypotheses as to the impact on leader concurrence with citizens of the
amount of participation in the community, of the type of participation, and of
the social groups that participate. In short, we will attempt in Chapter 18 to
test the effects of the various components of the participation input. And we
will consider the ways in which leaders can be responsive—in what way, on
what topics, and to whom? In Chapter 19 we will ask how the nature of the
community and the modes of participation affect type of response.

In sum, the overall structure of our argument, and of the book, leads us to
consider first what participation is; we then back up to see what causes it; and
then move ahead to its consequences. The structure looks like this:

Part I Part 1 Part 111

The Process of Politicization The Participation Input The Consequences
of Participation

Social : i i
: Insti- Atti- N » The Partic- Types of
g‘rfc‘i‘ﬁ'gse‘::‘:e =>| tutions ] tudes i Lnd!v;dual P! ipation > preferences
c ecision to Input: communicated
participate How much? by participation
What kind?
By whom?

Concurrence by
leader:

In what way?

On what?

To which citizen?

In short, we intend to describe how much and what kind of participation
there is in the United States, and what groups that participation comes from.
We then turn to what leads to that participation, and then look at some
consequences of participation. None of these tasks is simple, and our outline
above may be unclear about how we shall deal with one part or another of our
scheme. But to explicate further any of the sections of the book would require
the presentation of the whole book. And it is to that task that we now turn.
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In this section we consider:
How much participation there is in America
The ways in which citizens participate
From whom the participation comes
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Chapter 2
Citizen Participation:
How Much?
How Widespread?

How much participation is there in America? And how concentrated is that
participation: that is, does it come from a small activist stratum or from a
fairly broad segment of the population? The discussion of these two questions
among students of American politics has a long and rather inconclusive
history. When Tocqueville examined America in the early nineteenth century,
he was struck by the high rate of mass participation compared with that
elsewhere. He commented: “In some countries the inhabitants seem unwilling
to avail themselves of the political privileges which the law gives them; ... but
if an American were condemned to confine his activity to his own affairs, he
would be robbed of one-half of his existence ... .”" And recent empirical
studies of political participation that have taken a comparative perspective
have also found that levels of political activity in the United States (with the

' Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (New York: Knopf, 1945), Vol. 1, p. 250.
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exception of voter turnout) are quite high when compared with rates in other
industrial societies.?

On the other hand, students of American politics have often commented on
the low level of political participation in America. They suggest (backed by
considerable empirical evidence) that elections, particularly those not involv-
ing the selection of a president, are determined by only a small fraction of the
eligible voters, and that even fewer citizens engage in other types of political
activity such as participating in election campaigns or contacting their elected
representatives.’

The two questions—how much? and how widespread?—are partially inter-
related. Where the ‘activity of each citizen is strictly limited—as it is when we
consider voting in a particular election—the amount of activity and the
number of activists are one and the same. But where the amount of activity of
each citizen can vary—a citizen can write no letter, one letter, or ten letters to
his Congressman—the amount of activity and the degree to which that activity
comes from a wide range of citizens are not the same. Of course, even in this
case there is some relationship between amount of activity and the degree to
which it is widespread. The more the overall amount of political activity, the
more likely is it to come from a broad segment of the population. Neverthe-
less, it is important to separate the questions, for one can have the same
amount of activity coming in one case from a small, activist portion of the
population while the bulk of the citizens are quiescent, and in another case
coming from a wider range of citizens, though in lesser amount from each. The
ten letters can come from one citizen or from ten. And, of course, it makes a
difference.

Over the last several decades, investigations of political participation using
survey techniques have amassed a great deal of information on the level and
distribution of political participation in the United States. Many of these data
are confined to electoral participation and come from the excellent series of
election studies by the Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan.
Most of the data on other (i.e., nonelectoral) types of participation exist in bits
and pieces from a number of different studies; but this information, together
with the data from the voting studies, has begun to form a rather standard and
accepted picture of the structure of political participation in this country—a

2For comparative data, see Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture; Sidney Verba, Norman
H. Nie, and Jae-on Kim, The Modes of Democratic Participation: A Cross-National Comparison (Beverly Hills:
Sage Publications, 1971); and Norman H. Nie, G. Bingham Powell, and Kenneth Prewitt, “‘Social Structure and
Political Participation,” American Political Science Review, vol. 63 (June and September, 1969), pp. 361-378,
808-832.

3This theme appears throughout the empirical literature on political behavior. See, for just a few of many
examples, Lester Milbrath, Political Participation (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965); Robert Dahl, Who Governs?
Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1961); and Angus Camp-
bell et al., The American Voter (New York: Wiley, 1960), Chapter 4. The same theme is found in earlier com-
mentators, See James Bryce, The American Commonwealth (New York: Macmillan, 1910), Vol. 2, pp. 291-293,
where he expresses amazement at the lack of concern with political matters even among the educated classes in
America.

Google



CITIZEN PARTICIPATION: HOW MUCH? HOW WIDESPREAD? 27

picture of low levels of citizen participation and the concentration of political
activity in the hands of a small portion of the citizens.*

Data from the Survey Research Center election studies indicate, for
example, that fewer than one citizen in three attempts to influence the voting
decisions of others, and this figure has remained constant over the past four
Presidential elections. Less than 10 percent attend political meetings or rallies
during an election, about 8 percent donate money, and no more than 5 percent
of the citizenry belong to political parties or partisan organizations.’ Further-
more, it is often the same citizens who attend meetings, donate money, belong
to partisan organizations, and are otherwise active in the elections.

These data are, of course, restricted to electoral participation within a given
Presidential election, but other types of political activity with longer time
referents suggest only slightly higher rates of participation. Almond and Verba
find, for example, that less than 28 percent of the citizenry have ever
attempted in any way to influence the outcome of a governmental decision in
their local community, and fewer than 16 percent have made similar influence
attempts at the national level.® Secondary analysis of their data has also
demonstrated that the various activities are highly correlated, indicating that
many of the same citizens participate across the range of activities.’

Investigators have also found a cumulative pattern in political participa-
tion. They find that citizens who engage in the more infrequent and costly acts
of participation also perform those activities that are more widespread in the
population. Conversely, they have found that citizens who fail to participate
in those activities that are more frequent and require the commitment of less

time and energy are far less likely to be among those who perform the less
frequent variety of participatory acts.

In the now classic study of the 1952 and 1956 Presidential election, The
American Voter, Campbell et al. suggest the following concerning the level of
participation in this country: “For most Americans voting is the sole act of
participation in politics. Moreover since the groups in our samples who did
report engaging in these activities are widely overlapping, the percentages
cannot be added together to reach an estimate of the total number who were
active.”® In reference to participation rates in New Haven, Robert Dahl

*An early study using survey data came to the conclusion that “the figures on political participation are so
low as to give support to the conclusion that in America the few act politically for the many.” Julian Woodward
and Elmo Roper, “Political Activity of American Citizens,” American Political Science Review, vol. 44 (Decem-
ber 1950), pp. 872-885.

*These data are compiled from the Survey Research Center Election Study Codebook for the Presidential
clections of 1960 and 1964. The data for the 1956 Presidential election are presented in Campbell et al., The
American Voter, p. 51,

Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, Five-Nation Study Codebook, distributed by Inter-University Consor-
tium for Political Research, Survey Research Center, University of Michigan.

"Nie, Powell, and Prewitt, “Social Structure and Political Participation.”

*Campbell et al., The American Voter, pp. 50-51. The percentages they refer to that cannot be added due to

geat amounts of overlap are: membership in political organizations (3%); contributing money (10%); attending
meetings or rallies (7%); any other campaign work (3%).
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summarizes his findings on both electoral and nonelectoral participation,
findings he feels are typical of many American communities:

During the last decade the number of non-voters has varied from a quarter toa
half in some mayoralty elections. Even those who vote rarely do more, and the more
active the form of participation, the fewer the citizens who participate. Only a tiny
minority of the registered voters undertakes the more vigorous kinds of campaign
participation. . . . It might be thought that citizens participate more actively outside
campaigns and elections . . . but just as with campaign activity, most people do very
little beyond merely talking with their friends.®

Robert Lane comments on the intercorrelated cumulative structure of

participation:

If a person electioneers he is almost certain to attend party meetings.

If a person attends meetings he is almost certain to be among those who contact
public officers and other political leaders.

If a person contacts public officers and leaders he is almost certain to be a
member of some politically oriented (though not strictly political) association.

If a person is a member of such an association he is almost certain to be a voter.

[In other words] there is a “latent structure” pattern in most populations such
that those who perform certain less frequent political acts are almost certain to
'ho perls q po
perform all [italics his] the more frequent acts.'®

Finally, Lester Milbrath, in a comprehensive review of the research findings

from a large number of studies of political activity in the United States,
summarizes the level, structure, and distribution of political participation in
the following way:

Only about 4 or 5% are active in a party, campaign, and attend meetings. About
10% make monetary contributions, about 13% contact public officials, and about
15% display a button or sticker. Around 25 or 30% try to proselytize others to vote
a certain way, and from 40 to 70% vote in any given election . .. there seems to be
a hierarchy of political involvement, in that persons at a given level of involvement
tend to perform many of the same acts, including those performed by persons at
lower levels of involvement. . . .

He concludes:

About one-third of the American adult population can be characterized as
politically apathetic or passive; in most cases they are unaware, literally, of the
political part of the world around them. Another 60% play largely spectator roles;
they watch, they cheer, they vote, but they do not do battle . .. the percentage of
gladiators does not exceed 5 to 7%."

In contrast, then, with the impressions of America as an “activist” society,

these works seem to be in agreement that, aside from the vote, there is
relatively little political activity in America, and most of what there is is
concentrated in the hands of a small activist group.

?Dahl, Who Governs? pp. 276-277 (italics ours).
1°Robert E. Lane, Political Life: Why People Get Involved in Politics (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1959)

pp. 93-94 (italics ours except where otherwise indicated).

"Milbrath, Political Participation, pp. 16, 21
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There are a number of reasons why participation may appear high to some
and low to others. One obvious reason is that definitions vary. Insofar as one
expands one’s definition of participation to include such psychological states
as political interest or such activity as media attention or political discussion,
one finds more activity. The more narrowly one limits the scope of what one
considers participation, the smaller the amount one will find."2

In part the difference in perception of the amount of participation may
depend on the standard used. If one expects participation to be high, the same
amount looks much smaller than if one expects the ordinary citizen to be
relatively passive. If one uses as a benchmark data from other countries,
participation in America looks relatively high. But even here it may depend on
how broad a scope one gives to one’s definition of participation. In compara-
tive terms, Americans do not vote as frequently as do others elsewhere (though
the explanation of that probably lies more in restrictive regulations than lack
of interest), but in certain kinds of nonelectoral activity they participate quite
a bit more.!? Another reasonable benchmark for political activity in America
at any point in time is some other point in time. (In Chapter 14 we will
consider participation rates as they have changed historically.)

In some sense the high vs. low debate has no answer, and the data we
present in this chapter will certainly not provide one. We will present data on
a wide range of activities, and the reader can judge whether the rates are high
or low. We will, however, present one benchmark for comparison, and this
from within the United States. We will consider the rate of activity in
voluntary associations to see how participation in that sphere compares with
that in politics. Our data, on the other hand, will be a bit more conclusive on
the question of the clustering of participation—that is, whether whatever
participation exists is all in the hands of a few.

Our definition of participation is, as we pointed out in the previous chapter,
narrower than some and broader than others. It is narrower in that we
consider as acts of participation only those activities aimed at influencing the
government in some way. We do not include psychological orientations or
such acts as political discussion and media attention. On the other hand, we
have a broad view of the ways one can influence the government—both inside
and outside the electoral sphere.

Table 2-1 presents the proportion of adult Americans performing each of
twelve acts of political participation. Items originally containing more than
two categories have been dichotomized for this presentation, and the division
points can be inferred from the brief descriptions given in the table. The
items are presented in descending order according to the proportion of

12Similarly, the amount of participation one finds may depend on the time frame one uses. For instance, 19%
of our respondents report attending a political rally or meeting “in the last three years,” whereas only 8% re-
ported such activity in response to a similar question in a University of Michigan Survey Research Center Study
about “‘the current election year” (Campbell et al., The American Voter, p. 51). Similar data emerge from the
later election studies.

13%ee the references in footnote 2.
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respondents engaging in them. The acts of participation presented in this table
cover the entire spectrum of political activity as we defined it in Chapter 1.1

Regular voting in Presidential elections is the only political activity (of our
measures) that a majority of American citizens report performing. Approxi-
mately 72 percent of those who were old enough to vote in both the 1960 and
1964 Presidential elections claim to have done so0.'S About 47 percent of the
citizens interviewed report that they always vote in local elections. Although
there seems to be some overreporting in these figures (as there almost always
is in post-hoc replies to survey questions on voting), the order of magnitude
seems roughly correct. Voting, both local and national, is the only political act
presented in Table 2-1 in which over a third of the American citizenry claim
to engage.

Slightly under 32 percent of the citizens interviewed claim to be active
members of organizations involved in community affairs. This is the most
frequent type of political activity other than voting.!* Similar results derive
from asking the respondents whether they had ever worked with others in their
local community in an attempt to solve some local problem. Approximately
30 percent of the citizens replied positively.

About 28 percent of those interviewed report that they sometimes attempt
to persuade others how to vote, and slightly over a quarter (26 percent) claim
ever to have worked actively for a political party or candidate during an
election. These two campaign activities are the last two acts in Table 2-1
which more than 20 percent of the citizens report performing.

Slightly less than 20 percent report ever having initiated a contact with a
local government leader about some issue or problem, and about 19 percent
report having attended at least one political meeting or rally in the past three
years. Just under 18 percent report initiating contacts with state and national
governmental officials on some issue. We are now down to those activities
reported by less than 15 percent of the adult population. Fourteen percent
report working to form a group or organization to attempt to deal with a
community problem, and some 13 percent have given money, at one time or
another, to a political party or candidate. Finally, a little over 8 percent report
current memberships in political clubs and organizations.

"The exact question wording, coding categories, and frequency distributions for all the participation items
reported in Table 2-1 are presented in Appendix B.1. The percentages reported throughout this book are based
on the weighted N of 3,095 cases, though the exact number of cases may vary slightly from table to table because
of missing data. Normally the number of cases is not reported in the body of the table. Appendices B.1, C,and D
contain the major independent and dependent variables utilized in the analysis along with the unweighted num-
ber of cases, the weighted number of cases, and the percentages (based on the weighted N) for each category of
the variable. The reader wishing to do test statistics therefore can reconstruct frequencies on the basis of the in-

formation in the relevant table and in these appendices. In those few instances where tables refer to specific sub-
populations, the number of cases is presented so that full information is available in every instance.

5This figure clearly reflects some overreporting. The harder aggregate statistics indicate turnout rates of
64% in 1960 and 62% in 1964. Part of the overreporting may be due to the regularly observed phenomenon of
overreporting in post-hoc survey questions asking respondents whether they voted or not. For reports on the va-
lidity of responses to voting questions, see Aage R. Clausen, “Response Validity: Vote Report,” Public Opinion
Quarterly, vol. 32 (Winter 1968-69), pp. 588-606.

16See footnote b to Table 2-1 for the exact meaning of this item.
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Table 2-1
Percentage Engaging in Twelve Different Acts of Political Participation
Type of political participation Percentage

1. Report regularly voting in Presidential elections? 72
2. Report always voting in local elections 47
3. Active in at least one organization involved in community

problems? 32
4. Have worked with others in trying to solve some community

problems 30
5. Have attempted to persuade others to vote as they were 28
6. Have ever actively worked for a party or candidates during an

election 26
7. Have ever contacted a local government official about some issue

or problem 20

8. Have attended at least one political meeting or rally in last three years 19
9. Have ever contacted a state or national government official about

some issue or problem 18
10. Have ever formed a group or organization to attempt to solve some

local community problem 14
11. Have ever given money to a party or candidate during an election

campaign 13
12. Presently a member of a political club or organization 8

Number of Cases: weighted 3,095
unweighted 2,549

8Composite variable created from reports of voting in 1960 and 1964 Presidential elec-
tions. Percentage is equal to those who report they have voted in both elections.

This variable is a composite index where the proportion presented above is equal to the
proportion of those in the sample who are active in at least one voluntary association that, they
report, takes an active role in attempting to solve community problems. The procedure utilized
was as follows: Each respondent was asked whether he was a member of fifteen types of volun-
tary associations. For each affirmative answer he was then asked whether he regularly attended
meetings or otherwise took a leadership role in the organization. If yes, he was considered an
active member. If he was an active member and if he reported that the organization regularly
attempted to solve community problems, he was considered to have performed this type of
political act. Appendix B.1 provides more detailed information on the construction of this
index, and all questions on organizational membership and involvement. Membership in ex-
pressly political clubs or organizations was excluded from this index.

It is quite clear from these frequency distributions that most acts of political
participation are performed by only a small segment of the citizenry. Six of
the twelve activities measured are performed by fewer than 20 percent of the
citizens, and only Presidential and local voting have frequencies of perform-
ance significantly greater than 30 percent. Voting in Presidential elections is
the only participatory act out of our rather extensive list of activities that is
performed by a majority of those interviewed.

When the data from this table are compared to the data from previous
studies, some interesting, if minor, differences appear. On most measures of
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partisan or electoral activity (voting excluded), we find a much higher
proportion of participators than those uncovered by the Survey Research
Center voting studies. Most of these differences are, however, explained by the
different time frames used in the studies. Whereas we are interested in rates of
participation over a longer period, the voting studies were concerned with
activity in a single Presidential election. When a longer period is used, we find
that a number of citizens actively participate in some elections but not in
others. These differences are in no way surprising, but neither are they totally
devoid of significance for the problem of estimating levels and distributions of
participation. These relatively large discrepancies suggest that active political
involvement is not sustained, and that a significant number of citizens move
in and out of active political participation in the electoral process.!?

Taken as a whole, however, these data are in substantial agreement with the
data from other studies. In fact, Milbrath’s summary description of the level
of participation in the United States (with a minor adjustment of a few of the
percentages) easily could have been written as a summary of the data
presented in Table 2-1.

From the perspective of the simple frequency distributions such as those
recorded in Table 2-1, as well as similar distributions from previous studies,
the level of political participation across a wide variety of activities seems quite
low and can be summarized in the following way:

1. Few, if any, types of political activity beyond the act of voting are
performed by more than a third of the American citizenry.

2. Activities that require the investment of more than trivial amounts of
time and energy as well as those that have a short time referent (such as a
single election) tend to be performed by no more than 10 to 15 percent of
the citizens.

3. Less demanding activities as well as those with longer time referents
(i.e., longer than a single election campaign) are performed by between 15
and 30 percent of the citizenry.

CONCENTRATION OF ACTIVITY

Analysis of a series of simple frequency distributions can take us only so
far. In fact, this type of data often hides more than it reveals, for it does not
give us information on the overlap or distribution of the various activities. For
six out of the twelve activities on Table 2-1, the participation rate is less than
20 percent, and four of the remaining six activities are performed by less than
33 percent of the citizens. The temptation is to interpret these data to mean
that 70 to 80 percent of the citizenry engage in no activity beyond voting,
while 20 to 30 percent perform all of the more active types of participation.
But it would also be consistent with the data if each of the various activities

1"The one or two other discrepancies are trivial, and are caused by minor variations in the structure and con-

text of the questions. Qur measure of membership in political organizations, for example, simply contained a
broader definition of political organizations than the one employed in the voting studies.
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were performed by a different 20-30 percent of the citizenry, and everybody
were in some way active. In short, any meaningful analysis of the level of
political activity must determine whether these infrequent acts of political
participation are concentrated in the hands of a few or dispersed through a
wide segment of the American citizenry.

Consider for a moment the different types of political systems that would
emerge out of two polar situations—each compatible with the frequency
distributions presented in Table 2-1. In the first situation a majority of the
citizens would vote, and some of these voters might also engage in one or
another of the more frequent types of political activity. But all other activity—
the more difficult acts—would be engaged in by a small number of activists.
In the opposite situation there would be the same overall amount of political
activity in the society, but it would not be nearly so concentrated in the hands
of a given group of citizens. There would undoubtedly still be a small group
of politically apathetic citizens, and another group of citizens might engage in
more activity than the average, but the vast majority of citizens would engage
in one, two, or three activities in addition to voting. Some would initiate
contacts with governmental leaders; others would contribute money to
political causes; yet other citizens might concentrate their efforts on working
with others to solve community problems. In this type of society the
distinction between gladiators and spectators would be less sharp. Many
citizens would be active in one way or another.

Which of these pictures comes closer to describing the participatory
structure in the United States? How many citizens are totally apathetic? How
many engage in at least some activity? And what proportion of our citizenry
is extremely active in politics? Figure 2-1 presents data relevant to these issues.
On it we have placed the proportion of citizens engaging in zero to ten of the
political activities presented in Table 2-1 with the exception of voting. No
activity in this set is performed by as many as one-third of the citizens. The
range of frequency of performance of these activities is between 8 and 32
percent. Whereas this might suggest that two-thirds of our respondents engage
in none of these acts, we find that, in fact, less than a third of the sample
reports engaging in no such act. Sixty-nine percent of our respondents report
engaging in at least one of these acts, and almost half our sample (47 percent)
report engaging in two or more. Acts of participation are not clustered in a
limited set of citizens—at least not in as limited a set as would be possible
given the proportions engaging in any one of the acts in Figure 2-1.

A more stringent test of the distribution of political participation in
American society is presented in Figure 2-2. Here we display the proportions
of citizens engaging in the six least frequent types of political activities: those
acts of participation performed by fewer than 20 percent of the citizens. The
frequency of performance of the individual acts ranges from 20 percent
(contacting local governmental officials) down to 8 percent (membership in
political organizations), and the average act in this group is performed by
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Figure 2-1. Number of Political Acts Other than Voting

approximately 15 percent of the citizens. Most of these political activities have
considerable costs attached to them. Contacting governmental officials, form-
ing groups and organizations to tackle community problems, donating money,
and membership in political groups are all activities that require the commit-
ment of time and energy, often in considerable amount.

Again these data would be compatible with a situation in which about 80
percent of our sample engaged in none of these activities and this type of
activity was in the hands of 20 percent of the population. But as Figure 2-2
indicates, these acts are somewhat more widespread—47 percent of our
sample report having engaged in one or more of them.

The data presented in Figures 2-1 and 2-2 indicate a wider spread of
participation through the citizenry than the initial simple frequency distribu-
tions suggest. Why does this description of the concentration of participation
differ from others found in the literature? The answer involves the problem of
interpreting simple frequency distributions of individual items of participa-
tion. The data have been approached with certain assumptions. The first is
that all types of political participation are highly intercorrelated and that the
same group of citizens participates in all the activities. This assumption is not
totally incorrect, for there is a considerable intercorrelation among participa-
tory acts.!® Our own data confirm these relationships, and in the following
chapter we will present these findings. The problem, however, is one of degree.
The data from a series of frequency distributions often seem to be interpreted
as if the correlations were nearly perfect rather than merely substantial. The
spread of political activity across the population demonstrated in Figures 2-1
and 2-2 reveals that the correlations are quite moderate.

18Campbell et al. (The American Voter); Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee (Voting); Nie, Powell, and Prewitt
(**Social Structure and Political Participation™); and Milbrath (Political Participation) are but a few of those who
have reported high intercorrelations among various types of political activity.
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Figure 2-2. Number of *‘Difficult” Political Acts

The second assumption that often appears in the literature is that there is a
patterned hierarchical structure to political activity whereby citizens who
engage in the more infrequent and costly acts of participation always perform
the more common varieties as well. The converse is also assumed to be true—
citizens who do not perform the most common types of participation do not
engage in the more infrequent types. This assumption is also consistent with
the evidence, including some we will present in the following chapter.”” But
here again, as with the correlation among activities, statistical tendencies have
been converted into absolutes and then applied as a description of American
political reality.

If one approaches data such as those presented in Table 2-1 with these two
assumptions, it is easy to see how one can read the data as describing a small
activist stratum and a large inactive mass. However, when the assumptions
underlying this description are tested, they turn out to be only partially true.
Figure 2-3 provides a useful test of these assumptions. We present the data for
several sets of political activities and illustrate the pattern of overlap one
would find under several different sets of assumptions, including the two just
cited. We can then compare these hypothetical patterns with reality.

Let us begin with the first set of circle diagrams in the upper portion of the
figure, Example 1. The extreme left margin of the figure gives the proportion
of citizens in our sample who have contacted governmental leaders (either
local, state, or national officials) and the proportion who have worked with
some group or organization in their locality in an attempt to solve some
community problem. The data indicate that about 30 percent of the citizenry
report having engaged in each of these activities. The circles labeled (a), (b),
and (c) contain the proportion of the citizenry who would perform each, both,

“Milbrath (Political Participation) and Matthews and Prothro [Donald R. Matthews and James W. Prothro,
Negroes and the New Southern Politics (New York: darcourt, 1962)) have actually employed cumulative scales
of political participation in their studies, while Lane, as previously cited, has discussed the cumulative structure
of participation in great detail.
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Totat everlap, Total separation,
cumulative 0o overiap
structure

Example |

Report having contacted
either local or extra
focal leader or both

30 percent

Contact and work
30%

Report having worked with
a group organization on
a lncal problem

30 percent

Neither
40%

Example 2

Regular voters
64 percent

High on measures of Vote only
64%

campaign participation
25 percent

(a)

Example 3¢

Percentage participating in
six most ditficult polit-
wal acts

Contact local official
20 percent

Attend rally 19 percent

Contact state or local
official 18 percent

Formed group 14 percent

Gave money 13 percent

Member of political
organization 8 percent

@The numbers in parentheses on the circle diagrams in this example refer to the number of acts performed.
& These are the same activities presented in Figure 2-2.

Figure 2-3. The Overlap Among Activities: Hypothetical and Real Data

or neither of the activities under various assumptions concerning the relation-
ship among political activities.

Circle (a) presents the distribution that would occur if the two assumptions
discussed—high correlation and cumulative structure—were true. These as-
sumptions predict that the same 30 percent of the citizens would perform each
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Random overlap, Actual data
random structure

Contact
15%
Work Both
15%

21%
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Neither
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(c)

Campaign 4%

Vote only
42%

(6) .001%
)

of the acts, leaving 70 percent who have performed neither® Circle (b)

presents the opposite situation, that those who performed one activity would
®Actual data would, of course, never be this clear, for even if the assumption were correct, various types of
measurement error would produce trivial amounts of overlap or slippage—a few citizens would report contacting

but not working with organizations and vice versa. Nevertheless, the distributions would, by and large, correspond
to those presented in Circle (a).
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not perform the other. This pattern would indicate a situation of total
specialization of political activity. Under these circumstances, 30 percent of
the citizenry would contact political leaders, a different 30 percent would work
with others on community problems, and the remaining 40 percent would
engage in neither type of activity.

Circle (c) presents the proportion of citizens who would perform these two
activities if the likelihood of their overlap were random. In the case of random
distribution, 21 percent of the citizens would have contacted governmental
leaders, 21 percent would have worked with groups or organizations on local
problems, 9 percent would have engaged in both, and 51 percent would have
performed neither of the activities.

Circle (d) presents the actual overlapping distributions of these two
activities. The distributions clearly indicate that the actual data fall in between
the total overlap predicted in (a) and the random one predicted in (c). The
predictions of Circle (b), on the other hand (the case of total specialization of
activity), least fit the data. On the whole, this analysis indicates that the
random prediction of Circle (c) is a closer approximation of reality than the
cumulative prediction of Circle (a), which assumes a total overlap. This is
particularly true if we are concerned with predicting the percentage who
engage in neither political activity. Only four percentage points separate the
random prediction from the actual proportion engaging in neither activity,
whereas fifteen percentage points separate the actual distributions from those
predicted by total correlation. Nevertheless, we should not overlook the fact
that participation in either of the acts does considerably raise the probabilities
of participating in the other act.

This first example tells us something about the degree of correlation among
political activities, but because each of the acts is performed by the same
proportion of citizens it does not provide us with the information required to
evaluate the assumption concerning the hierarchical pattern in political
activity, whereby those performing “difficult” acts always perform easy ones.
Example 2 in Figure 2-3, however, provides us with both types of information
on two modes of participation (voting and campaign activity) that have often
been viewed as part of a single cumulative continuum of electoral participa-
tion. The frequencies are given on the left of the circle diagram. Sixty-four
percent of the sample of citizens have been classified as regular voters.?!
Twenty-five percent of the citizens have been classified as high participators in
electoral campaigns by means of a composite index composed of five items.2

2'We have created a single voting variable out of the two voting items originally presented in Table 2-1
(p. 31). To be counted as a regular voter, the respondent had to report that he usually, if not always, voted in
local elections and voted in both of the Presidential elections. About 64% of the citizens were classified as regu-
lar voters by this method. Close to half of those who were classified as nonvoters report at least some voting in
either local and/or Presidential elections, but we have chosen to classify them as nonvoters. See Appendix C for
exact wording.

22 order for a citizen to be classified as one of the 25% who are high on campaign activity, he must have
reported that he often or always attempted to persuade others to vote as he intended to vote, plus he must have
performed one or more of the following four more active forms of campaign activity: (1) attending at least one
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The circle diagrams in Example 2 parallel exactly those in Example 1.
Circle (a) represents the expected pattern under perfect overlap and cumula-
tive structure, (b) represents total specialization, (c) gives the probabilities of
overlap if the two acts were randomly distributed, and (d) presents the actual
data. In the situation in Circle (a), all 25 percent of the citizens who were
active enough to be classified as campaign activists would also be regular
voters. Because no campaign activists would be found among the nonvoters,
36 percent of the citizens would have engaged in neither regular voting nor
campaigning. In Circle (b) we see the “specialization” assumption. None of
the 25 percent who are campaign activists would vote, and only 11 percent
would do nothing. Last, if the relationship between these two types of
activities were random or chance, 9 percent of the citizens would be campaign
activists who do not vote, 48 percent would vote only, and 16 percent would
vote and campaign [Circle (c)]. A comparison between the hypothetical
distributions and the actual data in Circle (d) supports the following points:

1. The specialization assumption is way off.

2. A cumulative structure does appear to exist. Random overlap would
predict 9 percent of the population active in campaigns, but nonvoting. The
actual distribution reveals only 4 percent falling into this activity pattern.
Those who are active in campaigns usually vote.

3. There is clearly a correlation among the activities. Chance predicts
that only 16 percent would engage in both activities—the actual data
indicate that 22 percent perform both.

4. The actual pattern again falls between the assumption of randomness
[Circle (¢)] and that of cumulative overlap, though in this case it is closer to
cumulative overlap than was Example 1. It may be that the overlap

assumptions fit activities within the electoral sphere better than they fit the
relations among more diverse activities.

Example 3 provides by far the most interesting case. Here we compare the
three hypothetical patterns with actual data in relation to the six least frequent
and most costly forms of participation measured. The simple frequency distribu-
tions of the six acts appear in the left margin. Circle (a) again presents the
distribution in a situation of total correlation and perfect cumulative structure.
If these assumptions were true, 80 percent of the citizenry would have engaged
in none of these six acts, whereas 20 percent would have participated in one
or more of them. Eight percent would have participated in all six, 5 percent in
five of the acts, 1 percent in four out of the six acts, and so forth. Circle (b)
presents the opposite situation: total specialization of activity. In this case, 8
percent of the citizens would have engaged in no activity, and each remaining
activity would be performed by a different group of citizens. Circle (c)
represents the distribution of the population according to the number of acts

political meeting or rally in the past three to four years, (2) contributing money to a party or candidate, (3) do-
ing other types of work for a party or candidate in the last few years, and/or (4) belonging to a political club or
organization,

Google



40 THE PARTICIPATION INPUT

performed, if their distribution were ruled by chance—i.e., if the activities
were uncorrelated and unstructured. Circle (d) presents the actual proportion
of citizens performing varying numbers of the six activities.

On the one hand, it is quite clear that the random distribution is a much
closer approximation of reality than the one that assumes total cumulation. On
the other hand, it is equally evident that the distributions are not random and
that there is considerable correlation among the items. Total cumulation
predicts that 80 percent of the citizenry will be inactive. Random overlap
predicts that only 37 percent will engage in no activity. The actual data
indicate that some 53 percent have performed none of the six acts. At the most
active extreme, the differences are equally dramatic. Chance overlap would
expect .6 percent to have performed four acts, .04 percent to have performed
five of the six acts, and a minuscule .001 percent to have performed all six
acts—a total of less than seven-tenths of 1 percent performing four or more
acts. But the data indicate that almost 6 percent of the citizens have engaged
in four or more of the six activities. Acts of political participation are,
therefore, much more correlated and concentrated than chance would predict,
but much more widely distributed than the assumption of full cumulation
would lead us to believe.

In short, researchers simply may have overestimated the degree of structure
in and the amount of correlation among the varieties of participatory acts
when interpreting simple frequency distributions. In so doing, they may have
seriously underestimated the amount of political participation in America and
its degree of dispersion. We are not arguing that rates of participation are high
or that the distribution of political activity is equal across the population, for
the data simply do not merit such interpretation. The limited amount of
political activity and the tendency of participation to be concentrated among
some citizens are quite evident in our analysis. (And indeed much of the rest
of this volume will be spent discussing the reasons and consequences.) What
we have encountered, however, is a slightly different picture of participation—
one in which the overall level of political activity seems somewhat higher, the
distribution not quite so concentrated, and the cumulative structure not quite
so pronounced as has been previously believed.

ESTABLISHING A BASE FOR EVALUATION

The analysis has not yet provided us with a base line for evaluating levels
of political activity, and without such guidelines it is difficult, if not impossible,
to give any real meaning to the amounts of participation uncovered. After all
1s said and done, we still really cannot say whether participation is high or low,
adequate or inadequate. One way of providing a base line is to compare rates
of participation in this country with rates in others. As mentioned, when such
comparisons are made, participation in the United States seems fairly high,
particularly when it comes to participation outside of the electoral sphere.??

38ee Verba, Nie, and Kim, The Modes of Democratic Participation, p. 36, for a preliminary report of data
along these lines. See also Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture.
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To provide a somewhat different kind of base line, we will compare the rate
of political activity with another kind of activity, that in voluntary associa-
tions. The comparison is useful because the two types of activity—that in
politics and that in voluntary associations—are similar in several important
respects. First, participation in organizations, like political participation, is
largely voluntary. Second, both take place within the context of formally .
organized social collectivities. And third, the comparisons are useful simply
because participation in voluntary associations is a common form of activity
with which most of us are familiar, and it therefore provides us with an
opportunity to turn abstract numbers into a concrete (if intuitive) understand-
ing of the amounts of activity for which they stand.?

Each of the respondents in our sample was asked about his membership
and activity in sixteen separate types of voluntary associations ranging from
labor unions to recreational groups to religious organizations and covering the
spectrum of organized social activity in this society.?® Sixty-two percent of
those interviewed report some membership, but about a third of the 62 percent
who are members are inactive. Thus about 40 percent of the population claim
to be active members of one or more organization. These figures are not as
high as those for political participation. Sixty-nine percent of the citizenry
have engaged in one or more acts of participation, excluding voting. Forty-
seven percent have participated in two such acts. If we compare rates of
performance in the six most costly types of participatory acts (as presented in
Figure 2-2) with rates of active membership in all types of voluntary
associations (Table 2-2), the comparisons are even clearer. Only 40 percent of
the citizens are active members of one or more organizations, while almost 47
percent engage in one or more of the active types of participation.28

In addition, membership in political organizations, while not high (only 8
percent belong), is not so low either when compared with other types of
organizations. Membership in political organizations rank fifth out of sixteen
in frequency. Only labor unions, school service groups such as the PTA,
fraternal orders, and sporting groups have more members than political clubs
and organizations. Furthermore, when one examines rates of active member-
ship in these sixteen types of organizations, political groups are one of only
four types that have a rate of active membership exceeding 65 percent. That
is, although labor unions and sports groups have more members than political
organizations, a much larger proportion of their members are inactive.

Low rates of activity in one sector of social life do not automatically make

#These comparisons are not without their problems, for there are as many differences as similarities in these
two types of activities. Political participation, for example, has multiple forms, but as a rule it is aimed at a
single institution—the government. A citizen votes, contacts, campaigns, joins political organizations, etc.—all of
these acts refer to the government. In organizational participation, membership is a single mode but can be ad-
dressed at an almost unlimited variety of types of organizations—hobby groups, service organizations, pro-
fessional associations, etc. The significance of such differences for our analysis of course remains unknown.

¥ However, simple membership in a church congregation was not considered as a membership in a voluntary
association. Rather we counted church-related groups such as “sisterhoods,” Knights of Columbus, and so forth.

26Though we measure political acts over several years and organizational membership at one point in time,
we do not think this biases the resuits in favor of finding more political than organizational activity. Memberships
at one point in time probably represent a cumulation over a long period.
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Table 2-2
Membership and Activity Rates in Sixteen Types of Organizations
Percentage Percentage
reporting of members
Type of organization membership Rank active Rank
Labor unions 17 1 37 16
School service groups, such as PTA
or school alumni groups 17 2 60 7

Fraternal groups, such as Elks,
Eagles, Masons, and their women’s
auxiliaries 15 3 65 5

Sports clubs 12 4 53 10
Political groups, such as Democratic

or Republican clubs, and political
action groups, such as voter’s

leagues 8 5 66 4
Veteran’s groups such as the Ameri-

can Legion 7 6 48 14
Youth groups, such as Boy Scouts

and Girl Scouts 7 7 88 1
Miscellaneous groups not covered 7 8 50 12

Professional or academic societies,
such as American Dental Associa-

tion, Phi Beta Kappa 7 9 57 8
Church-related groups, such as
women’s auxiliary, Bible groups?® 6 10 80 2

Service clubs, such as Lions,
Rotary, Zenta, Junior Chamber
of Commerce 6 11 78 3

Hobby or garden clubs, such as
stamp or coin clubs, flower
clubs, pet clubs 5 12 42 15

Farm organizations, such as
Farmer’s Union, Farm Bureau,
Grange 4 13 49 13

Literary, art, discussion or study
clubs, such as book-review clubs,

theater groups 4 14 56 9
School fraternities and sororities,

such as Sigma Chi, Delta Gamma 3 15 63 6
Nationality groups, such as Sons of

Norway, Hibernian Society 2 16 52 11

9This does not include church membership but rather associations emerging around the
church or religion.
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rates in other areas (which have slightly higher rates) high. However, these

- data do provide us with a little more perspective for an evaluation of the level
of participation. The level of political activity is low insofar as many citizens

~engage in no participation at all (from 17 to 31 percent depending upon

- whether one includes voting), but by the same yardstick, levels of other
analogous types of social participation appear to be even lower. If, as Dahl
suggests, “politics is a remote, alien, and unrewarding activity . . . {which] lies
for most people at the outer periphery of attention, interest and activity,”?’ the
same must be said of most other forms of voluntary social participation.

This chapter is only a bare outline of the picture of political participation
in our society. Much more needs to be filled in. We have found that the rate
of political activity is perhaps higher than has been believed. However, while
a majority of American citizens engage in a number of political activities,
there is also a significant proportion who perform little or no activity and a
small group who are extremely active.

We have also found that the correlations among political activities do not
result in the unidimensional and cumulative structure that others have
suggested. This finding accords well with our multidimensional view of
participation outlined in Chapter 1. We turn therefore to a more systematic
mvestigation of the interrelationships among political activities in our search
for the dimensions of political involvement.

"'Dahl, Who Governs?, p. 279.
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Chapter 3
The Modes of Participation:
An OQverview

Most studies of participation have, we believe, paid little attention to the
question of the alternative ways in which citizens can participate. The reason
for this was suggested in the previous chapter. Most studies have been of
participation within the context of electoral politics. Thus participation has
come to be defined as voting and perhaps as voting plus some additional
campaign activity. Further, the assumption has often been that participation
is a unidimensional phenomenon. Participatory acts vary in terms of their
difficulty; they can otherwise be thought of as interchangeable. What counts
is the amount of participation engaged in by a citizen, not the type of act in
which he engages. Berelson, Lazersfeld, and McPhee argue, for instance, that
“almost all measures of political involvement and participation are highly
correlated with' one another and for analytical purposes, interchangeable.”
Others such as Lane and Milbrath argue for a hierarchy of political acts such

VBernard Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee, Voring (Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
1954), p. 24.
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that the citizen who engages in the most difficult act is almost certain to
engage in the easier ones.2

Our view differs. We wish to look beyond the vote as a means of activity
and beyond the electoral system. Nor do we consider participation a unidi-
mensional phenomenon. In short, the citizenry is not divided simply into more
or less active citizens. Rather there are many types of activists engaging in
different acts, with different motives, and different consequences.

Political acts differ in what they can get the citizen: Some types of activity
supply little more than the gratification from taking part; other political acts
can lead to more specific and concrete payoffs. Political acts differ in what
they get the citizen into: Some activity is likely to bring him into open conflict
with others; some is not. And political acts differ in what it rakes to get into
them: Some activity calls for initiative, time, resources, skill; some does not.

Citizens also differ among themselves in similar ways. There are different
things that they want to get from the government. The number of interests that
citizens have are many and almost infinitely varied. Citizens also differ in the
situations they are willing to get into when they participate. Some citizens are
willing, even eager, for the conflict of politics, whereas others avoid contro-
versy and contention. And of course citizens differ in what they are willing and
able to put into politics: Some have a lot of initiative, resources, skill; others
do not.

Our analysis of how citizens participate has several purposes. One is to
show how the various political activities mesh with the various circumstances
and characteristics of citizens. Such an analysis will indicate the richness of
citizen-government interactions, a richness lost if one limits one’s attention to
citizen participation within the rigidly defined mold of the electoral process,
where the ways a citizen can be active are limited as are the interests that can
be expressed. An analysis of how citizens participate will also allow us to
reconsider the question of the citizen as rational political actor. This question
has usually been raised vis-d-vis the citizen as voter. Is it rational for him to
vote at all, and if he votes, does he cast his vote rationally? But when we
consider a wide range of citizen activities—which allows us to consider the
important question of how the choice of act relates to the citizen’s interests—
the question of his rationality is seen in a new light. We shall return to this
theme in Chapter 7. Our analysis of how citizens participate and how this fits
into their structure of needs and interests sets the stage for the rest of the book,
where we deal with the processes by which citizens come to participate and
with the consequences of that participation. For both the process of coming to
participate and the consequences differ depending on the kind of act involved.

PARTICIPATION MODES
Let us turn to a closer consideration of how citizens can participate. First,
we shall introduce several alternative modes of activity with which citizens can

*Lane, Political Life, pp. 93-94 and Milbrath, Political Participation, pp. 19 and 22.
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participate in politics. In this chapter we shall attempt to explicate the
systematic way these modes of activity differ. In the following chapters of this
section, we shall attempt to verify that these modes of activity are significantly
different by showing that specific political acts cluster together into a structure
of participation consistent with our expectations about these modes; that one
can identify specific citizens who specialize in one mode rather than another;
and that these citizens differ from each other in their political orientations in
ways consistent with our understanding of the differences among the modes of
political activity.

Let us begin with some concrete political acts, classified into modes of
activity, and follow this by a consideration of the general ways in which they
differ. This makes sense, for to begin with an abstract set of categories might
lead to a set of potential types of activity for which there were no empirical
examples. Our raw material is the set of thirteen specific political activities
whose frequencies we reported in Chapter 2. This set of acts by no means
exhausts the activities in which citizens engage, but it covers most of those
activities ordinarily carried on by citizens.

We asked about these thirteen acts because we believed they could be
grouped into four modes of activity. The choice of the first two types of act,
voting and campaign activity, needs little justification because although it is
our argument that citizens do not participate only through the electoral
process, that process certainly represents the major way in which citizens can
regularly influence government performance. ‘

The first type of act within the electoral process is, of course, the vote.
Voting is the most widespread and regularized political activity, and in terms
of the overall impact of the citizenry on governmental performance it may be
the single most important act. Our questions on voting in local elections and
in the 1960 and 1964 Presidential elections tap this activity.

The next set of participatory activities is associated with voting. It encom-
passes those other activities that take place during elections—campaign
activities such as working for a party or candidate, attending meetings,
contributing money, and trying to convince others how they should vote.
These activities differ from the actual act of voting in that they represent ways
in which an individual can increase his influence over the electoral process by
influencing the votes of others, the selection of candidates, and/or the
formation of campaign issues.

Voting and campaign activity are thus two of the major ways in which
individuals can participate in politics. To find the other means of participa-
tion, we looked first for that kind of activity most different from the electoral
situation. The vote represents a massive involvement of most citizens at
scheduled times. Both voting and campaign activity take place in response to
elections whose content and timing are set for the citizen, and in which the
substantive issues are controlled by candidates and officials. At the other
extreme are those instances in which individuals with particular concerns
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initiate contacts with government officials. Here we have the individual vis-a-
vis the government or some small segment of the government. He acts alone;
and he determines the timing, target, and substance of the act of participation.
This type of participation, which we call citizen-initiated contacts, represents a
third type of political activity. It is indexed by our questions on contacts with
local and extra-local officials.

Finally we are interested in another regularly utilized mode of participation
outside of the electoral process. This fourth type of activity involves group or
organizational activity by citizens to deal with social and political problems.
In this case the individual does not act alone as he does in citizen-initiated
contacts but rather joins with others to influence the actions of government.
However, like citizen-initiated contacts and unlike electoral participation,
cooperative group activity is initiated by private citizens and may take place
at any time and in relation to any type of issue or problem of concern to the
group. This mode of activity is tapped by our question on working with a local
group to deal with a community problem, helping to form such a group, and
by our index of the number of active memberships reported by the respondent
in organizations that are, in turn, active in community affairs.

Thus we suggest that there are four broad modes of political participation
that are used, in ordinary circumstances, by citizens: voting, campaign
activity, citizen-initiated contacts, and cooperative participation. And each of
these modes of activity can be engaged in through a variety of specific acts.
This does not exhaust the totality of available political acts, but it covers a
wide and significant set.

These four modes of participation represent a significant set of activities
because they encompass a number of alternative ways in which the citizen can
attempt to influence the government. To see this we can consider some general
dimensions along which citizen acts can be arrayed. These dimensions derive
from some general consideration of the problems associated with participa-
tion. The first has to do with the type of influence exerted over leaders by the
political act, the second with the scope of the outcome that can be expected
from the act, the third with the amount of conflict in which such acts involve
the participant, and the fourth with the amount of initiative needed to engage
in the act. Let us consider each of these.

The Type of Influence

Political acts can influence governmental leaders in several ways: They can
exert pressure or they can communicate information about the preferences of
citizens, or both. Acts vary in how much pressure they exert—i.e., in how
much the political leader is induced to comply in order to avoid some negative
consequence. They also vary in how much information they convey about the
preferences of citizens. Though how much pressure and/or information a
particular type of activity will convey depends on the particular circumstances
surrounding the act (who is active vis-a-vis what official), we can make some
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rough distinctions among the four types of political acts in these terms. Voting
should be generally high in pressure (especially if leaders want reelection) but
relatively low in information (the vote not conveying much about the
preferences of the voter). Campaign activity is also likely to be high in exerting
pressure for the same reason that voting is. But it may convey more
information than the vote does simply because the campaign activists are a
more visible group with whom candidates interact. Cooperative activity is
likely to convey more information about preferences than either of the
electoral modes because citizens organize around specific problems. But the
degree to which such activities exert pressure may depend on how many and
which citizens are cooperating. Last, citizen-initiated contacts convey a lot of
information about the preferences of the particular participant making the
contact, but the degree of pressure is likely to be lower on the average, simply
because only one citizen is involved. In sum, the situation is as follows:

Act Type of Influence
Voting High pressure/low information
Campaign activity High pressure/low to high information
Cooperative activity Low to high pressure/high information
Citizen-initiated contacts Low pressure/high information

We will discuss this distinction further in Chapter 7, when we consider the
alternative message-carrying capabilities of political acts more closely. We will
return to it in the concluding section of our book, where we consider the
consequences of political activity. As we shall see at that time, the type of
influence involved has a major effect on the way leaders respond to citizen
activities.

For the rest of this chapter and the next few chapters, however, we will put
this distinction aside. It deals with how citizen acts influence leaders—the
subject of Part IIl. The other three dimensions of participation we are about
to introduce deal with the factors that might motivate a citizen to be active in
one way rather than another. For this reason we think they are more
important in understanding why citizens choose one mode of activity rather
than another.

The Scope of the Outcome

Most political science analysis has focused on policies that have a collective
impact and that affect the entire society or large segments of it. The outcome
of an election affects all citizens, voter and nonvoter alike. A tax reform bill
or a governmental decision on foreign policy has a collective impact on all
citizens. It has been argued that this is the essence of governmental activity—
that the outcome of such activity cannot be decomposed.? For the citizen-
participator, this has important implications. He cannot use the power or

*See Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action (Cambridge. Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965). Our
discussion draws on his analysis.
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influence of his participatory acts to obtain specific goods consumed by him
alone. Coleman argues, for instance, that the political power of the citizen
differs from the economic power of money in that the former cannot be used
to obtain divisible goods but must be used to influence major social out-
comes—such as an election—when many others are active as well. Thus the
influence of any individual is likely to be small.*

But governments do not make decisions only about broad social policies.
Often they make decisions that will affect only a particular citizen or his
immediate family. For example, the government issues a zoning variance to an
individual so that he can enlarge his home, provides a license, grants an
exemption from the army because of a family hardship, removes an unsightly
telephone pole, offers agricultural assistance, or agrees to provide a better
water supply to a given home. These activities usually represent specific
applications of general policies. If the application is fully automatic—the clerk
sells a license or a postage stamp to anyone who has the money—it is not an
activity of interest to us. It makes little sense to talk of participating to
influence the government in such cases. But much application of policy is not
automatic and does not affect all citizens in a particular category. Rather,
a specific outcome may depend on specific interaction between a citizen and
a government official. Rather than being automatic, the way in which
governmental policy is applied to a citizen may depend on the citizen’s
knowledge, skill, and activity—that is, on the effectiveness of his participation.

Thus, rather than thinking of all governmental activity as having a
collective impact, one might distinguish among such activities in terms of their
scope—i.e., the number of citizens affected. This is clearly a problem of degree
and not a simple dichotomy. Neither extreme—all affected equally or only one
person affected—is ever reached. The purely particularized outcome, where all
the cost or benefit goes to one person or a very few people, is nonexistent in
relation to governmental decisions. Conversely, the impact of governmental
outcomes on citizens is rarely equal across all members of the society. But the
distinction as a matter of degree is useful if we want to understand why
citizens choose to be active in one way rather than another and the
consequences of their activity.

In terms of the citizen’s power and the importance of the outcome, there is
a significant difference between these two situations. When it comes to major
outcomes with broad collective impact, the influence of the individual citizen
is likely to be small because so many others also will be active and interested.
This does not mean, however, that the citizenry as a whole has little voice. In
some cases, as in the electoral process, the voice of the citizenry as a whole is
decisive. And even when not institutionalized through elections, the public has
other means to influence broad decisions. When it comes to narrower
decisions, the single citizen or small group may indeed have a decisive voice;

4James S. Coleman, “Political Money,” American Political Science Review, vol. 65 (March 1971), pp. 1074
1087,
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at least their intervention can have a measureable effect on the outcome. One
can see whether one’s complaint on a narrow matter was heeded; one cannot
easily weigh one’s contribution to an election victory. Thus the ordinary
citizen can have little individual influence on collective decisions, but the set
of citizens may have major influence. On the narrow decisions, the individual
citizen may have a major voice, but the rest of the citizenry may have none
because they are uninvolved in the issue.

In terms of the impact of collective and narrow decisions, the situation is
the same. The broad collective decisions have an impact on all; looked at from\
the point of view of the sum of all citizens, they are important outcomes. But
for any single citizen, the impact may be more or less intense. The life of the
ordinary citizen may change a lot, a little, or not at all when one party
succeeds another into office. When it comes to the narrow decisions that affect
only a few, the situation is reversed. The impact of the decision on the
collectivity as a whole is minimal. But the impact on the citizen who feels its
effect is likely to be large indeed.

Social scientists have tended to focus on the larger collective decisions, as
is evidenced by the focus of political science on elections, or on citizen impact
on foreign policy, or on major domestic policies. And such focus is appropri-
ate because these are important decisions. But the narrower decisions deserve
closer study in terms of who can influence them, and how benefits are
allocated through them. For the individual involved, such interactions with the
government are important indeed. And though any single one of these
interactions may seem trivial from the perspective of the allocation of benefits
within the larger society, the total set of such narrow decisions represents an
important component of social policy.

In short, any full consideration of the citizen as political actor—how he acts
and why he acts as he does—will involve consideration of citizen activity with
narrow and broad goals. Thus our prime dimension of participation has to
do with whether the participatory act is intended to and can in fact influence
a particularized outcome, a collective outcome, or both.

The Conflict Dimension

As pointed out in the introduction, political participation inevitably raises
questions of the generation and reconciliation of conflict in a society. Insofar
as governmental benefits are limited, activity by one group to obtain some-
thing for itself may injure the interests of others. And institutions that further
public participation may serve to exacerbate such conflict. They make
it legitimate to express claims and counterclaims and they bring these compet-
ing claims into the open.

But one can make distinctions among participatory activities in terms of the
extent to which conflict with others is involved. Some political activities are
engaged in against other participants: one set of participants tries to gain some
beneficial outcome at the expense of another. In other cases, participants seek
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some beneficial outcome under circumstances where there are no “counterpar-
ticipants”; their gain does not imply clear losses for others. Despite the
finiteness of the government budget, participation to influence the government
can go on with little conflict.

Again, the distinction is not a clear dichotomy. No benefit for an individual
or group is costless for others (as our colleagues in economics at the University
of Chicago tell us, “There is no such thing as a free lunch”). But participatory
situations clearly differ in the extent to which the situation is a zero-sum
conflict with winners and losers rather than an attempt by one group to
influence policy with no clear opposition.

It is likely that the conflict dimension is related to the scope of the potential
outcome. The wider the impact of the outcome, the more likely is it that there
will be opposing groups active in relation to it. If the governmental outcome
that the participants seek has a narrow impact that has a noticeable effect on
the participants alone and affecting others only indirectly, this increases the
likelihood that the participatory situation would involve just one set of
participants attempting to achieve one particular policy outcome.

Initiative Required

To the dimensions of potential outcome and conflict we add that of the
initiative required to engage in the act. This dimension is similar to (indeed
taps one component of) the “difficulty of the act” criterion that has been the
usual one in the literature. We are interested in the amount of time and effort
needed for an act of participation, but more so in how much initiative is
needed by the individual in choosing when to act and how to act.’

THE DIMENSIONS AND MODES OF ACTIVITY

These three distinctions among types of political acts, when combined in
different ways, produce what one can consider alternative systems by which
the citizenry influences the government. Much of our analysis of politics has
involved the study of situations in which large groups of collaborating citizens
oppose each other in relation to some outcome affecting the entire collectivity.
Party competition for control over governmental offices is the prototype, but
this also describes other clashes over major governmental policies that affect
many citizens. At the other extreme are those citizen-government interactions
in which the citizen acts alone. The outcome affects only him, and he is not
directly opposed by any other citizen.

The usefulness of these dimensions can be seen in relation to the four
modes of political activity mentioned; these four modes differ from each other
in terms of these dimensions and this will structure what activity an individual
chooses.

5For an interesting set of dimensions of participation, paraliel in part our own but different in other ways, see
Robert Friedman, Participation in Democracy: A Theory of Democracy and Democratic Socialization, unpub-
lished Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1972.
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Citizen-Initiated Contacts

The most distinctive characteristic of citizen-initiated contacts concerns the
scope of the outcome. Only this mode of participation can reasonably be
expected to result in a particularized benefit. The individual participant takes
the initiative in contacting a government official and, most important, he
decides what to contact about. The “choosing of the agenda” by the citizen-
contactor—something that is possible for contacting activity only—is crucial
for two reasons. First, it ensures that the subject matter of the participatory
act is salient and important to the individual, and second, it makes possible
particularization of the subject matter to the individual. Under such circum-
stances, he may still contact about some general social problem-—he may write
his Congressman about the war in Vietnam or complain to a local governmen-
tal official about some general failure in performance—but he may also
contact about some particular problem affecting only himself or his family.

The potential-outcome dimension is most crucial for distinguishing citizen-
initiated contacts from other acts. On the conflict dimension, we assume that
such contacts do not usually involve direct conflict with other citizens.
Furthermore, because the individual chooses the occasion to participate, as
well as the subject matter and the official to contact, such activity requires
quite a bit of initiative on the part of the contactor.

Voting

The vote is in some ways the polar opposite of the citizen-initiated contact.
The citizen does not choose the occasion to vote as he chooses the occasion to
contact; nor does he set the agenda of the participatory act. He chooses
neither the candidates nor the issues. Under such circumstances, one cannot
expect particularized outcomes, relevant only to the individual. In fact, the
citizen may participate with little or no outcome in mind. There is evidence,
for instance, that a prime motivation for voting is the gratification of the act
itself-—not some expected outcome.® Relatively little initiative is needed to
vote in comparison with what is needed for the other activities. Voting,
furthermore, as part of the electoral process, is a conflictual activity that does
pit one group of citizens against another (at least where elections are
competitive).

Campaign Activity

Campaign activity, like voting, produces collective outcomes. And it
involves the citizen in conflictual situations. But some initiative is required of
the citizen; campaign activity is clearly a more difficult political act than mere
voting. However, it is unclear how much initiative is needed to be active in
campaigning—more than is needed for voting certainly, but perhaps less than
is needed for contacting. The fact that the campaigner works along with others
means that he may become active on the initiative of others.

¢ Almond and Verba, for instance, found the most frequent reason given for voting in the United States was
that citizens received a sense of gratification from it. See Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture, pp. 107-108.
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Cooperative Activity

When a citizen cooperates with others—either in informal groups or in
formal organizations—it reduces the likelihood that the political activity will
be aimed at some benefit particularized to him alone. Thus cooperative
activity is more likely to be relevant to outcomes of a somewhat collective
nature, though the outcome may affect a group in the society rather than the
entire collectivity. It is somewhat less clear whether such cooperative activity
is likely to take place in a situation of conflict with other groups. Conflict is
more likely to be involved in cooperative activity than in citizen-initiated
contacts because the stakes are usually higher, but it is less likely to be
involved than in the electoral situation.

Indeed, there may be several different types of cooperative activity. Much
of such activity involves the mobilization of community energies to achieve
relatively noncontroversial goals: People join to support a bond issue for a
new hospital, they cooperate to strengthen the PTA, they act jointly to
improve community services. Of course, bitter conflict can break out in
relation to any of these actions, but it usually does not because the activities
are not aimed at any opposition group. On the other hand, cooperation among
citizens may involve a greater commitment to a politics of conflict, particularly
if the group is a deprived minority and the attainment of what they want
requires that they move others who are perceived as hostile.

Our assumption—supported by data to be presented—is that most of such
cooperative activity takes place in relatively nonconflictual settings. Groups
act for what they perceive as a benefit for their group or for the community as
a whole, and in neither case are they likely to be directly opposed by other
citizens pushing an opposite policy.’

Cooperative activity probably requires some initiative, though the amount
of such initiative depends on whether the individual helped form such a
cooperative group or just joined it.

The characteristics of the four modes of activity in relation to the three
dimensions of participation are summarized in Table 3-1, in which we can see
that each of the four modes of activity shares some characteristics with one or
another mode, but that each has a unique combination of characteristics
across the dimensions. Voting is unique in requiring less initiative than the
other acts; citizen-initiated contacts are unique in that such contacts can
produce particularized benefits; campaign and cooperative activity, though
similar in having collective outcomes and requiring initiative, differ in the
degree to which they involve the citizen in conflictual situations.

"Cooperative activity can, however. take many forms. In some cases it can involve minority groups acting to
obtain some benefit under conditions of great conflict. Cooperative activity. furthermore. often appears to be
on the border of politics. Much of it involves citizens working directly on community problems with only indi-
Ject intervention of the government. But, because it does affect how values are allocated in a community, we
have considered it a highly political activity.
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Table 3-1
The Four Modes of Participation and the Dimensions of Participa tion
Modes of Scope of Initiative
activity Conflict dimension outcome required
E 4?‘.,Voting Conflictual Collective Little
2 E outcome )
= & Campaign Collective
activity Conflictual outcome Some L
= Cooperative | Usually Collective Some or a
5 activity nonconflictual outcome lot
sz... . 1 N\ -
2 'z Citizen- Collective or
& S initiated particularized
z° contacts Nonconflictual outcome A lot
CONCLUSION

The modes of political activity, because of the way they relate to th
dimensions of participation, are meaningfully different ways in which the
individual citizen tries to influence his government. They fit closely what we
have considered alternative systems of citizen-government interaction. Most
political analyses have focused on the citizen as a voter. In this process, the
citizen acts as one of a large number of citizens in relation to a major collective
outcome—the selection of governmental personnel. His own influence 1s
relatively low. Not only does he have relatively little effect on the outcome, but
he does not choose the alternatives with which he is faced. At the other
extreme is the citizen-initiated contact, in which the citizen contacts an official
on some problem. The problem may be very narrow, a situation made possible
by the fact that the citizen *“chooses the agenda” of the participatory act.
Though the outcome may have little measurable impact on the overall system,
the outcome may be very important for him. And, unlike the situation in
relation to voting, his own activity may make a major difference. Furthermore,
the set of these dispersed contacts may represent a major allocative mecha-
nism in society. In between, we have cooperative activity, not as particularized
as contacting but more precisely related to citizen problems than elections. It
represents a major way groups of citizens press claims on the government.
Last, we have campaign activity, whereby citizens may obtain a greater degree
of control over electoral outcomes than via mere voting.

Distinguishing among these modes of participation, of course, complicates
the study of political participation, but it is a useful complication. Most studies
that have looked for the causes or consequences of participation have made
no such distinctions. However, if these modes of activity are different in the
ways we suggest, it may be that the conditions that lead to participation differ
from one mode to another. Interests, motivations, resources, opportunities
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may lead different groups into different kinds of activity, or perhaps some
groups may be blocked from one mode or another. Similarly, the conse-
quences of participation, in terms of the way in which the government
allocates benefits through its activity, may differ depending upon which mode
of activity the citizen has chosen. These are the kinds of questions we wish to
explore and for which the distinctions among the modes of activity have been
drawn.

Thus far we have attempted to justify our focus on four modes of
participation in terms of the difference in the way in which they relate the
individual to his government. We shall now attempt to demonstrate, in several
ways, that this way of dividing up the universe of participation has some
empirical justification in the data themselves. In Chapter 4 we shall ask
whether the modes of activity we have specified are consistent with an
empirical structure of participatory acts found within our data, and whether
we can identify particular citizens who engage in one mode of activity rather
than another. And in Chapter 5 we will look at some of the psychological
correlates of the various modes of activity to see if the orientations that one
would expect to be associated with each mode—given our discussion in this
chapter—are indeed so associated. Each of these three exercises will represent
a further attempt to validate the distinctions that we have made and will shed
light on the nature of participation. In Chapter 6 we will see whether social
groups differ, not only in the amount of their activity, but in the kind of
activities as well. In Chapter 7 we will discuss the issue of citizen rationality,
arguing that the citizen may look more rational than is sometimes thought when
one considers the various ways he can be active.
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Chapter 4
The Modes of Participation:
AN Empirical Analysis

Our argument that the four modes of political participation represent
different “systems” by which the citizen can influence the government has
been based on an analysis of the “logic” of the modes of activity—what
outcomes they can influence, how much they involve the individual in conflict,
and how much initiative they require. In this chapter we shall try to validate
these arguments by examining the empirical relationships among various
political acts.

Each mode of activity can be carried out using a variety of specific acts:
One can be active in campaigns by ringing doorbells, contributing money to
a party, or trying to persuade others how to vote. One can be active in the
“contacting mode” by contacting local and/or national officials and by
contacting by mail and/or in person. If political acts are not “interchange-
able,” if there is, as we argue, a multidimensionality to political participation,
then the citizen who engages in one specific act within one of the modes
should be more likely to engage in other acts within that mode than he is to
engage in acts in another mode. This follows from the logic of the participa-
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tion modes. If the modes differ in the problems for which they are relevant, in
the extent to which they involve the citizen in conflict, and in the initiative
they require, then those citizens with particular kinds of problems, or attitudes
toward conflict, or different amounts of initiative should be found concentrat-
ing their activity in particular modes.

Because we are examining the ways various political acts cluster together
and because we shall depend in part on factor analysis, the deus ex machina
of the social sciences, (where the machina is an IBM 360) it is important to be
clear on what we are not doing. We are not looking to see what clusterings
among political acts we find. Rather we are looking to see whether the
clustering we expect to find, given our analysis of the alternative characteristics
of the modes of activity, is indeed found.

In designing our questionnaire, we attempted to gather several independent
measures for each of the four hypothesized modes of political activity. We
queried respondents as to whether they had voted in the 1964 Presidential
election and in the 1960 Presidential election, and we had them report the
frequency of their voting in local elections. We asked five different questions
about their involvement in campaign and political party activity: membership
in political clubs, attendance at meetings and rallies, donation of money, work
for a party, and attempts to persuade others to vote one way rather than
another. We also asked them to report on their cooperative political activities:
whether they had ever formed a group to deal with a social problem or had
worked with an existing group. We also derived a measure of their cooperative
activity based on their number of active memberships in organizations that are
directly concerned with public issues and problems. Finally, each citizen was
asked whether he had initiated a contact with a local government leader and
whether he had initiated such a contact with an official of the state or national
government. (The proportions reporting that they engaged in each type of
activity were presented in Table 2-1.")

Our detailed analysis of the structure of participation begins with Table 4-1
giving the simple correlation coefficients among these thirteen political
activities.2 On the average, the correlations are quite moderate. The mean of
all coefficients is .25, and only one in five is greater than .30. However, each
of the 72 coefficients reported in Table 4-1 is positive and statistically sig-
nificant.> Thus the acts are not completely separate or uncorrelated. Per-
formance of any individual political act increases the probabilities of per-

! Complete question wording for the thirteen participation items is to be found in Appendix B.1.

2 For a discussion of the use of parametric linear statistics with ordinal data, see Appendix G.

* In general, tests of statistical significance are not applied in the analysis reported in this volume when the
cross-section sample is the unit of analysis. Because our sample is a very large one, almost every relationship is
statistically significant. For example, in a random sample of 2,000 cases (our unweighted sample is 2.549) a
conservaltive estimate of statistical significance indicates that any coefficient of greater than .04 is significant at
the .05 level. A coefficient of greater than .06 is significant at the .001 level.

In Chapters 13, 19, and 20, where the community rather than the individual becomes the unit of analysis.
we will employ tests of statistical significance. Such tests are important in these instances because the number
of cases on which these analyses are based is much smaller, varying between 65 and 110.
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forming each and every other act. In this sense, the data are compatible
with a weak “‘unitary” model of participation in which citizens have general
propensities to be active or passive. On the other hand, the correlations vary
substantially: they range from a very weak .10, between forming a group to
solve a community problem and voting in the 1960 Presidential election, to a
quite substantial .71 between the two measures of Presidential voting.

The matrix in Table 4-1 has been ordered by the four modes of activity. The
boxed clusters contain the correlations between activities of a given type or
mode, and the correlations outside the boxes present the coefficients between
acts of different types. The correlations cluster into the hypothesized types of
activity. The average correlation within the clusters is about .45. The average
for those outside of the clusters is less than .20.

The first cluster contains the five campaign activities and has a mean
correlation of .38. This is about three times the average correlation between
campaign activities and variables outside the cluster# The second cluster,
consisting of the three voting activities, stands out. The average correlation
among these three acts is .66, and their range is quite small, between .60 and
.71. It is also important to note that the correlations between the voting items
and the other acts are among the weakest in the matrix. We shall discuss the
meaning of this finding in a few pages.

The pattern in the third cluster—the three group-based activities—is similar
to the one for electoral participation, with an average coefficient within the
cluster of .34. The identifiability of the fourth type of participation—contact-
ing government officials—is more problematic. Their relationship to each other
is about average, and they do not seem to stand apart from the other types of
activities. Indeed, contacting a local official is most closely related to cooper-
ating with others in a local problem; contacting an extralocal official is most
closely related to being an active member of an organization engaged in
solving community problems. This poses a puzzle in relation to our assump-
tions, a puzzle to which we shall return.

The data suggest, then, that although all political activities are intercorre-
lated, the correlations between acts within the same mode are generally higher
than those across different modes of activity and, therefore, that citizens
tend to concentrate their activity by mode. Consider, for instance, the
following example: “Forming a group to work on a local problem” and
“contributing money to a party or candidate” are both relatively infrequent
acts; the former performed by 14 percent of the citizenry, the latter by 13
percent. Despite the similarity in the proportions engaging in these two specific
acts, each act is more closely related to other acts within its own mode—
including acts performed by many more people—than the two acts are related
to each other. “Forming a group” and “contributing campaign money”

4 By “three times the average correlation” we mean that the average amount of variation that one campaign
act has in common with another (the square of the correlation) is over 14 percent, while activities outside of this
and the other clusters account, on the average, for only 4 percent of their mutual variation.
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correlate at .12. “Forming a group” correlates much more closely with the
other cooperative acts, though the latter are much more frequent acts; and
“contributing money” has a similar closeness of relationship to such more
frequent acts as “persuading others how to vote” or “attending a political
rally.”

However, the correlation matrix leaves unanswered several questions about
the clustering of political activities. We cannot tell yet whether the corre-
lation among these thirteen variables can be best explained by a single
underlying factor or by the four factors anticipated by our arguments. Nor do
we know for sure whether or not we have isolated the only or even the most
significant clusters in the matrix; for there may be other clusterings that are
hidden by our ordering of the activities. Finally, we have the problem of
contacting; the correlation matrix does not provide much evidence for
considering these acts to be a distinct mode of participation.

To deal with these issues, we shall turn to factor analysis. Several
characteristics of factor-analytic techniques make them ideally suited to our
purposes. First, methods of factoring can reduce a large number of individual
variables (in this case the thirteen acts of participation) into a smaller number
of underlying dimensions or factors based upon the most significant cluster-
ings among the variables. And unlike the clusters in the correlation matrix, the
dimensions are located by a theory-blind empirical method. The results of the
factor analysis can then be compared with the dimensions we expected to find
on the basis of our theory. Second, factoring methods can help us determine
the relative importance of the various dimensions in the total pattern of
political participation. Finally, factor analysis contains procedures for deter-
mining the relationships among the dimensions it uncovers so that we can
begin to learn something about the ways in which citizens combine activities
across, as well as within, dimensions of activity.’

A FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE STRUCTURE OF PARTICIPATION

There is a large variety of factor-analytic models, most of which require two
analytically different steps. In the first step, often known as the extraction of
factors, one looks for a possible reduction of dimensions—the correlations
among a large number of individual variables may be adequately explained in
terms of smaller numbers of underlying dimensions. In the second step, one
usually rotates the result of the first step to a more stable and a simpler
structure. The rotated structure is usually presented in the published papers.
In our analysis, however, we will report the results for both steps because each
tells us something slightly different about the nature of the relationship among
these variables.

$Factor analysis has received much criticism as a technique for dimensional analysis. We try to validate
our results in several ways in Appendix E. We include there a replication of this analysis, using Guttman-
Lingoes Smallest Space Analysis.
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Principal-Component Solution

Principal-component analysis is a relatively straightforward way of trans-
forming a large set of variables into a smaller group of “principal compo-
nents” that are orthogonal (uncorrelated) to each other.® The first component
represents the single best summary of the linear relationships exhibited in the
data. When a set of variables are all positively correlated—as are our thirteen
political activities—the first component tends to represent a general dimen-
sion. Subsequent components tend to be bipolar, with one set of variables
loading positively and others negatively. These subsequent components high-
light contrasts in the relationship among the acts that remain after one has
accounted for the general underlying dimension.’

Table 4-2 presents the results of a principal-component analysis and reports
the first four factors extracted.® The numbers running down the column under
each component are the “factor loadings” of each participation variable on
that component, and can range from +1.0 to —1.0, indicating positive or
negative relationships of more or less strength.? Consider the first principal
factor or component. Each of the thirteen political activities displays a positive
and fairly similar association to this composite variable. This suggests that it
is meaningful to talk of a common dimension that can be described as a
propensity for political activity or a prime “activeness” component. And the

¢ The principal component analysis has three variants that are usually referred to as principal components,
principal axes, or principal factors. The three variants differ only in the scaling of the composite variables (factors
or components): a principal axis is usually standardized to have a mean of zero and a variance equal to the total
vanance 1t accounts for; a principal component is the same as a principal axis except that its mean is not
standardized to zero; a principal factor is normalized to have a zero mean and unit variance. [See Rozeboom,
Fuoundations of the Theory of Prediction (Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey, 1966).] However, much confusion exists in
actual usage. Because the scaling factors do not change the general line of our argument, we shall use the terms
fuctor and component interchangeably in this section of the chapter.

? The first factor or component is that combination of the variables that accounts for more variance in the
data as a whole than does any other possible linear combination. The second factor or component is the best
linear combination of variables that is orthogonal to the first, i.e., that linear combination of variables that
accounts for the largest amount of residual variance after the effect of the first component has been removed.
Subsequent components are defined in identical manners where each new component is extracted on the
residual vanance left after the effects of all previous factors or components have been removed. The patterns
displayed in principal component solutions are indicative of the nature of the characteristics that bind some of
the variables together and that distinguish one subset of variables from another. The initial unrotated solution
dues not attempt to arrange the variables according to clusters and therefore does not usually permit us to name
the components.

* The customary way of deciding the number of significant components or factors to be extracted is to retain
tomponents with “eigenvalues” greater than or equal to 1.0. However, there is less than total agreement on the
sppropriateness of the criterion. For a fuller description of the rationale behind the eigenvalue criterion, see
Henry F. Kaiser, “The Application of Electronic Computers in Factor Analysis,” Educational and Psychological
Measurement, vol. 20 (1960), pp. 141-157. For reasons for not blindly following the criterion, see Raymond F.
Cattell. “Factor Analysis: An Introduction to Essentials.” Biometrics, vol. 21, (1965), pp. 190-215, 405-435. The
iast component we have falls slightly below this general criterion. However, we retained four components first
because our hypothesis anticipated four significant dimensions and the fourth component was both interpretable
and had an eigenvalue fairly close to the 1.0 cutoff point. The reason we stop after the fourth component, on
the other hand, was because the remaining components were not only much smaller, but also uninterpretable.

* The square of these loadings is equal to the percentage of variance in the variable explained by the
component. The farthest right column in the table presents the amount of total variance in each one of the
toncrete vanables which is accounted for by the first four principal components. These numbers, termed
communalities, are the sum of the squared loadings in each row. The percentage of total variance presented at
the bottom of the table indicates how much of the total variance among the variables is accounted for by each

of the components. This figure is equal to the sum of the squared loadings on all variables in each of the
columns,
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various political acts are interchangeable as indicators of that dimension. To
this extent these data are not inconsistent with a view that participation is
unidimensional. This activity dimension explains between 20 and 40 percent
of the variance in each of the acts, and it accounts for almost one-third (31
percent) of the total variance among the thirteen variables. On the other hand,
the first dimension by no means describes all of the patterned structure among
the political activities. The subsequent three components account together for
as large a portion of the total variance among the activities as does the first
component, and they clearly indicate some significant contrasts in the data
unaccounted for by the general dimension.

The second component unambiguously points to the uniqueness of voting
when compared to other political acts. Here we see that the three voting
variables (the two Presidential voting measures and frequency of voting in
local elections) display high positive loadings ranging from .6 to .7, whereas all
the other ten activities have weak negative loadings. We can say, therefore,
that once the degree of activity has been removed, the most salient distinction
among the political acts is whether they measure voting or some other form of
participation.

On the third component, we find that all of the nonelectoral activities (both
contacting and the cooperative activities) display moderate and consistent
positive loadings, whereas the five campaign activities have somewhat smaller
but consistent negative loadings. This component suggests that even after
general level of activity and the uniqueness of voting have been removed, there
remains a significant distinction between campaign activity and nonelectoral
modes of participation. This third component accounts for approximately 9
percent of the total variance in the 13 activities and over a sixth of the common
variance explainable by the four components.

Both forms of electoral participation, voting as well as campaign activities,
have loadings near zero on the fourth and final component. This component
appears to separate the two forms of nonelectoral participation. Two of the
three cooperative activities load negatively, while citizen-initiated contacts
(both local and outside of the community) have relatively strong positive
loadings. The interpretation of this final component should, however, be
considered more tentative than those attributed to the previous ones, for we
are dealing here with much more refined patterns of residual variation, and the
configuration of loadings is not as clear as those in the earlier components.'?

The Rotated-Factor Solution
The rotated-factor solution provides us with even more information on the
ways citizens concentrate their political activity. The rotational method we

© This component is the only one of the four with an eigenvalue of less than 1.0. It is. however, not far
below this cutoff point, being .87. The logic for including this component is spelled out in some detail in footnote
8 of this chapter.
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employ rearranges the initial or unrotated factors into an equal number of
clusters of variables, each representing more or less identifiable dimensions.!!
The loading of the individual acts on the various factors can be compared with
the pattern our previous discussion led us to expect. The pattern in the rotated-
factor matrix presented in Table 4-3 strikingly matches our expectations. Each
of the four expected modes of activity constitutes a separate factor. The
specific activities display high loadings on the appropriate factor and near-zero
loadings on the other three. From left to right, the five campaign activities
form the first factor, the three voting measures the second, the three group-
based activities the third, and the two indicators of citizen-initiated contacts
form the fourth factor. With only one or two minor deviations, virtually all of
the variance in each variable is accounted for by only one factor. In every
instance the activities have their highest loadings on the expected factor.

The “structure” we have found is quite consistent with our expectations as
to how specific acts relate to more general modes of activity. The dimensions
we used to distinguish among the modes of activity—the problem it can be
used for, the relationship to conflict, and the initiative required—are long-term
characteristics of individuals. This led us to expect the pattern of relationship
among the specific acts that we find: if someone engages in one activity in a
certain mode, he tends to engage in other activities within that mode.

A CLOSER LOOK AT CONTACTING

The preceding analysis still leaves some puzzles, particularly in relation to
contacting. Contacting did not stand out as clearly in our correlation matrix
as did the other clusters of political acts. The simple correlation among the
contacting items was much weaker than those among acts in the voting,
campaigning, or cooperative modes. Also, the contrast between contacting
and cooperative activity was the weakest in the principal-component analysis.

We decided to look at this more closely, for there are theoretical reasons
for this lack of distinction between contacting and cooperative acts. One of
our major dimensions of political participation involved the scope of the
outcome of the act, in particular, whether the act could lead to a particularized
benefit relevant to the individual and his family or to a more general social
policy affecting large groups or the entire collectivity. This led us to consider
contacting to be a unique mode of activity. Only through contacting can the

" We have chosen 10 use an “oblique” rather than one of the more common “orthogonal” rotational
methods because the correlations among the various acts (reported in Table 4-1) show all of the participatory
activities to be positively correlated. Under such conditions it would be totally unrealistic to expect to find or
to attempt to locate orthogonal (uncorrelated) factors. However, the choice among the various available oblique
solutions was less simple. We ultimately chose the “binormamin” rotational technique first introduced hy Kaiser
and Dickman. For a detailed discussion of this method see Harry H. Harman, Modern Factor Analysis (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1967). While the decision to use this particular rotational method was not arbitrary.
we should emphasize, for readers unfamiliar with the details ot factor analysis, that there is no agreed-upon best
oblique rotational method. We experimented with three different methods. All yielded rotated solutions
substantively identical to the binormamin solution reported in Table 4-3. The rotational solutions differed only
in the amount of correlations among the factors. The binormamin solution was ultimately selected because we
felt it yielded the truest picture of the actual degree of angle (amount of correlation) among the factors.
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individual “set the agenda” for his political act, and this, in turn, is a necessary
condition for the attainment of particularized benefits. But though contacting
is unique in that it can be used to obtain particularized benefits, it need not be
so used. Contacts can relate to wider problems. This suggested that we ought
to distinguish more directly between contacts that are aimed at particularized
benefits and those that are aimed at general social benefits.

Whenever citizens reported a contact with either an official in the local
community or one at some higher level of government, we asked about the
subject matter of the contact. Each contact was coded into one of two
categories, depending on the breadth of its referent: (1) particularized
contacts, in which the issue pertains only to the individual or his family; and
(2) contacts pertaining to broader social issues, in which the referent is a group
or category of citizens, or the entire community or society. This empirical
distinction corresponds closely to our theoretical distinction between particu-
larized and collective outcomes.

Some examples will make the distinctions between these two types of
contact clear.

Contacts with Particularized Referents

Here we group all contacts in which the issue refers only to the respondent
or his immediate family, and in which a government decision responsive to
that contact would presumably have little or no direct impact on others in the
society. To be coded in this category, the contact had to refer specifically to
the individual himself or to those immediately around him, such as his family.
Some examples taken directly from the responses are: enlisting the aid of a
Congressman to bring a son home from Peace Corps service when his younger
brother died, asking the state commissioner of insurance to help in the
collection of an unpaid hospitalization claim, petitioning a state senator to
intervene with the county social-service administration to reverse a decision on
eligibility for disability benefits, urging a local councilman to pressure the
Department of Streets to extend a sidewalk to a newly built home, and asking
a precinctman about a patronage job.

Contacts with Broad Referents

Contacts in this category refer to issues or problems that are more public
in nature in which government actions would affect a significant segment of
the population, if not the entire community or society. Though the examples
here vary in scope of referent, they all refer to public issues rather than to
private interests. Examples of contacts in which the referent is a subgroup of
the population include prices received by farmers, housing for Negro families,
state aid to Catholic schools, and salaries for secondary-school teachers.
Examples of broader issues, affecting the community or society, include a
letter to a senator about the war in Vietnam or the test-ban treaty, a visit to a
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mayor concerning the need for a recreation center for young people, and a
letter to the President urging action on a pending Civil Rights Act.

Approximately one-third of all citizen-initiated contacts with government
officials in the community or outside it are about particularized problems. The
remaining 65 percent of citizen contacts on both governmental levels relate to
broader social issues. Using this distinction, we characterize our respondents
on four new variables: whether or not they contacted (1) a local leader about
an individualized problem, (2) a local leader about a group or community
problem, (3) a state or national leader about a personalized problem, or (4) a
state or national leader about a group or society problem.

These transformed variables, along with the other eleven political activities,
were then subjected to a new principal component analysis. This is presented
in Table 4-4. The pattern is quite interesting when compared with the first
principal component analysis reported in Table 4-2. As in the earlier analysis,
we find all acts of participation, including the two items measuring contact on
a broad community or social issue, related to the first overall dimension of
participation. However, there is one striking deviation from this pattern: The
two items measuring contact on a particularized problem have close to zero
loadings on this general measure of participation. Whereas all other acts of
participation are related to a general “political activeness” dimension, we have
now 1solated a type of participation that apparently has no relationship to the
general dimension of political activity.!2

This new pattern is consistent with our discussion of the dimension of the
scope of the outcome of participation. Most modes of activity relate to general
social problems and their solution. Actions affecting elections (voting and
campaigning), cooperative activity, and contacts with officials on a social
matter have this in common. But particularized contact has no general goal,
which may explain why almost all types of political activity are somewhat
intercorrelated except for such contacts. The rather unusual position of
particularized contacts reinforces the importance of the “scope of outcome”
dimension of political participation. Contacting on a narrow personal issue

2 One of the assumptions of factor analysis is that variables are independentlv measured. In constructing
new variables, we therefore tried to eliminate autocorrelation. The respondents were allowed to answer
positively for both personal and social problems on each level. However, there is some danger of auto-
correlation because we allowed at most three contacts on the local or extralocal levels. It is difficult, though not
impossible (because of the way we built the variables), for respondents to be coded positively on both
particularized and more general contacts. Thus there may be some artificial negative correlation between the
two types of contacting, making it unlikely that particularized contacts would load highly on a component on
which more general contacts also loaded. To control for this, we ran the factor analysis twice more, once putting
in only the measures of contact with social referents, and once doing the opposite. In the first analysis, the two
contact measures on broader issues displayed a pattern that was virtually identical to the one presented in Table
44. Cizen-initiated contacts about broader social issues—like all of the other eleven activities—are related to
the general activity dimension of political participation. In the second analysis, the two citizen-initiated contacts
about particularistic issues had almost no relationship to other forms of participation, even when the possible
contaminating effects of other types of contact were removed.

A detailed examination of the correlation matrix shows that the two measures of particularized contacting
are not correlated strongly. The fact that they stand out as a separate factor reflects more of their lack of relation
tv vther vanables than of their strong internal association. The negative loadings of the contacting variables on
the opposite factor is likely an artifact of our creation of the variables, as is the weakness of the correlations
among the two particularized variables themselves.
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stands at one extreme of that dimension,'? and it has no relationship to general
political activity. This is a very distinctive type of political participation, a type
we might somewhat paradoxically call parochial participation—borrowing the
term from Almond and Verba, who use it to identify citizens who lack any
positive orientation toward public life.!*

The other three components are also quite clear. On the second component
reported in Table 4-4 we see a clear contrast between voting and the other
political acts. Again, voting stands out as a quite distinctive mode of activity.
The next component is most interesting: on it we find positively loaded the
three acts that represent cooperative activity, but we find equally strong
loadings for the two items measuring contacting with a social referent. These
are two sets of acts we had considered to be in different modes. And they are
different in terms of the nature of the act—contacting being an individual act
directed at a political leader, cooperative activity involving other citizens. But
they have much in common in terms of our overall dimensions of political
activity: the scope of their potential outcome is broad, they involve little
conflict, and they require some initiative. In this sense, the acts are quite
similar to each other. And on the third component, we see that this mode of
activity that combines cooperative activity and contacting on a social issue
contrasts equally strongly both with campaign activity and with particularized
contacting. It is clearly a mode of activity quite different from either of
those.

The last component is in some sense the mirror image of the first principal
component. On it, particularized contacting stands out in contrast to all other
acts.

In short, the second principal-component analysis, in which we divide
contacting into two types of acts, provides a somewhat different set of activity
modes: voting and campaign activity remain clearly identifiable (voting on the
second principal component, campaign activity by its unique combination of
strong loadings on the first component and negative ones on the third). But
two new modes of activity appear. One is personalized contacting, a mode that
stands out from all the rest. The other is a combination of cooperative activity
and contacting on a social issue, which, for the sake of convenience, we can
label communal activity. Communal activity is composed of all the acts of
participation that aim at influencing broader social issues in the community or
society, and that take place in a participatory setting devoid of the counter-
participants that characterize electoral involvement.

From one perspective, these four modes of activity appear less clear than
the first fourfold distinction, for now two different kinds of act load on a single

“ This does not mean that all of those who initiate particularized contacts are necessarily preoccupied with
government as a mechanism for solving their own problems, for if this were the case, the loadings for these
variables would be highly negative rather than zero. The near-zero loadings suggest that this type of activity
simply has no relationship to the generalized orientation toward broader social and political issues.

4 Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture, Chapter 1.
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factor, and a single kind of act—contacting—loads on two separate factors.
However, from a theoretical perspective, these activity clusters are clearer than
before and consistent with our argument concerning the importance of the
potential scope of the outcome of a political act. Insofar as different acts are
used to influence similar types of issues, we find that the acts cluster together.
Citizens who are concerned about certain types of broad social issues, who
maintain a predisposition for participatory settings devoid of counterpartici-
pants, and who are willing to exert considerable amounts of participatory
initiative are likely, these findings suggest, to perform al/l of the acts that share
these characteristics. By the same token, when the same concrete act (e.g.,
contacting) is utilized in relation to different types of issues, we find that they
load on separate factors. In this way our findings here are precisely what
would be predicted from our earlier theoretical perspective on the distinctions
among the various modes of activity. Contacts on both general and particu-
larized issues are similar types of activity in certain respects—they are engaged

in alone and require initiative—but that similarity seems less important than
the difference in goals.

The Second Rotated-Factor Solution

We can make the new structure of the participation items even clearer by
presenting a rotated factor solution, using again the binormanin rotation. The -
result of this analysis, including the two forms of contacting, is reported in
Table 4-5. One can only describe it as a remarkably clear and “clean” result.
It provides striking confirmation of the structure expected on the basis of our
reconsideration of the contacting variable. Four modes are identifiable, and
each constitutes a separate factor. The first is clearly campaign activity, the
second voting, the third our new communal activity factor, and the fourth -
isolates particularized contacting. In each case the expected items load
positively and strongly, while all other items have loadings close to zero or
negative loadings. The third factor, communal activity, is worth noting: social
contacting and cooperative activities all load positively and fairly strongly.
Every other variable is negative or close to zero. This mode, combining
activities we had originally separated, is distinctive as well.

Thus, the progression of our ideas on political participation can be
summarized as follows: Qur initial conception led us to anticipate four modes
of participation—voting, campaigning, cooperative activities, and citizen-
initiated contacts. However, a closer look at the data suggested that citizen-
initiated contacts differ depending upon the scope of the potential outcome of
the political act. Personalized contacts were found to be distinct from other
acts of political participation. Furthermore, the new factor analysis containing
the distinction between personalized and social contacts revealed a clustering

of two dimensions—cooperative acts and contacts on social matters—which
we labeled a ‘“‘communal activity dimension.”

Google



THE MODES OF PARTICIPATION: AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 71

Initial Conception Refinement Empirical Clustering
1. Campaigning — 1. Campaigning ———— 1. Campaigning
2. Voting

2. Voting » 2. Voting

3. Cooperative acts —s 3. Cooperative acts 3. Communal acts

4. Citiz.en-initiated? 4, Contacts on social issues//' 4. Personalized contacts

contacts 5. Personalized contacts

If we reconsider Table 3-1, p. 55,in which we related the particular modes
of activity to the several dimensions of participation, we can see the way our
new set of modes fits closely to the pattern reported there and, indeed, gives
it a somewhat clearer structure. Table 4-6 shows the new set of relationships.
Voting and campaign activity do not change, of course, in their relationship
to the dimensions of participation.Communal activity has the same relation-
ship to those dimensions as cooperative activity had. In other words, citizen-
initiated contacts on a social issue are relatively nonconflictual, have a
collective goal, and require considerable initiative. These were the character-
istics of cooperative acts. Last, particularized contacting differs from contact-
ing on a more general issue in that the goal is clearly not collective. Thus the
ambiguity between the two types of contacting in relation to the dimension of
the scope of the outcome is cleared up.

Both analyses of the “structure” of participation—before and after the
reconsideration of contacting—produced interesting results.'* In some sense,
the revision of our original expectations in the second analysis leads to a result
closer to the expectations we should have had on the basis of our considera-
tion of the logic of participation. The second analysis stresses the importance
of the nature of the outcome for distinguishing among political acts. And it
lends support to our contention that participation may be a quite rational act
for the average citizen, an act whose rationality becomes clear only when one
considers the possibility that different acts can lead to different outcomes.

The unique position of particularized contacting suggests that we have
found a mode of political activity that is not “political” in the ordinary sense
of the word, which is why we consider it to be, somewhat paradoxically,
parochial participation. Its goal is narrow and involves none of the broader
issues involved in most political activity. The data suggest that there may be
something unique about people who engage in such activities, particularly
those who engage only in those activities. What may hold the other modes of
activity together is that all involve some political consciousness, some aware-

1* The four new modes of participation differ in relation to the dimension of “type of influence™ discussed

m Chapter 3 in roughly the same way as do the original four modes. Qur assumption is that the relationship
would look like this:

Voung: high pressure/low information

Campaign activity: high pressure/low to high information
Communal acuvity: low 10 high pressure/high information
Particularized conlacting: low pressure/high information
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Table 4-6

The Four Modes of Participation and the Dimensions of
Participation: A Reconsideration

Modes of Scope of Initiative
activity Conflict dimension outcome required
g 2> Voting Conflictual Collective Little
s = outcome
25 . .
i ® Campaign Collective
activity Conflictual outcome Some
g Communal Usually non- Collective Some or
fé g activity conflictual outcome a lot
© S Particularized Particularized | [~~~ "~"~ )
2 ® contacts Nonconflictual contacts A lot

ness of and concern about issues that transcend the individual’s most narrow
life space. But parochial participation can take place in the absence of such
general concern with political matters. We shall test this hypothesis.

In short we have found two different ways of dividing the universe of
political participation. These ways are both meaningful. For most purposes,
the second structure is relevant—i.e., where particularized contacts are sepa-
rated from other contacts and social contacts and cooperative acts form a
communal mode of activity. This structure consistently distinguishes among
the acts in terms of the scope of their outcome. But occasionally there will be
purposes for which the initial classification, in which contacting is kept
together, is more relevant. This will be the case (as we shall see when we
compare black and white participation) when the nature of the act—taking the
initiative to contact an official personally—is more significant than the scope
of the outcome.

FROM TYPES OF PARTICIPATION TO TYPES OF PARTICIPATORS

We began this chapter with a criticism of the tendency to divide the
American public into types of political actors based solely on the amount of
participation. Our analysis of the nature of participation suggests that there
are not merely gladiators, spectators, and apathetics (to use Milbrath’s
metaphor). Rather, activists differ among themselves in how they engage in
political life. Thus far, however, we have not determined the degree to which
citizens actually specialize in one or another mode of participation. Can we in
fact locate citizens who concentrate on one type of activity to the exclusion of
others?

Full answers to questions of what types of participators exist and how they
combine activity across the four modes are beyond the scope of the factor
analytic methods we have been employing. Factor analytic and correlational
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techniques are directed to the classification of variables and not to the
classification of people. We shall turn to other analytic techniques (namely
cluster analysis) 1n order to seek out types of participators. We can, however,
begin our search for types of participators by looking more closely at the
results of our factor analysis. The correlations among the factors should
provide good indications of the extent to which there is specialization in one
mode or another as well as the way particular modes of activity are likely to
be combined with one another.

Table 4-7 presents the correlations among the four factor scales constructed
on the basis of the final oblique rotated-factor solution presented in Table
4-5.'¢ In addition, the table displays the correlations between each of the
modes and a summary index of participation that will be employed through-
out the remainder of this book as the primary indicator of the total amount of
participation performed.!” The latter correlations tell us how strongly each of
the modes is related to what we have previously termed the prime-activity
component.

The correlations among the four modes of activity indicate a considerable
amount of independence among the modes—only one correlation can be
considered strong, the remainder being either very weak or moderate. The
coefficients also vary greatly from one pair to another.

Campaign and communal activity are the most closely related, even though
there is a considerable amount of independence. (The square of the correlation
between these two modes of activity indicates that each activity predicts a little
more than a quarter of the variance in the other.) And both modes, it should
be added, are strongly related to the overall activity index—much more so
than either of the two remaining modes. In short, campaign and communal
activity appear to form the most common core of political activism insofar as
such a core exists.

Voting is much more weakly related to communal and campaign activity
than the latter two are to each other. This is particularly striking when one
remembers that both campaign activity and voting are activities within the
same electoral process. Equally intriguing from this perspective is the fact that
the size of the correlation between voting and communal activity is virtually

% The factor scales of the four modes of participation on which the correlations reported in Table 4-7 are
based were constructed using the factor scale score coefficient matrix (which is a product of the binormamin
rotation). However, in the computation of the scale scores, onlv the coefficients from the variables central 1o
each of the factors were included. The weights for the other residual variables were disregarded. The items used
in each of the factor scales correspond to those included within the boxes under each factor in Table 4-5. Details
of this scale construction technique as well as distributional descriptions of the scales are presented in Appendix
B.2.

" The overall participation index was constructed from a higher-order factor analysis of the four factor
scales. This overall index is thus based on a single common-factor model that assumes that the main thing the
participation variables have in common is a reflection of degree of acuveness. The summary index then
measures only this component of each of the modes of activity. Appendix B.2 presents data bearing on the fit
of this assumption and provides information on the technique of higher-order factor scale construction and on
the distributional characteristics of this summary measure of participation. The correlations between the
summary participation index and the modes of activity are actually the loadings of the four variables on the
higher-order factor.
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Table 4-7
The Correlations Among the Four Modes of Participation
Campaign  Communal Particularized
activity activity Voting contacting

Campaign activity - .52 31 .10
Communal activity - .28 .06
Voting — .06
Particularized

contacting -
Overall index of

participation .88 .79 .48 .15

as large as that between voting and campaign activity. Voting also displays a
much weaker, though still very substantial, relationship to the summary
participation index. Furthermore, particularized contacting has hardly any
correlation with any of the other modes or with the general activity index.

The patterns of correlation revealed in Table 4-7 are consistent with our
earlier arguments concerning the general structure of participation as well as
with our discussions of the differing nature of each of the modes of acuvity.
The overall weakness of the correlations substantiates our contention that the
modes are to a considerable degree performed by different individuals. On the
other hand, the fact that voting. campaign. and communal activity maintain
some positive correlation with one another coincides with our previous
contention that these three acts share a common motivational base  presum-
ably, some concern for issues beyond the individual’s immediate life space.

That campaign and communal activity form the most common core of
participation is not surprising. The two modes differ on the conflict dimension,
but they are alike on the other two main characteristics of pohucal acts: they
both require initiative and are the major ways by which ciuzens attempt to
influence political outcomes of broad scope. It should be remembered,
however, that campaign and communal acuvity are by no means the same.
Many individuals perform one without performing the other.

The considerable separation of voting from these actuvities. and 1ts lesser
relationship to the general activity index. are consistent with the uniqueness of
voting in terms of the much lower amount of imtative required. However, the
fact that voting maintains some relationship to campaign and communal
activity and to the summary index of paruc:pation suggests that., for some
citizens at least, voting is also predicated on a concern for brosdes social
issues.

between particularized conzcunz and otner forms of partiapation. The

Google



76  THE PARTICIPATION INPUT

findings here simply substantiate the earlier ones, providing a more direct test
of the almost complete separation of contacting on personal matters from the
other modes of participation, a separateness that we contend stems from the
uniquely particularized scope of the outcomes that are the subject matter of
these contacts.

To this point we have been focusing on modes of activity and not directly
on participant types. Now we want to look at the citizens themselves. What
types of participants are to be found when one considers not only how active
citizens are but the ways in which they are active? More specifically, can one
locate sets of citizens whose overall patterns of political activism (in terms of
both the amount and kind of activity they perform) fit with the expectations
that emerge from our analysis of the dimensions of participation? It will be
useful to see how successful we can be at this endeavor. In the first place, it
would further validate our analysis of participation if we found groups of
citizens with patterns of activity consistent with our expectations. Second, it
will be descriptively interesting to see what types of participators exist and
what proportion of the citizenry falls in each type. We may in this way be able
to offer a richer classification of citizen participators—one that takes into
account both the amount and kinds of activities citizens perform. Last, it will
be useful to have isolated such sets of citizens when we try to deal more fully
with the question of why different citizens engage in different kinds of political
activity.

For this purpose, we turn to cluster analysis, a technique that typologizes
people, not variables. Like factor analysis, clustering techniques tend to be
“brutally empirical.” The former arranges sets of variables into groups; the
latter takes a set of individuals characterized by a given set of variables and
arranges the individuals into clusters based on similarity to each other across
the variables that define them. As with our use of factor analysis, the
atheoretical nature of the clustering technique is particularly useful because of
the theoretically derived expectations we have as to the results:

1. If our analysis of the structure of participation is correct, we should find
relatively “good” clustering—i.e., a fairly high proportion of the population
should fall into a relatively small number of clusters or types of participators
that are internally homogeneous and distinct from other clusters.

2. The clusters that emerge from the analysis should resemble those that our
previous discussion would lead one to expect. Our factor analysis indicated
that the modes correlate with each other and there is an underlying dimension
of activism to which all modes, save personalized contacting, relate. Therefore,
just as it is an oversimplification to typologize individuals solely on the basis
of their amount of participation, so is it a mistake to think of them as arrayed
on four unrelated modes of political activity.

But what types of participators are there in America? What we have learned
about the four modes of participation, their relationship to each other and to
the prime activity dimension, as well as the way all these findings fit with our
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arguments about the motivational characteristics of the modes, lead us to
expect the following six types:

1. The totally inactive. Given the central importance of the prime activity
dimension and its strong relationship to three of the four modes of activism,
we anticipate finding some citizens who engage in no or, at most, negligible
amounts of political activity.

2. The totally active. Similarly, the general dimension of participation
suggests that there will be some citizens who do everything. However, the fact
that particularized contacting has no relation to the general dimension of
activity suggests that these complete activists may or may not engage in such
contacts. But they will be active in voting, campaigning, and communal activity.

3. The voting specialists. The facts that voting is the only political act
requiring relatively little initiative, that it is the most widespread political act,
and that it forms the most distinctive factor (in that the individual indicators
are very highly correlated with each other and have little relationship to other
activities) suggest that we will find citizens who vote with considerable
regularity but engage in no other form of participation.

4. The parochial activists. The characteristics of particularized contacting
suggest that we should find a group whose activity is limited to this mode of
participation. This is indicated by the lack of correlation between particular-
ized contacting and all other modes of activity, including the prime activity
dimension. There should be some citizens who combine particularized con-
tacting with other acts, but there should also be others who perform only this
act. Those who limit their activity to particularized contacting would be
particularly interesting. They would be quite active vis-d-vis the government
(contacting requires considerable initiative), but active only in terms of
relatively narrow problems affecting their own lives. We could, therefore, label
such citizens parochial activists. 18 _

5. The communalists. The distinctions between communal activity and
campaign activity—their different relationship to conflict, their sharp contrast
on the principal component analysis, and the fact that they form separate
dimensions on our rotated-factor analysis—lead us to expect some citizens
who will specialize in the former while being inactive in the latter. They will
be high in communal activity while being relatively low in campaign activity.
They are likely also to be fairly regular voters, because voting is a relatively
easy act that has been shown to have some positive correlation with communal
activity. Communalists may or may not be active in particularized contacting,
and whether or not a communalist reports making such a contact would not
seem to be a particularly salient characteristic of his participatory pattern
given his involvement in publicly oriented activity.

6. The campaigners. The logic that leads us to expect communalists leads us
to expect campaign activists as well. These would be characterized by their

* Parochial activists may or may not vote—though we do not expect them to be very regular voters.
Occasional voting would, however, not be inconsistent with this pattern of activity.
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high degree of campaign activity coupled with low amounts of communal
activity. They would probably vote with great regularity but their degree of
particularized contacting would be uncertain.

Table 4-8 summarizes the participatory characteristics of the six types of
participators we expect to find. A plus signifies that we expect a given type of
participant to be highly active on a particular mode of activity, a minus that
they will be inactive, and a zero that we have no expectation in either
direction. A glance at Table 4-8 will make clear that there are many other
possible patterns of activity beyond the six we have specified. The question is:
To what extent do the respondents in our sample of the American citizenry
have patterns of activity that fall into this particular set of patterns?

Table 4-8

Expectations Concerning Six Types of Participants and
Their Predicted Activity Patterns

Campaign  Communal  Particularized
Type of Actor Voting activity activity contacting

Inactive - - - -
Voting specialist

Parochial activist

+
0

Communalist + - +
Campaigner +
+

|
o o o +

Complete activist

Clustering techniques are difficult with large bodies of data and have rarely
been applied to data of the sort we have. And our analyses went through .
several stages. In Appendix F we present a description of the hierarchical
clustering technique used. Here we shall present the final result. That result
is quite encouraging. We were able successfully to categorize a large propor-
tion (93 percent of our sample) into six types that were quite homogeneous
internally and quite similar to our expectations. The results make clear that
one can rank citizens in terms of how active they are, but among activists one
also finds citizens who specialize in one mode of activity rather than another.
In Table 4-9 we present the six groups that emerged from our cluster analysis.
For each group we indicate its mean score on a standardized scale for each of .
the four modes of participation. Looking at the scores for each group, we see
that each has a distinct pattern, and the patterns closely fit our expectations. '
The groups have been labeled accordingly. The result is, we believe, a more °
refined profile of the American citizenry as participants than has heretofore *
appeared. ‘
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Table 4-9
Participatory Profiles of the American Citizenry?

Scores on participation scales for

Groups produced Percent of
by cluster Campaign Communal Particularized sample in
analysis Voting activity activity contacting type
1. Inactive 37 9 3 0 22
2. Voting
specialists 94 5 3 0 21
* 3, Parochial
‘ participants 73 13 3 100 4
4. Communalists 92 16 69 12 20
* 5. Campaigners 95 70 16 13 15
6. Complete
activists 98 93 92 15 11
93
. Unclassifiable U
. Population means 100%
on the participa-
tion scales 76 29 28 14

95ee Appendix F for details.

The Inactives (22%)

A little over a fifth of the citizenry takes almost no part in political life.
They are not active in campaigns; they do not become involved in the
communal activities of their villages, towns, or cities; nor do they initiate
particularized contacts with governmental officials. Most don’t vote; the rest
vote only occasionally. This substantial number of Americans makes no
participatory input.

The Voting Specialists (21%)

This group comprises another fifth of the population. In many ways they
are like the inactives. They do not participate in campaigns or communal
activity, nor do they make particularized contacts. But all of these citizens
report having voted in both the Presidential elections about which we asked
and all report that they either always or almost always vote in local elections.
The regularity with which they vote contrasted with the fact that they attempt
to influence the action of government in no other way makes it appropriate to
consider them “voting specialists.” Though this group is fairly large, it is not
as large as many analyses of American politics lead one to expect. It is not
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true that most Americans vote and do nothing else. There is a substantia
number of voting specialists, but they are far from a majority.

The Parochial Participants (4%)

Though the parochial participants represent a small proportion of the
population, they are a most interesting group. They engage in neithe:
communal nor campaign activity, and are about average as voters. However
all report making particularized contacts. Thus, they are citizens who dc
engage in an activity that requires initiative, but their interests in government
activity appear to be limited to the ways that activity affects their personal
lives.

The Communalists (20%)

The communalists are defined by their high level of communal activity and
low level of campaign activity. All perform at least two of the five demanding
communal acts but almost no campaign activity. They are a fairly sizable
group. One out of every five citizens displays this pattern of participation—a
most interesting pattern that combines willingness to be quite active in the
affairs of one’s community, while staying out of the relatively conflictual realm

of campaigning.

The Campaigners (15%)

This group is the mirror-image of the communalists. These citizens engage
in almost no communal activity but are most active in political campaigns.
They appear to prefer the contest of elections while leaving less conflictual
communal activities for others. Indeed, the contrast between the communalists
and the campaigners is one of the best pieces of evidence we have for the
multidimensionality of participation. The two groups perform about the same
overall amount of activity, but their profiles of activity are sharply different.
Each specializes in one mode to the exclusion of the others. The campaigners
are not as numerous as the communalists, but they are a fairly substantial
proportion of the population.

The Complete Activists (11%)

The complete activists engage in all types of activity with great frequency.
How active they are becomes clear when they are compared to the commun-
alists and campaigners. Not only do they combine both campaign and
communal participation but they are considerably more active on each mode
than either of the groups that specialize in the respective acts. About one in
ten Americans falls in this most active segment.

CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we have isolated four distinct modes of participation. With
the exception of the refinement obtained by separating citizen-initiated
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contacts according to the scope of their outcomes, the modes we have
discovered are precisely those we predicted at the outset. What is more, this
refinement did not alter our view of participation but brought the empirical
clusters of activity even closer to our theoretical conceptions. We also found
sets of citizens who concentrate or specialize their activity within the modes,
as well as some who are generally active and others who are inactive. In short,
the analysis in this chapter substantiates our multidimensional view of
participation in a manner highly consistent with our theoretical arguments
about the logic of participation.

Our analysis provides us with a useful and more refined typology of
political actors. In Chapter 5 we shall see that the various types of activists
differ in the ways they orient themselves to politics—they have different
interests and attitudes about politics and they differ in how they view their
roles. These differences in orientation will help confirm that the sets of citizen-
groups in our typology are indeed significantly different.
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Chapter 5
The Types of Participators:
Their Orientations to Politics

Our justification for focusing on four different modes of participation has
been that these modes constitute distinctive channels of participation, permit-
ting citizens to exercise different kinds of influences over different types of
issues. But thus far the empirical evidence that these modes of activity
meaningfully partition the universe of participatory acts has been based solely
on an analysis of the relationships among the acts themselves. We have shown
that specific acts combine with each other into meaningful modes, and that we
can locate concrete types of participators who specialize in one mode of
activity or another. In this chapter we want to go a step further in validating
these distinctions and provide other evidence that the types of participators
we have isolated differ in other meaningful ways beyond their distinct activity
patterns. We shall attempt to do this by demonstrating that our six types of
activists differ in their orientations to politics, and more important, that the
differences in their orientations are consistent with what one would expect
given the characteristics of their political activity.

82
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We shall use several basic sets of political orientations.'

General Psychological Involvement in Politics

We refer here to a simple but important political orientation: the extent to
which the individual expresses an interest in and is attentive to political
matters. This attitude is indexed by a series of questions on the extent to which
the respondent is interested in politics and public affairs, discusses such
matters, and is attentive to them in the media. This orientation is a crucial
political one, giving us some indication of the extent to which the respondent
1s concerned with and pays attention to matters outside of his routine daily
life.2 It thus taps the public-private distinction among the modes. Ard within
modes that are applicable to broad social issues it should also differentiate
between those requiring greater and lesser amounts of initiative.

Skill and Competence

We refer to the extent to which the citizen believes himself to be effective
in politics and the extent to which he gives objective evidence of some political
skill. The former, which we can call his sense of efficacy, is indexed by a series
of questions on the extent to which the respondent thinks he could—if he
wanted to—influence governmental decisions.? The more objective measure of
his skill is indexed by a series of questions measuring the extent of his
information about politics. Skill and competence should relate primarily to the
degree of initiative an act requires. Unlike psychological involvement, it
should not differentiate on the public-private dimension.

Involvement in Conflict and Cleavage
We use three different measures to index the extent to which the respondent
1s oriented to the conflictual aspects of politics.

Partisan Affiliation The main institution around which political conflict in
the United States is structured is the political party. And the degree to which
an individual identifies himself with one of the two parties is one of our

! For a fuller description of the items and scales used in this chapter, see Appendix B.3.1.

? The concept of psychological involvement in politics dates back to the earliest studies of political behavior.
For a review of the central concept of involvement or psychological commitment to politics and some of the
most important measurements of this variable, see John P. Robinson, Jerrold G. Rusk, and Kendra B. Head,
kgzmures of Political Attitudes (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Survey Research Center, University of Michigan, 1968), p.
456,

! The empirical measures of political efficacy date back at least to some of the earlier works on voting
behavior. See, for cxample, Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin, and Warren E. Miller, The Vorter Decides
(Evanston, Ill.: Row Peterson, 1954); Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee, Voring; and Kenneth Prewitt,
“Pohtical Efficacy,” International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, vol. 12, pp. 225-227. For the most extensive
discussion of the relationship of efficacy to voting behavior, see Campbell et al., The American Voter. Almond
and Verba, The Civic Culture, has an extensive discussion of the relationship of efficacy to a variety of
orientations and behaviors (though these authors term efficacy subjective competence). For an extensive review

of the research findings concerning the relationship between efficacy and participation, see Milbrath, Political
Participation.

For an intensive cross-national comparison of political efficacy or competence that utilizes the data from the
five-nation study in Almond and Verba’s The Civic Culture, see E. N. Muller, *‘Cross-National Dimensions of Political
Competence.” American Political Science Review, vol. 64 (Summer 1970), pp. 792-809.
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indicators of the degree to which he is involved in political conflict. Party
affiliation, of course, is a more multifaceted phenomenon reflecting a long-
term and often habitual commitment. Nevertheless we believe that it also
reflects a willingness to join one side or the other in a political controversy.
However, this particular measure may more reliably identify those who avoid
conflict than it identifies those who are heavily involved in it—i.e., those who
are nonpartisan are likely to have made a positive commitment to avoid
conflict while those who are partisan may be so for various reasons.*

Taking Sides in Community Conflict  Our second measure of the respondent’s
involvement in conflict is more direct. We asked respondents quite simply if
there was conflict within their community and whether they usually took sides
in such conflicts. Those respondents who saw conflict and took sides in it were
considered to be high in their involvement in conflict; the others were low.’

Issue Extremity This is a measure of the extent to which the respondent
holds sets of issue positions that are consistent and at the extremes of the issue
spectrum. The position itself could be on the left or the right.

The three sets of items that tap the involvement of the citizen in conflict or
cleavage—his partisanship, his willingness to take sides in community conflict,
and the extremity of his policy positions—represent a mixed and heterogene-
ous set of measures. For that reason we have kept them separate, and have not
combined them into a single scale of “conflict orientation.” However, to some
extent they all tap the degree to which the citizen is involved in aspects of
politics in which one citizen is pitted against another.

The conflict orientations then should distinguish between acts that involve
counterparticipants and those that do not. However, this orientation should
also bear some relationship to the public-private distinction; i.e., strong
conflict orientations would probably not characterize those who concentrate
on particularized outcomes. Finally, within acts involving counterparticipants
we would expect most conflict orientations to increase along with the amount
of initiative required to perform the activity.

4 There is an exceedingly large literature on the concept of partisan identity and its measurement. This
variable, defined as a psychological characteristic of citizens independent of their voting record, is largely
developed by those involved in the national voting studies at the Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan. Some works that define and utilize this concept are Campbell, Gurin, and Miller, The Voter Decides,
Campbell et al., The American Voter; and Angus Campbell et al., Elections and the Political Order (New York :
Wiley, 1966). For some interesting cross-national comparisons of party identity, see Almond and Verba, The
Civic Culture. For an extended discussion of the historical development of the concept of partisan identity and
its role in theories about American political behavior, see Kenneth Prewitt and Norman H. Nie, “The SRC
Election Studies: An Evaluation,” British Journal of Politics, vol. 1(1971). Other uses of the concept are discussed
in Philip E. Converse, *Of Time and Partisan Stability,” Comparative Political Studies, vol. 2 (July 1969), pp.
139-171.

5 Almost all the orientations we have introduced up to this point have been explored in some depth in
previous studies. However, general willingness to take sides in conflict situations has not been an attitude that
has received much attention in previous studies. There have been a few studies, however, that approximate our
definition of orientation toward conflict. Almond and Verba’s investigation of intense and hostile partisanship
is in many ways parallel to our usage, though more limited in that it deals only with conflict surrounding
political parties. G. Bingham Powell's study of contlict in an Austrian community, Social Fragmentation and
Political Hostility: An Austrian Case Studyv, (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1970), also deals with
conflict orientation in a somewhat similar manner, as does Lester W. Milbrath, “Predispositions Toward
Political Conflict,” Western Political Quarterly, vol. 21 (March 1968), pp. 5-18.
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Civic Mindedness

The last political orientation which we list here is the degree to which
the respondent considers himself to be a contributor to the welfare of the
community as a whole. We consider this a measure of the extent to which the
citizen views himself as a “civic” being, one who gives time and effort to the
needs and problems of his community. Civic-mindedness taps at least two of
the distinctions among the modes of activity. First, it bears directly on the
scope of the outcome, for those who concentrate on acts used exclusively for
the pursuit of particularized benefits would surely not be expected to feel that
they make a particularly large contribution to the overall community welfare.
Second, it has an equally obvious relationship to the conflict dimensions, for
acts aimed at nonconflictual public goals are much more likely to be viewed
by those who perform them as contributing to the welfare of the “whole”
community than acts performed in a more conflictual setting.

The four sets of political orientations are, of course, not the only ones that
could be tapped. But they are particularly relevant to us because of the way
we expect them to relate to the various modes of participation and the types
of citizens who concentrate on them. The expectations as to those relation-
ships can be summarized as follows.

The Inactives For those citizens who engage in no political activity, our
expectations are quite clear. They should have little or no psychological
involvement in politics, little or no skill and competence, they should be
indifferent to matters of political cleavage and conflict, and they should have
little sense of contribution to the community.

The Voting Specialists The major characteristic of the voting specialists,
which sets them apart from other activists, is that they limit themselves to
activity requiring little initiative. Thus one would not expect them to be either
high in psychological involvement or particularly skilled and competent. The
fact that the occasion for their vote is presented to them with no requirement
that they take much initiative means that they can participate in politics
without any great involvement or any great sense of their own power. In
voting they do take sides in a political conflict, but not in a very active way.
Thus one would expect them to be fairly high in partisanship (and this also
because partisan affiliation is an important habitual attachment for many
voters), but not particularly likely to take sides in community conflict or to
have extreme issue positions. And last, they are not particularly likely to have
a strong sense of contribution to the community.

The Parochial Participants Their activity pattern is characterized by the
relatively high level of initiative required for their activity coupled with the
narrow scope of its referent. This suggests that they should combine some skill
and competence (needed for them to be able to act) with an absence of
psychological involvement in political matters. We would not expect them to
be particularly involved in conflict and cleavage, or to be civic-minded.
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The Communalists They engage in activity requiring a high degree of
initiative—activity that seems to involve general communal goals rather than
overt conflict among contending parties. Thus we expect them to be high in
their psychological involvement in politics, in their skill and competence, and
in their sense of community contribution. They ought to be particularly low
in their involvement in conflict and cleavage.

The Campaigners These citizens engage in activity with as broad an
outcome as that of the communalists and should therefore be similar in having
a fairly high degree of psychological involvement in politics. They ought also
to be fairly high in their degree of skill and competence, but the fact that their
activity may not require as much initiative as that of the communalists
(because partisans can easily work through established party groups) means
that they may have lower levels of skill and competence than the com-
munalists. The largest contrast with the communalists ought to be in terms
of their involvement in cleavage and conflict. Furthermore, this fact ought to
lower the extent to which they have a sense of general contribution to the
community.

The Complete Activists Because they combine all modes of activity, we
expect them to be the mirror image of the inactivists: they should be high in
psychological involvement, skill and competence, involvement in conflict and
cleavage, and in sense of civic contribution.

These expectations of the orientations and characteristics of each of the
types of participators are summarized in Table 5-1. What is important from
our point of view is that we expect a unique combination of orientations for
each type of activist. If this turns out to be the case, it will provide additional
support for our contention that these are significantly different modes of
activity. And this particularly will be the case if we find significant differences
between sets of activists whose overall level of activity is similar though the
type of activity differs. Furthermore, the particular pattern of orientation
found will increase our understanding of the nature of these alternative modes
of activity.

In Table 5-2 we present some data relevant to this question. The figures in
the cells are the mean scores on scales measuring the various orientations, the
scales having been standardized so that each has a mean of 0 and a standard
deviation of 1.0. For some orientations there is a large difference in the mean
scores across the activist types, for others there is less—psychological involve-
ment and efficacy varying greatly, while issue extremity varies only slightly.
But for each of the orientations, the pattern is consistent with that predicted
in Table 5-1. The inactives are low on all the orientations, the complete
activists high, and the other types of activists pattern as expected.

We can make the alternative patterns clearer if we present an orientational
profile for each of the types of political activists. To do this we have
restandardized the variance of the orientations across the six types of
participators so that each orientation has the same discriminatory power. This
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gives each orientation equal prominence in the profiles even though the data
in Table 5-2 make it quite clear that some orientations discriminate among the
types of actors much more strongly than do others.6

In Figures 5-1 and 5-2 we present these orientational profiles. The horizon-
tal lines on each figure represent the mean position for the population as a
whole 1n relation to a particular orientation. The bars above and below the
horizontal line indicate the extent to which a particular type of actor deviates
from the population as a whole on that orientation, either in a positive or
negative direction. Thus each figure presents to us the particular profile of
orientations to politics characteristic of each of our types of political actors.

The Imactives [Figure 5-1(a)].The orientational profile of the inactives
provides us with a good base line for comparison with other activists. As
expected, the citizens who engage in no political activity are also psychologi-
cally detached from politics. They are well below the mean on all orientations,
being less likely than the average citizen to be psychologically involved, to
have skill and competence, to be involved in conflict, or to have a sense of
civic contribution.

The Voting Specialists  [Figure 5-1(b)].The voting specialists are just what
their name implies—they never or rarely miss voting in an election, but that
exhausts their political activity. They are not active in campaigns or in
communal activity, nor do they contact officials on personal problems. This
limitation of their activity to the political act that requires the least initiative
1s reflected in their profile of orientations. They are lower than the average
citizen in psychological involvement and efficacy, though not so low as the
mmactives. They are slightly lower than average in information and lower than
average in their sense of contributing to the community.

The most interesting aspect of their orientations has to do with their
involvement in conflict and cleavage. They are quite a bit higher than the
average citizen in the degree of their partisanship, but lower in their likelihood

* This was done because similar absolute differences among the orientations are not always equally salient
characteristics, as when some orientations, such as efficacy, have a range of 1.97 across the six types, whereas
avic-mindedness has a range of only .69. Finding. for example, that parochial participants fall 25 points below
the population on efficacy may be a much less significant characteristic of the parochial participants than the
fact that they are 25 points below the population on civic-mindedness. On efficacy they represent the third
lowest group, but are much higher than the two groups below them, whereas they are far below any other type
?f participator in their level of civic-mindedness. The procedure for obtaining these standardized scores was as
ollows:

I. The means for all six types of participators on a given orientation were used to compute a new mean,
ignonng the fact that there are different numbers of citizens in each of the groups. That is. the new mean is
simply the sum of the actual means (reported in Table 5-1) divided by 6.

2. We then obtained the standard deviation of this mean. The sum of squares for this standard deviation
was simply the squared sum of the differences between this new mean and the original group means.

3. Each type of participator was assigned a new standardized score for the orientation by the standard :
score formula of

Score = X-X
SD

where: X is the original group mean of the ith group

X is the new mean for the six groups (i.e., the result of step | abovye)
SD is the standard deviation around the new mean (i.e., the result of step 2)
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Orientation  Psychological Skill and competence Involvement in conflict Civic-

involvement Efficacy Information Partisanship “Take  Issue mindedness
sides” extremity
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(c) Parochial participants
Figure 5-1. Orientational Profiles: Inactives, Voting Specialists, and Parochial
Participants

to take sides in community conflict and in their issue extremity. This
combination of heightened partisanship with avoidance of conflict in commu-
nity matters and an absence of issue extremity confirms our view of the voting
specialists as citizens whose activity is confined to what requires least initiative
and whose general psychological involvement in politics is quite low, but
whose activities are guided by habitual attachment to their political party.

The Parochial Participants  [Figure 5-1(c)].The orientational profile of the
parochial participants is in good accord with our expectations. These citizens
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are lower than any other group—including the inactives—in their sense of
contributing to the community, thus underscoring the extent to which their
political activity is focused on the narrow problems of their own personal lives.
This i1s paralleled by a low level of psychological involvement, a relative
absence of partisanship, and a somewhat lower than average level on the other
measures of involvement in conflict and cleavage.

Our expectation had been that, despite their relative paucity of political
consciousness, the parochial participants would be moderately high in skill
and competence because these are needed for the kind of activity in which
they engage. Our expectations are fulfilled only in part. Parochial participants
do have somewhat more information than the average citizen; in fact, they
have almost as high a score on the information index as the campaigners. And
their level of information stands out given their low profile in other respects.
On the other hand, they feel somewhat less efficacious than is average. They
are, however, more efficacious than regular voters, a fact consistent with our
expectations. It may be that our measures of efficacy focus too heavily on the
respondent’s perceived sense of ability to influence public issues.’

The Communalists [Figure 5-2(a)]. With the communalists we come to the
first group high in overall level of political activity. This is reflected in their
pattern of orientations. They are above average in their psychological involve-
ment in politics, and well above average in their sense of efficacy, in their level
of information, and in their sense of contributing to the community. On the
latter characteristic they are particularly outstanding, and besides the com-
plete activists they are the only group above average in this respect.

Equally striking in their profile of orientations (and consistent with our
expectations) is the communalists’ relatively low level of involvement in
conflict and cleavage. They are much less likely than the average citizen to be
partisan, their low scores on the measure of partisanship are matched only by
the scores of the inactives, a group with whom the communalists have little
else in common. They are less extreme on their issue positions than any other
group, and are at the population average in their likelihood of taking sides in
community disputes --but that puts them lower than any activist group in
this respect. In short, the organizational profile of the communalists is con-
sistent with our characterization of the kind of activity in which they en-
gage: relatively nonconflictual, and aimed at the attainment of broad com-
munity goals.®

The Campaign Activists  [Figure 5-2(b)]. The contrast between the campaign
activists and the communalists is quite sharp. The groups are similar in their

? One fact that leads us to believe that this may be the case is that the parochial participants believe that
they can get officials 1o aid them more often in the solution of personal problems than of public ones, a pattern
upposite that of the other types of activists.

! From some points of view, these communalists might not only seem nonpartisan but nonpolitical as well,
They appear to be people who are active in the public life of the community but who stay out of politics - as
the latter word is ordinarily used, However, from the point of view of “who gets what™ in the community, such
activity 15 important, and the political role-- in a broader sense of “political™  of these people is crucial,
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Figure 5-2. Orientational Profiles: Communalists, Campaigners, and Complete

Activists

degree of psychological involvement in politics, but from then on the profiles
diverge. The campaign activists are somewhat more informed and feel
somewhat more efficacious than the average citizen, but they are not as
outstanding in this respect as are the communalists, a fact consistent with our
belief that communal activity requires more initiative than campaign activity.
The campaigners are the opposite of the communalists in terms of their
involvement in conflict and cleavage. That they are more likely than the
average citizen to have a strong partisan affiliation is, of course, to be
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expected, but it is striking that they are also more likely to take sides in
community conflict and to have relatively extreme issue positions. Also, they
differ from the communalists in having a lower than average sense of
contribution to the community at large.

The contrast between the communalists and the campaigners in terms of
orientations is consistent with the contrasts we drew between the two groups
in terms of their patterns of activity. The campaign activists are involved in
the more conflictual aspects of politics and have orientations to match. The
communalists avoid conflictual activity, and their orientations are consistent
with this. The communalists have a sense of contribution to the community at
large that the campaigners lack. Yet, as we have pointed out before, the
communalists and the campaign activists are relatively equal in terms of their
overall level of activity. Thus, the orientational data are consistent with our
argument that equally active citizens may differ substantially in the pattern
and in the meaning of their activity.

The Complete Activists  [Figure 5-2(c)].Little need be said about this group.
They are the mirror image of the inactives: high on all orientations. They have
the most psychological involvement, the highest sense of efficacy, and the most
information. They are involved in conflict and cleavage as are the campaign
activists, but they also have a sense of contribution to the community at large.
Their “complete” activity is matched by a “complete” set of orientations
supporting that activity.

SUMMARY

Our orientational data clearly support our arguments that citizens differ not
only in how much activity they engage in but also in the type of activity, and
that this difference in type represents significant variations in the ways citizens
attempt to influence government and the types of issues that lead them to
become active.

The inactives are citizens who do not participate in politics and seem
uninterested in participating. At the other extreme are the complete activists,
whose orientations reflect their total involvement in politics. In between there
are a variety of types of participants who perform different amounts and types
of activities. There are the parochial participants, who perform the difficult act
of contacting public officials but confine the focus of their contacts to
particularized problems. Their rather high levels of information provide them
with the ability to use the government for private benefits while their
preoccupation with this type of problem is reflected in their almost total
lack of more general political involvement or sense of civic contribution.

The communalists are quite different, even though they often perform the
same type of activity as the parochial activists—contacting. The communalists
carry on numerous community and civic activities, but at the same time they
avoid electoral politics. These citizens combine skill and competence with a
strong commitment to politics and public affairs, a striking sense of civic-
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mindedness, and a hesitancy to become involved in situations of political
conflict. The campaigners, in contrast, are heavily involved in conflict and
cleavage, less concerned with the civic problems of the community than with
the ongoing social policy debate and the electoral process. Finally, there are
the voting specialists, whose peculiar pattern of political participation seems
to emanate from their unusually strong attachments to political parties, which
they maintain (unlike the partisans) without high levels of concern for politics
Or 1tS 1SSues.

It is clear from the data in this chapter that our various types of activists
not only act differently, they think differently.
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Chapter 6
Who Are the AcCtivists?

In Part I we are explicating some modes of citizen participation. And we
have shown that one can identify sets of citizens who concentrate their activity
in one mode or another—as well as citizens who are generally inactive or
generally active. In this chapter we will present some data on the social
composition of the various types of activists.

The reader will remember that at the beginning of Part 1 we raised three
questions, the answers to which would give us a rather complete description
of the participation input: How much activity? What kind of activity? And by
whom? We have dealt with the amount and kind. In this chapter we will deal
with the last question—by whom? The data here are descriptively important,
for they define fairly clearly the participators in American political life.

The data are important for another reason. They set the stage for a more
extended discussion in Part 1l of the forces that shape the participation input
and, in Part IIl, of the consequences of participation. One of our major
concerns is with the extent to which political participation comes dispropor-
tonately from particular social groups, in particular from various upper-status
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groups. If this is the case, we will wish to deal with two further questions: Why
is it in fact the case? And what are the consequences in terms of governmental
actions of this asymmetry? In this chapter we will simply demonstrate that
there is indeed overrepresentation of particular groups among the partici-
pants, and that the overrepresentation is clearest vis-d-vis groups with upper
social status.

Our approach will be to estimate the extent to which various social
categories—better-educated, blacks, women, Catholics, etc.—are over- or
underrepresented in each activist type. The measure of over- and underrepre-
sentation 1s simply a ratio of the proportion of a particular social category
found in a particular activist type to the proportion of that social category in
the population as a whole. Thus citizens under thirty represent about 16
percent of our sample. If we find that they form only 8 percent of the
communalists, we would consider them underrepresented by 50 percent in that
group, and give communalists a score of —50 in relation to young citizens. If,
on the other hand, they were 24 percent of the communalists, we would assign
a score of + 50, reflecting their overrepresentation.!

The reader ought to remember that the overrepresentation of a particular
social category in one of the activist types does not necessarily mean that most
or all of that activist type comes from the particular social category. Those
with professional and other high-level occupations, for instance, have an
overrepresentation score of +56 among the complete activists—i.e., they are
much more likely to be in that group than one would expect, given their
proportion in the population. But because professionals and other high
occupations are a relatively small part of our sample (17 percent), they make
up less than one-fourth of the complete activists.

In Figures 6-1 through 6-3 we present the data on the representation of
various types of citizens in the several activist groups. We deal with citizens of
various social classes—based on education and income—and also differentiate
citizens by sex, age, race, religion, and place of residence. Other categoriza-
tions could be used, but these will give a clear and complete enough picture.
In one sense the data speak for themselves; it will be quite clear which social
categories are over- or underrepresented in which activist groups. We will,
therefore, simply point to the features that most distinguish each of the types

! The formal definition of the ratio of over- and underrepresentation for any given social group within any
given population is

Xi—Yi % 100

!

PR =

where: PR = ratio of over- or underrepresentation.
X; = the percentage of the entire population in the social group.
Y; = the proportion of the same social group within a given category of participators.

The reader should note that the amount of under- and overrepresentation is a function of both the number of
percentage points and the size of the group. For example, a 7-percentage-point difference in the proportion of
blacks in the general population and within some type of participator represents an enormous disproportion
because blacks constitute only 13 percent of the population. A similar difference for females, who constitute a
little over 50 percent of the population, produces much less disproportion.
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of activists. In another way, of course, the data do not speak for themselves.
There are unanswered questions as to why one finds the patterns one does,
questions that require a more multivariate approach in which a variety of
social characteristics are considered simultaneously. We shall turn to that task
in Part I1. '

Let us now consider the demographic profiles of the various activist groups.
In Figure 6-1 we consider the inactives and the voting specialists.

The Inactives  [Figure 6-1(a)].This figure clearly illustrates the most impor-
tant point to be made in this chapter—a point that is already well documented
in the literature.2 Those citizens with lower social status—low levels of
education or income-—are greatly overrepresented among those who are
politically inactive, while the upper-status groups are underrepresented among
the inactives. This is clearly seen in the top two sections of Figure 6-1(a)
where the data on education and income are presented. To take a concrete
example, consider the data on education. Citizens with no high-school
education formed 28 percent of our sample, but they are 43 percent of the
inactives, leading to an overrepresentation score of +45. And similar results
would have obtained if we had used a measure of occupational status.

Additional patterns of over- and underrepresentation can also be dis-
cerned: men are somewhat underrepresented among the inactives, women
somewhat overrepresented. Young people are quite a bit more likely to be
Inactive, as, to a lesser extent, are those over sixty-five, while those in the
middle years are somewhat less likely to be in this group. Blacks are
substantially overrepresented among the inactives, whites a bit underrepre-
sented. There is some difference between Protestants and Catholics, with the |
latter less likely to be inactive. And as far as place of residence goes, the
inactives tend slightly to come from small towns.

The passive citizen, thus, comes disproportionately from these groups: with
lower social status, blacks, the young, and. to a lesser extent, women,
Protestants, and those who live in small towns.

Voting Specialists [Figure 6-1(b)].In some respects voting specialists resem-
ble the inactives. They come disproportionately from lower-education and
income groups, though the disproportion is not so great as with the inactives.
College-educated citizens or those with high incomes are quite underrepre-
sented among those who limit their activity to voting. In addition. voting
specialists come disproportionately from older citizens. Catholics. big-city
dwellers, and, to a small extent, women.

Parochial Participants [Figure 6-2(a)]. This group shows the least vanation
across educational or income categories of any participation type. Parochial
participators come from throughout the social spectrum. However, college-
educated citizens and those in our top income bracket are underrepresented.

1 For a survey of the literature documenting the generality of this finding. see Milbrath. Political
Participation, especially Chapters 3 and 5.
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Index of representation Index of representation

Underrepresented | Overrepresented  Underrepresented | Overrepresented

Demographic profile

Education
Grade school or less
High school or less
Some college or more

Income
$4.,000 and under
$4,000 - $10.000
$10,000 and over

Sex
Male

Female

Age
Under 30
31-64

—— o ——— ——— ot . . e, el e e S . .

Religion
Protestant
Catholic

Location

Rural
Small town
Suburb
City

(a) Inactives (b) Voting specialists

Figure 6-1. Demographic Profile of Inactives and Voting Specialists

Young citizens are likely to be in this category as are Catholics and those who
live in suburbs and large cities. But blacks are underrepresented (an apparent
contradiction, considering that they are more likely to be in cities and less
likely to have high status—an apparent contradiction to which we shall
return).

The Communalists  [Figure 6-2(b)]. Here we begin to see a pattern opposite
of that among the inactives, the voting specialists, and the parochial partici-
pants. With the communalists, the upper-status groups are overrepresented
and the lower-status ones underrepresented. Communalists come dispropor-
tionately from those with college education and with high incomes. They are
unlikely to be black. Catholics are underrepresented in this group, Protestants
a bit overrepresented. Communal activity is also related to location—people
from rural areas and the suburbs are quite a bit overrepresented, while city
dwellers are underrepresented.
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Index of representation Index of representation

Underrepresented | Overrepresented  Underrepresented | Overrepresented
Demographic profile

Education
Grade school or less
High school or less
Some college or more

Ieome T T -
$4,000 and under
$4.000 - $10,000
$10.000 and over

Age
Under 30
31-64

Religion
Protestant
Catholic

—— e e — ————— ———— i o e e . S

Location
Rural
Small town
Suburb
Cuty

25
-22

(a) Parochial participants (b) Communalists

Figure 6-2. Demographic Profile of Parochial Participants and Communalists

The Partisan Activists. [Figure 6-3(a)]. As has previously been the case, the
partisan activists are an interesting contrast to the communalists. They are
similar to communalists in the tendency for upper-income and education
groups to be overrepresented and lower-status groups underrepresented,
though the situation is a bit less extreme in relation to education than that
found among the communalists. But in several interesting ways, the partisans
contrast with the communalists. Catholics are overrepresented among the
partisans, whereas they were underrepresented among the communalists. And
whereas communalists came disproportionately from rural areas and suburbs
and were underrepresented in cities, the opposite is true of partisan activists.

The Complete Activists. [Figure 6-3(b)]. They are a most distinctive group.
They are largely the reverse of the inactives and come from upper-status
groups. And the degree of overrepresentation of those at the top of the status
hierarchy 1s striking. In addition, complete activists come disproportionately
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from those in the middle age groups and from small towns. Catholics are
somewhat less likely to be complete activists, and there is a small (but quite
small) tendency for blacks and women to be underrepresented among the
complete activists.

The overall pattern across the various types of actors is fairly clear. We can
see from which groups the participation input comes. The following points
emerge from the data:

1. Participants come disproportionately from upper-status groups. This
is clearest if one compares the inactives with the complete activists.

2. Aside from the complete activists, the groups in which upper-status
citizens are most overrepresented are the communalists and the partisan
activists. Thus the more difficult activities are engaged in heavily by upper-
status citizens.

Index of representation Index of representation

Underrepresented | Overrepresented  Underrepresented | Overrepresented

Demographic profile

Education
Grade school or less
High school or less
Some college or more

——— i — ————————— ———— ————

$4,000 and under
$4,000 to $10,000
$10,000 and over

Religion

Protestant -7 4
Catholic 21 _14

Location

Rural _26 _6
Small town _5 21
Suburb 0 7

City 18 ~14

(a) Campaigners (b) Complete activists

Figure 6-3. Demographic Profile of Campaigners and Complete Activists
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3. Those who limit their activity to voting come disproportionately from
lower-status groups.

4. Parochial participants come from all parts of the status hierarchy,
though upper-status citizens are somewhat less likely to limit themselves to
this activity.

5. Men are somewhat overrepresented in the more activist groups, but
not to a very great degree.

6. Blacks tend to be overrepresented in the inactivist category, and they
are especially disadvantaged when it comes to communal activity and
particularized contacting. On the other hand, they participate fairly propor-
tionately in electoral politics, both as voting specialists and partisan
activists. Though blacks are quite a bit more likely to be inactive, their
degree of underrepresentation among the most active is not great. This
asymmetry suggests that blacks are more likely to stay completely out of
politics than are whites, but once they become involved they may partici-
pate at high levels.

7. Some interesting differences among the types of activists appear that
are not linked to social status. Though both communalists and partisan
activists come from similar status backgrounds, the former are much less
likely to be Catholic, the latter much more likely. Catholics are also
overrepresented among the voting specialists. In short, one sees a difference
in political style between Protestants and Catholics, with the latter more
likely to be involved in partisan activity.

8. Location plays a part, particularly vis-d-vis communal activists and
those who work in electoral politics. The former are more likely to be found
in rural areas and suburbs than in cities. In cities, on the other hand,
electoral activists—both partisans and voting specialists—are more likely to
be found.

These findings have been presented with little discussion. They deserve
more and will receive it, for they form the basis of much of the rest of this
book. The major theme running through the next two sections is the
relationship between social status and participation. We have made clear that
there is such a relationship, and we can now consider its roots, some ways it
can be modified by other social structures, and some of its consequences.

In addition, the findings provide a number of specific puzzles that we shall
look at more closely. To what extent are some of the other patterns—the lower
participation of blacks, the higher participation of suburbanites—merely the
spurious reflection of the close relationship of social status and participation?
The same can be asked about the patterns associated with age or religion. Why
are blacks so underrepresented in communal activity and particularized
contacting? Does the type of community one lives in have—as the data suggest
but do not quite demonstrate—an independent effect on how active a citizen
is? These are questions we will turn to in Part IL.
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Chapter 7
The Rationality
of Political Activity:
A Reconsideration

The alternative modes of political activity, we have argued, represent
different ways by which the citizen influences his government. This argument
is supported by the findings reported in Chapter 5 that different sets of
orientations accompany the various types of activity. We can carry this
argument a step further by considering more closely what it is that citizens
expect to obtain—or can reasonably expect to obtain—from their participa-
tion; and how this differs from one mode to another. Participation is, to us,
most importantly an instrumental activity through which citizens attempt to
influence the government to act in ways the citizens prefer. But the alternative
modes can produce different types of governmental response. In this chapter
we look beyond our data to other studies to see how this is the case.

The problem relates to the current debate about the rationality of political
activity.! It is not our purpose to enter the complexities of that debate, but

' There is a wide literature on this subject. Some of the most important works are: Angus Campbell. et al.,
The American Voter, Chapter 10: Phihip E. Converse. “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics.” in David
E. Apter (ed.). Ideology and Discontemt (New York: Free Press. 1964), pp. 206-261: Herbert McClosky,
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some of the considerations involved highlight differences among our various
modes of activity. And, in turn, the problem of rationality looks somewhat
different when one has expanded one’s notion of political activity beyond the
electoral context. In particular, we can go beyond the question of whether it
is rational to vote and whether citizens choose candidates rationally to the
question of how the choice among alternative political activities relates to
citizen needs and preferences.

The debate centers around the question: When citizens participate, do they
do so rationally? For a citizen to do so, he must know what he wants in terms
of a governmental response (i.e., know what policy he wishes the government
to pursue or know what benefit he wishes the government to provide), he must
know what action is likely to increase the chances of the government providing
what he wants, and he must act accordingly, taking into account the cost of
that activity in relation to other uses of his time and effort. The citizen
“inputs” some act of participation in the expectation that the government will
“output” what he wants. If the former is appropriate to the latter—i.e., his
participation increases the likelihood that the government will perform as he
desires—the citizen is behaving rationally.

The clarity of the citizen’s expectation is important. If one is really talking
of governmental response to a citizen, the citizen’s action must carry a
message about his desires precise enough for the government to know how to
respond to it. The citizen, in turn, must be able to tell, at least to some minimal
degree, if the action of the government is responsive. To put it another way,
an act of participation involves an hypothesis on the part of the participant
that his act will lead to a desired response by the government. But for the act
to be rationally instrumental, it must involve a testable hypothesis—i.e., the
participant must be able to tell whether he has had any success. This suggests
that the citizen’s ability to act rationally in politics may depend on the nature
of the political act, particularly on two of the dimensions we used to
characterize political acts—the type of influence they exert (pressure or
informational) and the scope of the outcome they can influence.

Most of the debate on the citizen as rational actor has dealt with him in his
role as voter. And voters in general do not much measure up to the standards
of rationality.

For one thing, the public has little information on which candidate takes
which position during an election. In fact, they may know almost nothing
about candidates. Miller and Stokes indicate that about half of their sample
had heard or read nothing about either Congressional candidate in their
district and that only 25 percent had read anything at all about both

“Consensus and Ideology in American Politics.” American Political Science Review, vol. 58 (June 1964), pp.
361-382; V. O. Key, Jr., The Responsible Electorate (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1966):
Michael J. Shapiro, “Rational Political-Man: A Synthesis of Economic and Social-Psychological Perspectives,”
American Political Science Review, vol. 63 (December 1969), pp. 1106-1119; and William H. Riker and Peter C.
Ordeshook, “A Theory of the Calculus of Voting,” American Political Science Review, vol. 62 (March 1968), pp.
2542,

Google



104  THE PARTICIPATION INPUT

candidates, still probably putting them a long way from having the informa-
tion needed to make the kind of rational choice we have been discussing.2 And
in an earlier study, 1t was found that less than half the public knew which
party controlled the Congress—certainly a useful bit of information if one is
to evaluate a candidate’s potential performance.?

In addition, it appears that few citizens know what they want. They do not
have clear and consistent positions on the important issues of the day.
Attitudes on public issues are lightly held, and answers to survey questions on
specific issues facing the nation often appear to have a random quality.* Nor
do citizens have clear and consistent sets of issue positions. The absence of
clear structure in citizen attitudes on the issues of elections is confirmed by
Campbell, et al. in their analysis in The American Voter of the “level of
conceptualization™ of voters.® Very few respondents (3.5 percent of voters)
could be considered to have a political ideology of a clear sort (and even these
people provide fairly vague notions of their political ideology if one reads the
examples of answers). The kind of abstract conceptualization that could give
structure to the electoral choice is almost completely missing. When citizens
vote, they are more likely to be influenced by candidate images or by their
traditional party affiliation than they are by the issue positions of the
candidates or parties.

More recent attempts to find issue-voting (behavior consistent with our
definition of rational participation) have found only a trace more of it than the
authors of the classic analysis in The American Voter did. In some elections
one finds more issue-voting than was found in 1956 by Campbell, et al., in The
American Voter, but still not much.® If respondents self-select the issues upon
which to evaluate the parties, issue-partisanship (the perception of which party
will more likely take the action you want on the issues most salient to you)
predicts the vote better than when the issue 1s presented to the respondent by
the researcher. But it still predicts the vote less well than does candidate image
or party affiliation. And, as we shall argue, the procedure of allowing the
respondent to choose the issue is quite unrealistic.”

RATIONALITY AND CONTACTING

But voting is only one mode of activity. These data on the relative lack of
instrumental orientation toward the vote contrast sharply with our data on
citizen-initiated contacts. Our respondents were asked about contacts that

2 Warren Miller and Donald E. Stokes, “Constituency Influences on Congress.” in Campbell et al.. Elections
and the Political Order, p. 366.

3See Robert E. Lane and David O. Sears, Public Opinion (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964). p. 61.

* Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics.”

3 Campbell et al.. The American Voter, Chapter 10.

¢ Key, The Responsible Electorate, and Philip E. Converse. Warren E. Miller. Jerrold G. Rusk, and Arthur
C. Wolfe, “Continuity and Change in American Politics: Parties and Issues in the 1968 Election.” American
Political Science Review, vol. 63 (December 1969). pp. 1083-1105.

7 See David E. Repass, “Issue Salience and Party Choice.” American Political Science Review, vol. 65 (June
1971). pp. 389-400.
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they initiated with government officials within and/or outside of the commu-
nity. If they had initiated a contact, they were asked to identify the official and
also to tell us the nature of the problem.

As one reads the answers to these questions one is struck by how relatively
precise and instrumental the responses are. About one-third of all contacts, as
we have noted, were on problems particularized to the individual or his
family; the rest are more general in referent. As one could expect, the former
type of contact involves requests for specific benefits and is clearly instrumen-
tal activity: the citizen knows what he wants and acts to obtain it. But even
when the subject matter of the contact is a broader problem involving the
entire community or the entire society, the problems tend to be fairly clear and
specific. Citizens specify a problem area and a solution. And the choice of
official to contact usually is quite appropriate: citizen-initiated contacts about
school matters go to school officials or other relevant local officials, contacts
about more general legislative matters go to state legislators or Congressmen,
contacts about the war in Vietnam go to one’s Senator, Congressman, or
perhaps the President. This is not to argue a fantastically high level of
sophistication about channels of influence among the citizenry. Rather, the
data simply illustrate a circumstance in which citizens act politically with
specific goals in mind and in ways that are quite appropriate for the
achievement of those goals.

The main reason for this, we believe, is that in contacting, the citizen takes
the initiative: he decides when to contact, whom to contact, and the subject
matter of that contact. This is not to imply that the situation is totally
unstructured for him and that he simply acts as he wants when the spirit
moves him. He is constrained to act in certain ways by the channels available
for contacting the government and he may be motivated to raise one particular
problem or issue rather than another by governmental action or inaction in
particular areas. But the agenda is set by the individual and quite freely chosen
by him. Of the vast number of programs in which the government is engaged,
he chooses one about which to complain; of the vast number of ways in which
government activity impinges on his own life, he focuses on one for attention;
of the vast number of things the government is not doing that might affect the
individual, he brings up one for discussion. This choosing of the agenda by the
individual is the main characteristic that differentiates citizen-initiated con-
tacts from other modes of participation.

This choice guarantees that the issue of the participatory act is salient and
important to the respondent. As many have pointed out, the personal
“agendas™ of citizens are fantastically varied. Each citizen has his own
particular set of problems and concerns. These are usually close to his own life
space, involving job, family, house. Or, if what concerns him is more general—
war, high prices, the quality of schools, traffic problems, property taxes—there
remains an almost infinite variety of personal sets of public issues.

A contact initiated by the citizen can be tailored to his specific set of
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problems. That this indeed seems to happen can be illustrated by one small
piece of data. In addition to the questions on the subject matter of their
contacts to officials, our respondents were asked to tell us the most important
problems they faced in their personal and family lives and the most important
problems that they saw facing the community. There were no constraints on
the problems that could be mentioned, and the answers range widely. The
answers to the question on the citizen’s contact and the problems he perceived
were coded into several hundred categories. Almost as many categories were
necessary for coding the “contact” questions as for coding the “perceived
problems” questions, despite the fact that many fewer respondents were
answering contact questions. (About a third of our respondents had contacted
an official, while almost everyone could name a personal or community
problem.) What this indicates is that citizen-initiated contacting brings into
the political system a set of concerns roughly as wide as the set of concerns
that the citizenry faces.

RATIONALITY AND VOTING

The situation facing the voter is sharply different. He does not choose the
occasion to vote, nor does he choose the agenda; he doesn’t choose the issues
that divide the candidates, nor does he usually have much voice in choosing
the candidates themselves. And given the fact that his own agenda is quite
individual and may contain many and varied issues, it is unreasonable to
expect that there will be a voting choice tailored to his own particular policy
preferences at the moment. It is even more unreasonable to expect that the
questions posed to him by interviewers about his views on the issues—issues
he has not chosen—will elicit responses that will then clearly predict the vote.8
His vote can only be a rather blunt instrument under these circumstances; it
cannot have the sharpness and precision of the statements that accompany
citizen-initiated contacts.

Given the lack of fit between the concerns of the individual and issues of
the election, it is not surprising that issue-oriented voting is rare. Even if the
citizen were motivated to vote on issues, the election usually offers an
uncongenial setting. Given the multiplicity of issues in an election, there must
be some way for the individual to simphfy the choice situation into a
meaningful dichotomy so that he can vote with a clear outcome in mind. This
simplification of the choice situation can come about in one of two ways: the
individual must have a clear and well-structured ideology and the parties must
offer him a choice congruent with the ideology, or there must be some
“overriding” issue in the election, and the parties must offer a clear alternative

! Repass. “Issue Salience and Party Choice.” shows that one can better predict the vote if one uses attitude
position on the issue that the respondent chooses as most sahent to him. But, though this removes some
artificiality in political science research on voting by giving freer rein to the problems the respondent himself
considers important, it adds a new artificiality. Our contention is that it is unrealistic for the individual to be
allowed to choose the agenda of the election, for indeed the issues are not posed by him but by the parties and
the candidates.
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on that issue. An ideology allows a clear choice in a multi-issue situation, since
such a belief system places individual issues into some overall structure. One
then chooses a party in terms of its agreement with that ideology. But there is
no need to spend time on this possibility, for there is little evidence that voters
think in such ideological terms. Even if they did, the American parties would
not offer them clear alternatives in those terms.

In the absence of an ideology that clearly sums up all issues and provides
a general choice for the individual between the two political parties, the
election can allow instrumental voting of a precise sort if there is an overriding
issue. In this case, the individual believes that there is a single issue in the
campaign compared with which other issues are minor and that one of the
voting alternatives clearly is preferable to the others in relation to that issue.
Under these circumstances, an individual can vote with the hope that his vote
will increase the likelihood of a direct instrumental gratification—i.e., that his
favorite party or candidate will win and carry out the policy he prefers in
connection with the overriding issue.

But is this possible in the voting choice? It is certainly possible but unlikely.
For one thing, such overriding issues do not often appear, and, second, the
choice on the issue may not be clear. Actually, at the time we were conducting
our study, there was an issue that seemed to be overriding—this was the issue
of Vietnam. Our questionnaire contained a number of questions on it. In
response to a completely open-ended question 66 percent of our sample said
that the war in Vietnam was the most important problem facing the nation (74
percent if one takes into account the first and second most important
problem), and many others simply referred to war. Ninety-one percent said
that they worried about Vietnam.?

It would be hard to find a national issue upon which there was a greater
focus of attention. But does this issue fit our criteria of an overriding one? Are
individuals willing to vote on that issue alone and do they perceive a clear
choice? In two additional surveys conducted closer to the 1968 election,
respondents were asked how much importance they would give to a candi-
date’s stand on Vietnam. In February, 1968, 18 percent of a sample said that
Vietnam would be more important than any other issue in making up their
minds, and an additional 72 percent said that Vietnam would be important but
that other issues would be important too. Only 4 percent said that the stand
of the candidate on Vietnam would not be important. (Parallel data in June,
1968, are 12 percent, 83 percent, and 6 percent respectively.)'® At least for the
group that says it will be the most important issue for them, the war in

' The data on Vietnam are from a series of studies of attitudes on that issue conducted by Richard A. Brody,
Jerome Laulicht, Benjamin I. Page, and Sidney Verba. For some reports on these data see. Brody. Page, Verba,
and Laulicht, “Vietnam, the Urban Crisis and the 1968 Election,” paper delivered at the annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association, San Francisco, September, 1969; Brody and Page, “Policy Voting and the
Electoral Process: The Vietnam War Issue,” paper delivered at the 1971 annual meeting of the American
Political Science Association, Chicago, September. 1971: and Milton J. Rosenberg, Sidney Verba, and Philip

Converse, Vietnam and the Silent Majority (New York: Harper and Row, 1970). _
10 See Brody, Page, Verba and Laulicht, “Vietnam, the Urban Crisis and the 1968 Election.”
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Vietnam fulfilled the first criterion for an overriding issue. But they are still a
small part of our sample.

And what of the second criterion: that the individual is offered a choice on
the issues by the political parties? Whether the parties did offer a choice on
the issue is a question that can be answered in many ways. Let us look at the
question from the point of view of the voter: Did he see a choice? A few survey
results are relevant. In our survey in 1967 (in which 65 percent said that
Vietnam was the most important issue facing the country), 66 percent agreed
with the statement that it would make no difference which party was in power
as far as Vietnam was concerned. (Eleven percent disagreed slightly with that
statement, and 11 percent disagreed strongly.)

More telling, perhaps, is the public’s perception of the position of the
candidates on the issue. In a study of the 1968 election (by Brody, Page,
Laulicht, and Verba), respondents were asked to place various candidates on
a seven-position “hawk-dove” scale based on where they thought the candi-
date stood on the Vietnam issue. Most citizens saw little or no difference
between the candidates. The average perception of the position of the
candidates placed Nixon at 4.4 on the scale, Humphrey at 4.1 (i.e., on the
average, Humphrey was seen as a touch more dovish than Nixon, but only a
touch). In contrast, citizens placed George Wallace at 6.5. Looked at another
way, over half (57 percent) of the citizens who assigned a place to both major
party candidates placed them in the same position or within one scale point
of each other."

The data strongly suggest that the candidates were not perceived by the
public as offering widely divergent alternatives on the subject of Vietnam. In
addition, there is evidence that as the election campaign progressed, the issue

became less and less important, perhaps because the two candidates most
similar on Vietnam were chosen.’? And an intensive analysis (by Brody and
Page) of the public speeches of the two candidates shows a combination of
convergence and vagueness—both of which make issue-voting difficult.!® The
specific case of Vietnam does not demonstrate that an overriding issue might
not emerge in some election. But the relatively stringent criteria that would
have to be met before one could say that the individual was voting with a
specific policy outcome in mind suggest that the situation will be rare. And, of
course, we are familiar with the general tendency of election campaigns to blur

political issues.'4

' Brody and Page. “Policy Voting and the Electoral Process.”

12 Brody. Page, Verba and Laulicht, “Vietnam, the Urban Crisis and the 1968 Election.”

13 Brody and Page, “Policy Voting and the Electoral Process.”

4 That individuals do not approach the vote with a clear perception of alternatives ought not to be taken
to imply that citizens are somehow failing in their obligations to have such clear perceptions. The obvious poin!
is that they receive precious little help from the parties or candidates for this. See Stanley Kelley. Jr., Politcal
Campaigning: Problems in Creating an Informed Electorate, (Washington: Brookings, 1960). As he puts it:

Contemporary campaign discussion is often of such a character that it is unlikely to help voters much in their
efforts to arrive at a wise choice of public officials. It may. in fact, have quite the reverse effect. Campaign props
gandists obscure the real ditferences between candidates and parties by distortion, by evasiveness, and by talking

generalities. (p. 80)
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This is not to argue that voting on the basis of ideology or clear issue-
perception is impossible. Quite the contrary. In our view, the reason why such
voting is rare lies within the nature of the collective decision made during an
election, not in the incompetence or “irrationality” of the voter. Given a
candidate who makes a strong ideological appeal—that is, takes a strong and
consistent position on a large number of issues—one might find more voters
responding in those terms. Or given a candidate who taps some deeply felt and
widely shared issue, one might find more voters voting instrumentally with a
fairly precise goal in mind. Thus, Field and Anderson, in their comparison of
the 1964 election with the data reported on the 1956 election in The American
Voter, find that there is more reference to ideological terms in the 1964
Johnson-Goldwater race. References to explicit ideology rise from 9 percent
in 1956 (they use a somewhat different definition of this than do the authors
of The American Voter) to 16 percent in the 1960 to 24 percent in the 1964
election.” The rise in frequency of ideological references in 1960 suggests that
the base year of 1956 in The American Voter may have been a year of
abnormally low levels of political controversy. But even the level of ideological
reference found in 1964—and we are really dealing here with such general
political terms as /iberal and conservative—is hardly impressive given the type
of political appeal made by Goldwater. Nevertheless, the difference between
1964 and 1956 does suggest that the nature of the choice situation—as
exemplified by the two Presidential candidates—structures the type of re-
sponse available.

More relevant to our argument is the 1968 election, in which the Survey
Research Center found, among those who voted for George Wallace, clear
goal orientation consistent with the appeal that Wallace had been making.'s In
contrast to the appeal of Goldwater in 1964, in which there was some response
in general ideological terms, Wallace’s appeal was in terms of a specific set of
overriding issues (race, crime, the urban crisis) of great salience to a group of
voters and on which the candidate was taking a strong and clear position. As
the Survey Research Center analysts correctly point out, this example indi-
cates that issue-oriented voting is possible, given the right set of issues that are
deeply felt and salient to a group, as were the race and urban issues in 1968.
But the fact that this type of instrumental voting appears in relation to a third-
party candidate and for only a small segment of the population indicates that
this is not yet the mainstream orientation of the American public to the voting
choice.

Anyone who examines the course of discussion in campaigns can hardly fail to conclude that it is often as well
designed to subvert as to facilitate rational voting behavior. What candidates say frequently lacks relevance to any
decision voters face, exposes differences in the views of candidates imperfectly, and is filled with evasions, am-
biguities and distortions. (p. 51)

On this general subject, see also Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York: Harper
& Row, 1957).

15 John O. Field and Ronald E. Anderson, “Ideology and the Public’s Conceptualization of the 1964
Election,” Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 33 (Fall 1969), pp. 380-398.

' Converse, et al., “Continuity and Change in American Politics.”
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The difficulty in using the vote to satisfy the specific desires of citizens can
be seen quite clearly if we compare the responses reported in The A merican
Voter where respondents favored a party or candidate because of some expecta-
tion of a specific beneficial outcome with the responses we received on the
subject matter of citizen contacts.

Two differences seem to stand out. In relation to contacts, the individual
seems to be looking forward: He is asking for some future benefit from the
government. In relation to the vote, he is likely to be looking backward, even
when he is focused on a specific instrumental goal. Thus The American Voter
authors refer to the frequent appearance among “nature of the times”
respondents of comments about promises that have not been kept. And the
one woman quoted who mentions a specific particularized reason for favoring
one party over another refers to “the good wages my husband makes.””!” V. O.
Key, Jr., who makes the strongest argument for the rationality of the voter (in
our terms, for his ability to make choices with a specific political outcome in
mind) makes that argument in terms of the ability of the voter to make
rational evaluations of past performance rather than clear demands for future
performance.'®

The second reason why expectations of specific gratification in response to
one’s vote differ from such expectations in response to citizen-initiated
contacts is that, in some sense, such expectations are appropriate in the latter
case and inappropriate in the former. The individual who contacts the
government with a salient and specific outcome in mind engages in more
reasonable behavior than does the individual who sees the election as related
to the particular specific problem that is most salient to him at the time.
(Though, as the Wallace campaign reminds us, candidates—probably third-
party candidates—can sometimes tap such issues.)

This may explain why the type of answers we quote as to the subject matter
of citizen-initiated contacts—answers we consider to indicate some precise
understanding of political needs—are the type that, when they appeared in
answer to the question of what one likes about the parties or candidates in The
American Voter, were coded in one of the lowest categories in terms of
conceptualization; the “nature of the times” category. The point is that the

individual can select the agenda of a contact, and he does so in the context of
the specific problems that are troubling him at the time. However, in relation
to the vote, one of two things may happen: on the one hand, he may respond
to the agenda as offered to him in the election, but he will do so in vague terms
(as when he gives general or group-oriented answers to open ended questions)
or in inconsistent and changeable terms (as when he answers questions on
specific issues) because the agenda presented to him is not of his choosing and
does not reflect the problems he faces most immediately. On the other hand,
if he does respond to the election in terms of his own salient and specific
problem, his response is inappropriate because the election rarely revolves

" Campbell, et al., The American Voter, p. 244,
'8 Key, The Responsibie Electorate, p. 61.
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around that problem at all or, if it does, it will certainly not revolve around
that problem alone. Or one can look at this from the point of view of our
distinction between pressure and information as means of influencing the
government. The voting situation is an uncongenial one for conveying specific
citizen preferences because there is no way to cram that information into the
vote, whereas one can express precise information when one contacts a leader.

In the light of these considerations, it is no wonder that issue orientations
have no larger role in the voting choice. Nor is it any wonder that those who
attempt to develop a calculus from which one can infer that it is reasonable
for a citizen to bother to vote—given the small impact he can have on the
election—have had to turn to variables such as the gratification one receives
from fulfilling a civic duty.!® This preserves the rationality of the vote-—if it
makes you feel good, it’s rational to do it—but it hardly makes voting an in-
strumental act aimed at obtaining some beneficial governmental action. And
mere habit may play a role in voting turnout. As our data in Chapter 5 indi-
cated, voting specialists are characterized by habitual attachment to a political
party and relatively little emotional concern with the issues. As we shall show
later, the likelihood of voting can be partially explained simply by the length of
time one has been an eligible voter, a fact consistent with an habitual basis of
voting. Last, one of the prime characteristics of voting—the ease of the act and
the lack of initiative required—makes it likelier that citizens will vote even if
they see no specific gain from the outcome.

The difference between citizen-initiated contacts and voting support our
contention that contact mechanisms and electoral mechanisms represent
different systems for relating citizens to the government. Both elections and
citizen-initiated contacts represent simplifying mechanisms whereby individ-
ual preferences are converted into social choice, 1.e., mechanisms whereby the
vast multiplicity of demands and needs that citizens have can be communi-
cated to the government and allocations of societal resources can be made
relevant to these needs and demands. But the voting and contact mechanisms
work in different ways. In the election, we are dealing with social choice for
the entire society. The preferences of citizens are simplified by being chan-
neled into a limited number of choices: a choice among a few parties, or
between those parties and abstention. Under such circumstances, the individ-
ual 1s unlikely to find a voting choice that allows him to make an instrumental
decision relevant to the specific set of salient problems that face him at the
time of the election—problems that our data (and the data of others) tell us
are likely to be highly particularized, involving the health of the individual, his
economic situation, and the condition of his neighborhood, as well as more
public issues.? It is unlikely that a candidate will stand for the specific set of
goals the individual has or even that the set of problems that concern him most
will become the subject of the election.

® Riker and Ordeshook, “A Theory of the Calculus of Voting.”

® Sece Hadley Cantril, The Pattern of Human Concerns (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1965).
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The problem is not specific to the American two-party system. The fact that
electoral choice in the United States is often reduced to that between two
political parties intensifies both the simplification of the choice and its
incongruence with the specific set of problems facing the individual. If there
were more parties offering more specific programs, the individual could tailor
his voting choice somewhat more to his own specific salient needs and
problems. (And it is not accidental that the best example of issue-oriented
voting—Wallace in 1968—involves a third-party candidate.) But that does not
solve the problem of social choice. The more parties, the more an individual
may find one party that comes close to his particular set of preferences. But
the choice means less in terms of influencing governmental policy, because the
party elected will be a minority party and will have to form some coalition
with other parties to enter a government.2! It is not the number of parties, but
the making of a social choice for the whole society that leads to the distance
between the vote and the particular salient preferences of the individual.

Citizen-initiated contacts represent an alternative way of simplifying social
choice. This is done by decomposing the choice to the individual level. These
contacts often deal with particularized problems; in many cases the response
to a contact would have major impact on the individual without affecting the
overall allocation of societal benefits in more than marginal ways. But the sum
total of all such contacts and the myriad responses to them do represent a
mechanism for social allocation without the clear necessity of general social
choice. By decomposing social choice to a vast number of specific interactions
with the government, the structure of citizen-initiated contacts may represent
an important means of achieving instrumental goals from the government,
goals that are close to the most salient problems felt by the individual.

The contrast between the vote and citizen-initiated contacts leads to further
comment on the American public. Research on political beliefs has led to the
conclusions that the American public rarely approaches political matters with
a clear and well-defined perception of the issues, that the public is ill-informed,
its political beliefs lightly held and quickly changeable, its view of political
matters vague and distant, and that politics and political controversy lack
salience, i.e., the individual is more likely to be concerned with his own narrow
day-to-day problems than with the issues that excite the few politically
involved and sophisticated citizens. This view of the American public has
usually been derived from studies of political matters in which, to use our
phraseology, the agenda has been set for the individual by others. (Sometimes
the agenda is set by the researcher who comes to the respondent with fixed-
alternative questions about political matters the researcher considers impor-
tant.) This view also derives from studies of electoral choice, in which

individuals are not found to have a clear issue-oriented view of the meaning
of the election. It derives from studies of attitudes on foreign policy, in which

3 The classic political science debate over forms of electoral system. particularly the choice between
proportional representation and single-member district systems, is relevant here. See also Downs, An Econontic

Theory of Democracy.
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the individual is found to know and care little about the foreign-policy choices
of the government; and it derives from studies of the consistency and stability
of attitudes on major public issues when the individual is asked to take sides
on some such issue.22 For this realm of politics, the view of the public is
accurate and relevant.

Our only objection is to a tendency to consider such a position representa-
tive of the sum of the citizen’s relations with the government. Our data on the
content of citizen-initiated contacts show a citizenry involved with the
government in ways that are highly salient to them, on issues that they define,
and through channels that seem appropriate. What we are suggesting is that
on matters of the politics of everyday life, citizens know what they want.2

Furthermore, we ought to make clear that in contrasting voting and citizen-
initiated contacts, we do not intend to praise the latter as a means of
participation and criticize the former. Quite the contrary. A system based on
individual contacts would allow adequate citizen control over the government
only if access to those contacts were equally available for all and, more
important, if there were no significant “macro” policy issues that had to be
decided. As some data to be presented later will show, the former condition
does not hold. Access to contacting is not as widespread as access to the vote.
And the latter condition does not hold either. Social policy has to be made.
Particularized contacts can be effective for the individual contactor but they
are inadequate as a guide to more general social policy.

The point is that if one wants to maximize popular control over governmen-
tal activities that affect the lives of citizens, both types of mechanisms—the
contacting and the electoral—are needed. Because governmental policies are
almost always quite general, their application to a specific individual in a
specific situation involves particular adjustments or decisions made by low-
level government officials. Insofar as this is the case, the ability of the citizen
to make himself heard on such a matter—by contacting the officials—
represents an important aspect of citizen control. Though such contacts may
be important in filling the policy gaps and in adjusting policy to the individual,
effective citizen control over governmental policy would be limited indeed if
citizens related to their government only as isolated individuals concerned
with their narrow parochial problems. The larger political questions would
remain outside popular control. Therefore, though electoral mechanisms
remain crude, they are the most effective for these purposes.

Thus, despite much of what we have said, the vote remains probably a most
effective means for citizen control over leaders. Even if the individual voter
has little power over the election outcome, the set of all voters is powerful

2 See Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics™; Campbell, et. al., The American Voter;
McClosky, “Consensus and Ideology in American Politics”; and Gabriel A. Almond, The American People and
Foreign Policy (New York: Harcourt, 1950).

B This is consistent with the finding that individuals manifest issue positions with more consistency on local
issues and on specific issues than on general political issues.Luttbeg finds that the mass-elite distinction in
terms of consistency of attitudes found on national issues does not apply to more local ones. See Norman

Luttbeg, “The Structure of Beliefs among Leaders and the Public,” Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 32 (Fall 1968),
pp- 398410.
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indeed. But the comparison of voting with citizen-initiated contacting helps us
comprehend why it remains such an inadequate mechanism for citizen control,
an inadequacy that may lie less in the incapacities of the citizenry than in the
nature of the electoral mechanism itself.

Indeed, as we shall demonstrate in Chapter 19, voting in combination with
other acts 1s a most potent political force. Other acts have, as we suggested,
more information-carrying capacity. On the other hand, votes are most
powerful in applying pressure on leaders. When the two coexist—pressure plus
information—participation is, as we shall see, most effective. Even if the vote
can carry little information, voting can make governmental leaders more
sensitive to other more informative messages coming from citizens.

THE RATIONALITY OF COMMUNAL AND CAMPAIGN ACTIVITY

For the purposes of illustrating the differences in the ways the modes of
activity relate the citizen to his government, the contrast between voting and
citizen-initiated contacts is the most important and illuminating. We can fill
out the picture by looking briefly at communal and campaign activity.

Much of what has been said about contacting can also be said about
communal activity. Indeed, one of the component acts of the communal mode
of participation involves contacting officials on a social issue. In these cases,
the citizen acts, as we have suggested, with fairly specific goals and with fairly
good selectivity in terms of the officials chosen for contact. The other
component of communal participation involves activity in cooperation with
others—informal cooperation with friends, neighbors, fellow-workers or other
citizens of similar interest—or activity through formally organized groups.
Such activity is particularly widespread in America. Over a century ago,
Tocqueville commented on the distinctive amount of such activity in the
United States. And recent data on participation in a variety of nations suggest
that participation through cooperation with others is the mode of activity for
which the rate in the United States far exceeds rates found elsewhere.2

Insofar as citizens are cooperating with others in attempting to influence
governmental policy, one would not expect that the average citizen can set the
agenda as freely as he can when he is contacting on his own, for he has to
consider the views of the others with whom he cooperates. Nevertheless, such
group-oriented activity should resemble contacting more than it does activity
in the electoral process in terms of its ability to satisfy the most direct
instrumental needs of the citizen. Citizens tend to become involved in groups
that deal with problems salient to them. The problems are not as particular as
the problems brought by those who contact on personal and family matters:
they may indeed be general social problems of the community. But the citizen
will choose to become involved in relation to problems that touch him. Parents
become active in school groups; sportsmen in groups concerned with recrea-

¥ See Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture, Chapter 7: and Verba, Nie. and Kim. The Modes of Democratic
Participation, p. 36.
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tional facilities. The cooperation may involve informal relations among like-
minded citizens, but the very term like-minded makes clear that the partici-
pants will be those for whom the problem is salient. Or the cooperation may
involve activity through formal organizations, but citizens tend to join
organizations that relate to things they consider important.

In this sense, communal activity (and, in particular, those activities carried
on in cooperation with others) may combine some of the advantages of
contacting with those of voting. Communal activity engaged in concert with
one’s fellows can deal with fairly specific problems that are high on the agenda
of citizens—problems that affect some specific group to which they belong or
problems that affect the community as a whole. In this sense they have the
specificity and information-carrying capacity of contacting. On the other
hand, the fact that citizens are joining together to act politically increases the
potential influence that they can have, especially when the issue involved is
broader than those associated with particularized contacting.?® Whether these
activities are those of formally organized interest groups or of informal
groupings of citizens coming together for a specific purpose, they form an
important part of the participatory system in the United States.

Last, we can consider campaign activity. The campaign activist is, in some
sense, in the same position as the voter. He may have somewhat more control
over the agenda of the election—he may be active in nominations and in issue
selection—but it is unlikely that the average campaign activist has much voice
in these matters either. But because campaign participation requires more
time, effort, and initiative than voting, it is hard to see it as motivated solely
by habit or sense of civic obligation.

How then does the campaign activist get instrumental benefits? Is it rational
for him to be active? Several answers are possible. In the first place, campaign
activists do differ from ordinary voters in having clearer issue orientations. As
our data in Chapter 5 made clear, campaign activists score higher on the
scale of issue extremity than any other type of political actor, except the
complete activists.?® In addition to their stronger and more consistent issue
positions, they tend to have a better developed ideological view of the
differences between the parties than do ordinary citizens.?” Thus, in terms of
their own orientations to politics, campaign activists may be better equipped
than the average citizen to vote “instrumentally.” They are more likely to have
clear and consistent policy views and to see policy differences between the
parties. Yet, these activists may also be blocked from successfully pursuing

B The vast literature on pressure groups in America is relevant here. Stein Rokkan makes one of the best
and most explicit cases for the importance of group activity as a means of filling in the gaps left by electoral
competition. See his chapter on Norway in Robert A. Dahl (ed.), Political Oppositions in Western Democracies
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1966).

¥%See Chapter S, Figure 5-2. See also Herbert McClosky, Paul J. Hoffmann, and Rosemary O’Hara, “Issue
Conflict and Consensus among Party Leaders and Followers,” American Political Science Review, vol. 54 (June
1960). pp. 406-427.

? Dwaine Marvick and Charles R. Nixon, “Recruitment Contrasts in Rival Campaign Groups,” in Marvick
(ed.), Political Decision Makers: Recruitment and Performance (New York: Free Press, 1961), pp. 193-217.
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instrumental goals within the electoral process by the same thing that blocks
voters: They do not control the agenda of the election and therefore that
agenda is unlikely to match their own.

What happens under such circumstances? There are no national data on
this subject, but Eldersveld’s data on party workers in Detroit are most
revealing in the light of our discussion of elections and instrumental gratifica-
tion. He finds that for lower-echelon party workers (which is what most of our
campaign activists are), one must distinguish between the motivations for
initial involvement in partisan activity and the motives for remaining active.

... while grass roots workers may have been recruited under the guise of the
“voluntaristic-idealistic-impersonal task-oriented” concept of party work, ... these
precinct leaders in large numbers change motivational direction during their
careers. Many become disillusioned; the majority articulated personal demands,
needs and satisfactions to be derived from party activity. In reality this means that
the majority of precinct leaders changed their motivational relationship to the party.
... They either became disillusioned, or they conceptualized their relationship in
terms of social friendship satisfactions (66 percent of the Democrats, 49 percent of
the Republicans), a desire to be “in the know” and gain prestige in the neighbor-
hood (4 percent of the Democrats, 6 percent of the Republicans), or they saw other
personalized satisfaction such as the enjoyment of the “fun and excitement” of a
campaign (6 percent of the Democrats, 4 percent of the Republicans).?

In short, then, party activists may join parties because of some instrumental
goal, a belief that they can influence governmental policy in some desired
direction. However, over time, these goals become less important and side
benefits become more important. On the lower levels, these side benefits tend
to be social in nature (one enjoys party work, meets others, etc.), while on the
upper level they are both social and material (one makes business connections,
etc.). This finding is consistent with our findings on the high issue orientation
of partisan activists and with our view of the electoral process as a relatively
uncongenial setting for participation oriented toward dealing with issues one
considers important. It may be that the ineffectiveness of the electoral
mechanism for satisfying specific policy goals means that activists either adopt
alternative goals that do not depend on governmental responsiveness, or drop
out. We will return to this subject in Chapter 12, where we will present

contrasting data on the two parties.

THE PARTICIPATION INPUT: A SUMMARY OF PART 1

In Part I we have attempted to analyze and describe the participation
input: How much participation is there, of what kind, and from what people?
In this chapter we have attempted to demonstrate that the alternative modes
of participation do in fact differ in the kinds of benefits that citizens can

# See Samuel J. Eldersveld, Political Parties: A Behavioral Analysis (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1964) pp.
290-292. A study of the incentives for the maintenance of activism among precinct party officials in North
Carolina and Massachusetts found a similar stress on personal satisfactions. See Lewis Bowman, Dennis
Ippolito, and William Donaldson, “Incentives for the Maintenance of Grassroots Political Activism,” Midwest
Journal of Political Science, vol 13 (February 1969) pp. 126-139. Marvick and Nixon, “Recruitment Contrasts in
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reasonably expect from them. For some modes of participation, means-ends
calculations are more difficult than for others, but when one looks across the
range of alternative activities open to the citizen one may find a greater degree
of instrumental and rational activity than is sometimes assumed. And where
one finds rather ill-developed means-ends calculations—as in relation to
voting—the source may lie in the nature of the electoral system itself at least
as much as it lies in the incapacity of the average voter.

It may be useful now to tie together what we have found about the
participation input. Table 7-1 summarizes a good deal of what we have found.
In Column A we list the six types of participants that we have found to fit the
patterns of activity of American citizens, and we give the proportion of the
population that falls into each of these types. In Column B we characterize
their respective patterns of activity, and in Column C we indicate how these
activities fit our theoretical dimensions of participation. In Column D we
give the main characteristics of each group in terms of political orientations,
a pattern of orientations that, we believe, confirms the meaningfulness of the
distinctions we make among the types of political actors. In Column E we
indicate the social composition of the various activist groups. In short, one can
tell from Table 7-1 how many people are active in America, the ways in which
they are active (and in particular, the all-important question of the types of
outcome their activity can influence), and their social characteristics.

The participation input summarized in Table 7-1 suggests a quite variegated
pattern of participation in the United States, not a mere division of the
population into several different activity levels. This is not simply to say that
there are many different kinds of activities open to citizens. Rather the data
reported in Part | support a stronger conclusion: that there are several
different systems of participation in the United States.

There are several justifications for this stronger conclusion. In the first
place, we have found that the various political acts in which citizens can
engage form meaningful patterns and constitute particular modes of activity.
Second, we have found that there are groups of citizens who “specialize” in
one mode of activity or another. It is true that there are some citizens who
engage in all modes of activity and some who do nothing, but substantial
numbers of citizens limit their activity fairly closely to one mode or another.
Third, we found that the alternative types of activists have distinct patterns of
orientation to politics that are consistent with our analysis of the implications
of the various ways citizens can participate. And, last and probably most
important, we have shown that the alternative patterns of activity relate the
citizen to his government in different ways: They can influence different kinds
of governmental decisions, and they allow the participant to exercise more or
less influence over the result of his participatory attempt.

Rival Campaign Groups,” find a greater stress on concern for public issues as a reason for party activism among
their sample in Los Angeles, but their question may be such as to engender “official justifications.” However,
they also find a heavy stress on social gains from party activity. On this subject, see also Robert Salisbury. “The
Urban Party Organization Member,” Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 29 (Winter 1965-66), pp. 550-564.
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120 THE PARTICIPATION INPUT

What Are the Alternative Systems of Participation?
First, there is the system of particularized contacting, a channel of

participation that permits citizens to seek a variety of decomposable benefits
from the government—benefits that aid only them. Through this system of
participation, the individual citizen may seek some government service or may
seek to stop some government activity that is impinging on his life. This
system of participation does not touch on the great issues of policy, and
perhaps for that reason little attention has been paid to it. But the government
affects our lives in so many small ways that this would appear to be a critical
channel, and if it were closed to some groups, they would be severely deprived.
Indeed, life would be much more difficult even in the most democratic society
if there were no means available to obtain minor adjustments and dispensa-
tions from general government policy, especially when that policy is made on
such a grand scale and at places so distant from the lives it affects.

Particularized contacting is an activity carried on by all sorts of citizens—
by some who are active in other ways, by some who are not. This reflects the
fact that such activity deals with myriad specific problems affecting all sorts of
people. Those citizens who limit their activity to particularized contacting are
a special type. We have labeled them parochial participants, for though they
have the skill and initiative to engage in fairly difficult activity, they show no
involvement in political life in the broader sense.

Next we have uncovered the communalist system of participation, whereby
citizens alone or, more often with others, attempt to deal with the more general
problems of their communities or of particular groups. The problems are not
so narrow as those dealt with via particularized contacting, but they are
nevertheless problems that are specifically pertinent to the individuals or
groups active in this way. The activity also seems to be relatively nonconflic-
tual, either because the goal is some general benefit to the community or
because it is some benefit to the specific group of activists but is not seen by
others as affecting them negatively. Much of this activity seems to consist of
mobilizing community resources or one’s fellow citizens to deal directly with
community problems or to induce the government to do so.

The communalists’ attitudes fit their activity: They have a high sense of
contribution to the community and a general involvement in politics, but they
seem to avoid conflict. As we have suggested, activity of this sort is found
more frequently in the United States than in a variety of other countries—a
fifth of the U.S. citizenry concentrate on this form of participation. However,
data presented in Chapter 13 suggest that such activity flourishes under
conditions that may be disappearing in America. If so, the system of political
participation in the United States will lose an important and distinctive
component.

The third and fourth modes of participation with which we have dealt
involve the electoral system. One way citizens take part is via an active role in
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THE RATIONALITY OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY: A RECONSIDERATION 121

the campaign process. Our data show that almost a third of the citizenry
participate in some way in this process, and that over 15 percent concentrate
on this form of political involvement. When we add this 15 percent to the even
larger number of communalists, we see two vigorous, yet separate, systems
whereby private citizens can and do attempt to influence the direction of our
political life. But campaign activity differs from communal activity because
the issues of the former are less specific to the participants and because they
involve more conflict.

The last mode of activity is voting. We find a substantial proportion of
citizens (21 percent) who limit their activity to this—but it is not nearly so
large a group as other studies have suggested. And although we have found
the vote to be a rather limited mode of engagement, there would appear to be
few other available mechanisms whereby the preferences of all citizens can
simultaneously be taken into account, giving them some control over the
selection of leadership. Furthermore, some data to be presented in Chapter 19
will indicate that although voting may have minimal effectiveness as a channel
for communicating the specific needs and desires of a particular participant,
when aggregated across all citizens and especially when combined with other
activities conveying more information, it remains a most powerful system for
insuring the responsiveness of elites.

Each of the modes of participation is distinctive and each, therefore, forms
an important component of the overall system of participation in the United
States. It is a rich and complex system. But it is also a system for which all the
components are not equally accessible to all citizens. This became clear in
Chapter 6, where we considered the question of who the participators are. As
that chapter indicated, and as Table 7-1 summarizes, some social groups have
more access to the various modes of activity than others. In the next two
sections of our book we will deal with the reasons for and the consequences of
this fact.
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Part 1l
THE PROCESS
OF POLITICIZATION

In this section we shall consider the processes that lead some citizens to
participate while others remain inactive. This, in turn, shapes the participation
input. We begin by considering a ‘“‘standard socioeconomic” model of
politicization whereby the forces leading citizens to participate involve their
social status mediated by a set of “civic” attitudes. The rest of the section deals
with other social and psychological influences that modify the workings of the
standard socioeconomic model. Of particular interest to us is the extent to
which these other forces lead to a reduction or an increase in the participatory
disparity between lower- and upper-status citizens.
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Chapter 8

Social Status and
Political Participation:

The Standard Model

In Chapter 6 we completed our characterization of the participation input
by considering the question, from whom does the participation come? The
specification of the alternative ways in which citizens can participate leads to
a more variegated answer than would be the case if we had a simple hierarchy
on which some citizens are active, and others are not. But, in its broadest
outline, the data clearly confirm a generalization that is already well estab-
lished in the literature: Citizens of higher social and economic status partici-
pate more in politics. This generalization has been confirmed many times in
many nations. And it generally holds true whether one uses level of education,
income, or occupation as the measure of social status.' In addition, studies of
political development have found a close relationship—most often using
aggregate data on the national level—between the rate of political participa-
tion and such measures as median education, income per capita, and
proportion in white-collar employ.2

' For a summary of the literature that makes this point, see Milbrath, Political Pariicipation, pp. 114-128.
! This was, of course, one of the major findings of Lipset in Political Man, Chapter 3. Others using more
refined techniques of analysis have tended to find the same results. See, for instance, Phillips Cutright, “National
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126  THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION

There are many explanations for this relationship—the higher-status indi-
vidual has a greater stake in politics, he has greater skills, more resources,
greater awareness of political matter, he is exposed to more communications
about politics, he interacts with others who participate.

Most explanations of the relationship between socioeconomic status and
participation contain the following basic components:

Socioeconomic Status 3 Civic Attitudes =» Participation

Individuals of higher social status develop such civic orientations as concern
for politics, information, and feelings of efficacy, and these orientations in
turn lead to participation. It is not our purpose in this chapter to quarrel with
this model. As we shall shortly demonstrate, it fits the data from our study
fairly well. But we consider the workings of the simple socioeconomic model
to be just the beginning of our understanding of the processes that bring
individuals to participate. For us, the socioeconomic model presents a base
line. We shall begin by considering how much of the variance in political
participation is explained by this simple socioeconomic model. Then we will
turn to other social, psychological, and structural characteristics to see how
they affect this base-line model. Thus we do not reject the socioeconomic
model, but rather wish to see what other forces are at work affecting
participation in America.

Our acceptance of the model is, however, qualified in one other way. Our
previous analysis of the differences between those citizens who are active in
one mode of activity rather than another suggests that it may be a great
oversimplification to fit one model of the process by which individuals come
to participate to the various modes of activity. What leads a citizen to engage
in one type of activity may differ from what leads him to another. This general
theme will be carried with us as we look at the socioeconomic forces
associated with participation and at the other forces that lead to deviations
from the socioeconomic model. The impact of socioeconomic status may differ
across the acts, as may the impact of other social and psychological factors.

There are two main reasons why it is important to focus on the workings of
the socioeconomic model and on the forces that lead to deviations from it. The
first reason is that such an exploration will tell us much about the social
circumstances that are conducive to political activity as well as the psycholog-
ical characteristics that lead citizens to be active. Such an exploration takes us
a long way toward an answer to the question of why some citizens participate
while others do not. Second, we are interested in the processes that lead people
to participate because of the consequences of those processes. The process that
1s operating—the one by which citizens of higher socioeconomic status come

Political Development: Social and Economic Correlates,” in Nelson W. Polsby, Robert A. Dentler, and Paul A.
Smith (eds.), Politics and Social Life (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1963), pp. 569-582; Donald J. McCrone and
Charles F. Cnudde, “Toward a Communications Theory of Democratic Political Development: A Causal
Model,” American Political Science Review, vol. 61 (March 1967), pp. 72-79. For an attempt to integrate the
findings at the individual level of analysis with those from the national aggregate data studies, see Nie, Powell,
and Prewitt, “*Social Structure and Political Participation.”
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to participate, or some other social process (i.e., some additional social or
psychological characteristic affecting participation)—determines who winds
up in the participant population. If the socioeconomic model “works” and
there are no additional forces that cause deviations from it, the result is that
citizens of upper social status participate more than those of lower social
status. The consequences of such a situation would, of course, be significant
in terms of the governmental response to participation. The participation input
would come disproportionately from one stratum of society. It would mean
that those who might most need beneficial output from the government—the
poor and the ill-educated, for instance—would participate less than those
already better endowed with those social and economic benefits. Therefore,
the consequences of participation for social and economic equality might
differ substantially if what brought individuals to participate were high
socioeconomic status rather than some other force.

At the end of this chapter we will list some of these other social and
psychological forces that lead to deviations from the simple working of the
socioeconomic model, and in following chapters we will consider these forces
more closely. But one point must be made here: The working of the
socioeconomic model leads to “overparticipation” by those of upper social
and economic status. The fact that there are other forces working that affect
participation—such as race and racial identity, organizational affiliation, and
the nature of the community—does not necessarily mean that the resultant
participant population is less skewed in the direction of upper social-status
citizens. Some forces may work to moderate the “bias” of the socioeconomic
model, others may exacerbate it, and still others may change the amount of
one form of participation or another without affecting the relative distribution
of participation across the several socioeconomic strata. We shall explore these
variations as we move through this section, but first we will examine the simple
model we mentioned.

SOME MEASURES OF PARTICIPATION

In this chapter—indeed in the rest of this book—we shall be dealing with
the forces that lead to participation and with the consequences of that
participation. To facilitate that analysis it will be useful to have some standard
measures of participation, so that we can compare citizens in terms of how
much they participate under varying conditions and gauge the impact of
various social and psychological characteristics on citizen activity. One way
we have done and will continue to do this is through the use of our typology
of activists.

However, much of the following analysis will involve the simultaneous
consideration of multiple factors that influence participation. For this, we need
more flexible measures. Thus we shall use several standard scales of participa-
tion. Because these will be used throughout the book, it is useful to introduce
them here and explain their meaning. We shall be using five standard
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128  THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION

participation scales: one for overall participation and one for each of the four
basic modes of participation—voting, campaign activity, communal activity,
and particularized contacting. The scales are basically those introduced in
Chapter 4.

To ease the comparison among the various scales, we have standardized
them. On each scale the mean of the population is 0. Positive numbers
mean that an individual scores above the average for all citizens. Negative
numbers mean that he participates less, not that he has “negative” participa-
tion. The scale is graduated so that a score of 100 means that an individual
participates to an amount one standard deviation above the mean of the
population as a whole, —100 that he participates one standard deviation
below the mean. We call the points on the scale participation units. A citizen
might participate at a rate of 50 participation units above the mean on overall
participation. Or a particular category of citizens might score, on the average,
80 participation units below the mean on voting participation.?

To give the reader some notion of the concrete meaning of the standard
participation scale, we refer him to Figure 8-1, where we present the scale for
overall participation, which can run from a low of —96 to a high of +415.
The mean score for the population as a whole is zero. The asymmetry in the
scale, with a greater proportion of the population below the mean than above
it, is a reflection of the distribution of political activity. There were more
totally inactive respondents than there were citizens active in every form of
participation. This fact is also reflected in the distance between the mean for
the population, which is 0, and the median, which is —28. The “superactivist™
deviates, therefore, more from the norm of the population than does the
inactive.*

On the standard scale we have indicated where various kinds of citizens
might fall. By looking at the profiles of the citizens who would fall at various
points on the scale, the reader can obtain some sense of the concrete referent
of the scale. The citizen who performs all fifteen acts with the greatest possible
frequency receives a score of 415. There was only one such individual in the
entire sample. A little less than 5 percent receive the lowest possible score of
—-96. There is a vast number of types of citizens one might locate between
these extremes. On Figure 8-1 we locate the scores of the six types of activists
isolated by the cluster analysis in Chapter 4. The complete activist, for instance,
who votes regularly and is active in three or four campaign activities as well as

3 Appendix B.2 describes the construction of these scales and presents their intercorrelations. Since factor
scales are already standardized with means of 0 and standard deviations of 1, we simply multiplied the scores
by 100 for purposes of visual display.

* The lowest possible score would be received by the citizen who gave negative answers on all fifteen
participation items we asked—he never voted, never contacted, and so forth. The highest score would require
positive answers to all questions about activities, as well as answers that fell in the highest category in terms of
frequency of that act. Since there are more citizens vho receive the absolutely low score than who receive the
top scores (5% of the respondents are at the —96 point on the scale, while, in fact, only one individual in our
entire sample actually received the highest score), the lowest point represents less deviation from the population
as a whole than does the upper score. To put it another way, using the measures we have, a citizen is more likely
to be totally inactive than to be superactive.
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Figure 8-1. Standard Scale of Overall Participation: Distributional Characteristics
and Relation to Participant Types

in three or four communal acts, has a mean on this scale of 196. The campaigner
and the communalist have scores around 70. These last two groups are over two-
thirds of a standard deviation above the mean for the population as a whole
and 100 points above the median.

The parochial participants, the voting specialists, and the inactives are all
below both the mean and the median. There is, incidentally, a substantive
point worth noting here, one that confirms our earlier analysis of the spread
of participation in the United States. It is not the case, as many argue, that the
average American votes and does nothing else. The voting specialist, even
though he appears at the polls regularly for both national and local elections,
is still participating half a standard deviation below the population mean and
about one-quarter of a standard deviation below the median. Note, however,
the visible peak in the participation scale, which indicates that a significant
portion of the population does limit its activity to regular voting.

Similar standard scales have been developed for each of the modes of
activity. The citizen scoring highest on the scale is the one who did everything
possible (as we measure it) in relation to that mode of activity; the citizen
scoring lowest does nothing in relation to that mode. For easier comparison,
the scales are all standardized so that the mean is zero and the standard
deviation is 100.5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND PARTICIPATION
We can now begin to use the various participation scales. The first use will
be to show the extent to which the data fit the standard socioeconomic model

3 In the following table, we report the ranges for the four scales as well as for the overall participation scale.
The scales differ from each other in the minimum and maximum values that can be achieved. This is due to the
differences among the acts in whether the modal activity lies above or beiow the mean. The voting scale difters
from the others in that it has a much narrower range than the other scales. This reflects reality: since voting is
so widespread and since the opportunities to vote are clearly limited by the number of elections. one can not
deviate from the average citizen very much in a more active direction. However, since most people vote at least
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of the process by which citizens come to participate. In doing this we do not
decompose the components of socioeconomic status to ask what the relative
contribution to participation is of education or income or occupation. Rather,
we want to give some indication of the extent to which socioeconomic status,
broadly defined, relates to participation and the degree to which the standard
socioeconomic model fits the data.

The data in Figure 8-2 make clear that the relationship between socioeco-
nomic position and political activity is quite close. For our standard participa-
tion measure of overall participation we plot the relationship with a scale of
socioeconomic status based on a combined measure of the educational level
of the respondent, and the occupation and income of the head of household.¢
We divide the “SES” scale into sixths. The relationship between socioeco-
nomic status and overall participation is linear and fairly strong. Those in the
lowest sixth of the socioeconomic scale have an average score of —46 on the
overall participation scale; those in the top sixth have a score of 66. In other
words, those in the lower sixth on socioeconomic status score about half a
standard deviation below the mean of the population on overall participation,
while those in the upper sixth score on the average about two-thirds of a
standard deviation above the mean.

Our major concern is with the way the relationship between socioeconomic
status and participation affects the composition of the participation input—
i.e., who participates. We can observe this more directly by looking at the way
the social composition changes as one moves from those least active to those
most active. In Figure 8-3 we divide the population into sixths using our
overall participation scale, and indicate the status composition of each
participation level—i.e., what proportion comes from the top, middle, and
lower thirds of our socioeconomic scales. (Figure 8-3, in other words, is merely
a more descriptive way of looking at the data reported in Figure 8-2. Rather
than looking at the various status groups and asking how active they are, we
look at the various activity groups and ask about the status distribution within
these activity groups.) The data make clear how skewed the participant

occasionally, one can much more readily deviate in a negative direction from the population as a whole. The
other acts are more open at the top—one can participate more frequently—and since there are many who are
inactive in the nonvoting modes, one does not deviate from the population that much if one is inactive in these
modes. (See Appendix B.2 for further discussion.)

Range of Standard Participation Scores

Lowest Median Mean  Highest

Voting scale -225 36 0 71
Campaign scale -66 -42 0 409
Communal scale -75 —47 0 500
Particularized contact scale -33 -33 0 505
Overall participation scale -96 -28 0 415

¢ Appendix B.2 gives the exact items from which the SES index was built and describes the scale
construction technique.

Google



SOCIAL STATUS AND POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 131

70 66

Participation m/

36

Population mean

(=]
T
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

\
|
|
w

/ r=-31
—46
_gob—L 1 | 1 1 ]
Low & Socioeconomic status§ ——————3 High

Figure 8-2. Socioeconomic Status and the Overall Participation Scale

population is in the direction of upper-status citizens. Among the most active
citizens, 57 percent come from the top third of the status hierarchy and only
14 percent come from the lower third. At the other end of the activity
continuum we find that among the least active citizens only 10 percent come
from the upper-status group, but 59 percent come from the lower. This figure,
of course, merely tells us what was clear in Chapter 6 when we described the
social composition of our various types of activists. But it is worth repeating
that finding here in relation to our new standardized scale of participation. It
also shows quite descriptively that a relationship that looks moderate from
some perspectives (the correlation between our SES and participation scales
is, after all, only .37) is in fact a quite striking one from the point of view of
what 1t implies about the composition of a population.
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Figure B-3. Status Composition at Varying Levels of Participation (Numbers on
bars refer to the percentage of each participation group coming from a particular
ocioeconomic status group.)
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We can now turn to the separate modes of participation to see how they
relate to status. Here we notice some differences (Figure 8-4). Campaign
activity, communal activity, and voting are quite strongly associated with
socioeconomic status: r’s of .30, .33, and .27 respectively. Particularized
contacting, however, offers a sharp contrast with the other modes of partici-
pation. There is little relationship between socioeconomic status and particu-
larized contact (r .07). At the extremes one finds a difference. Those in the
lowest socioeconomic category are least likely to contact government officials
on a particularized problem and those in the upper category most likely. But
the predominant pattern is one of relatively little relationship between this
mode of activity and socioeconomic status.

The data thus conform with the data of others in indicating that those of
higher status participate more. But our refinement of the measure of partici-
pation indicates that there are differences in the extent to which this
generalization applies to the alternative modes of participation. It applies most
strongly and clearly to the two modes of activity that are oriented toward
general problems and that represent a higher level of difficulty—campaigning
and communal activity. It applies a little less strongly to voting, and hardly at
all to particularized contacting.

The United States is often contrasted with other countries as being a society
where class and status matter relatively little in political life. But in regard to
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Figure 8-4. Mean Participation Rates of Six Status Groups on the Standard
Participation Scales
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the relationship between social status and political participation, the United
States clearly has a class-biased pattern. Indeed, as we shall show in our
concluding chapter, the U.S. pattern shows more class bias than almost all
other countries for which comparable data exist.

THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION

What is it that links higher socioeconomic status with political participa-
tion? As indicated, many connective links have been suggested. Some depend
on the social environment of upper-status citizens: They are more likely to be
members of organizations, and they are more likely to be surrounded by
others who are participating. Some connecting links depend on the availability
of resources and skills: Upper-status citizens have the time, the money, and
the knowledge to be effective in politics. Other connecting links depend on the
psychological characteristics of upper-status citizens: They are more likely to
be concerned with general political problems, and they are more likely to feel
efficacious.

It is likely that all these intervening characteristics play some role in
connecting social status with participation, but we would like to postpone for
a while our consideration of some of these characteristics—in particular the
role played by organizational affiliation and the nature of the social environ-
ment in which citizens of different social statuses live—because they deserve
closer analysis. Here we want to present the intervening components of the
simple “base-line” model that we already set forth—the general set of civic
orientations that have been found to accompany higher social status and that
in turn are associated with political participation.

The civic orientations are those that were found in Chapter 5 to character-
ize the highly participant: psychological involvement in politics (measured by
a variety of items dealing with expressed interest in and attention to political
matters), a sense of political efficacy, information about politics, and a sense
of contribution to the community. These four orientations differ somewhat,
but can be considered a single set of civic orientations.” They have no policy
or partisan content, but rather measure the extent to which the citizen is
involved in politics, feels competent to act politically, has a sense of commu-
nity responsibility, and has the information needed for political activity.

In Figure 8-5 we present a simple path model of the relationship between
socioeconomic status and our overall activity score as mediated through the
civic orientations. The coefficient on the line between socioeconomic status and
the civic orientations is the path coefficient (equivalent in this case to a simple
r) between SES and the orientations. The coefficient on the line from the civic

orientations to the measure of overall activity is the path coefficient after the
! The four civic-orientation scales used in Chapter 5 were subjected to a factor analysis and then combined
on the basis of their loadings on the first principal components. Each of the four orientations has a loading of

.5 or higher on the first principal component and they provide us with a very nice summary index of general
civic-orientations for the purposes of this rather simple analysis.
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Figure 8-5. The Process of Politicization: Overall Activity Rate

effect of socioeconomic status has been removed. The coefficient on the line
from SES directly to activity is the direct (residual) effect of SES on activity
that remains after the indirect effect via the orientations has been removed.
And we add, on the line between SES and activity, the original direct
relationship of SES and activity before the intervening effects of the civic
attitudes have been removed.?

Socioeconomic status relates strongly to the civic orientations (.45), and the
link between the latter and activity is similarly strong (.46). It is clear that civic
orientations play a major role in connecting socioeconomic status with
political activity. The original relationship of socioeconomic status to the
overall scale of participation was .37. It is much reduced—to .16—when one
removes the influence on participation that is mediated by civic orientations.
In other words, the data are fairly consistent with a model whereby higher
socioeconomic status increases political participation by increasing the civic
orientations—involvement, efficacy, skills—of citizens.

This model obviously needs and deserves further elaboration. Above all.
one would want to look more closely at the differences among the various
orientations we have used as well as differences in the role of the various
components of our index of socioeconomic status. We shall do neither here,
for neither is necessary for our argument. The several orientations play
somewhat different roles (as, for instance, we show in Chapter 5), and a full
understanding of the psychological roots of activity would require that we
distinguish among them. For our purpose it is sufficient that the set of
orientations lead generally to political activity.®

Similarly, one could disentangle the role of education, occupation, and
income. Such analysis would be fruitful, but once again, for our purposes what
counts is that citizens of upper status—using any of these measures or all
combined—participate more than do those of lower status. We are interested
in what other social forces increase or decrease this participation disparity
between upper- and lower-status citizens as well as the consequences of this.

* For further discussions of path analysis, see Otis Dudley Duncan, “Contingencies in Constructing Causal
Models.” in Edgar F. Borgatta (ed.). Sociological Methodology (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1969). pp. 74-112:
Duncan. “Path Analysis: Sociological Examples,” American Journal of Sociology, vol. 72 (July 1966), pp. 1-16:
Kenneth C. Land, “Principles of Path Analysis,” in Borgatta (ed.), Sociological Methodology, pp. 3-37: and Jae-
on Kim, “Path Analysis and Causal Interpretation in Survey Analysis,” 1971, unpublished manuscript. The line
between socioeconomic status and civic-orientation is the simple r between the two measures. All other numbers
in the figures are path coefficients except for the original simple r between SES and activity, which is

parenthesized.
? For examples of differentiation among such orientations see Nie, Powell, and Prewitt, “Social Structure

and Political Participation,” and Verba, Nie, and Kim, The Modes of Democratic Participation: A Cross-National
Comparison.
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For that purpose, the simple model forms a most useful beginning.

Figure 8-6 presents similar path models for the four modes of participation.
In each case the relationship between socioeconomic status and the civic
orientations remain identical because the same variables are involved and they
are entered first into the model. For campaign and communal activity, the
total pattern is almost identical to that for overall activity. The path to
participation that runs from socioeconomic status through civic orientations is
a strong one. In each case the originally rather strong direct relationship
between socioeconomic status and activity is greatly reduced when one
removes the effects on activity that are mediated by the civic orientations. The
pattern for voting is similar, although the relationship of the orientations to
voting i1s somewhat less, as is the multiple r for socioeconomic status and the
orientations. But for particularized contact we see a contrast. The standard
socioeconomic model does not explain why citizens engage in these activities,
a finding consistent with our earlier findings that these are activities carried
out by citizens from across the socioeconomic spectrum and that they are not
dependent on a more general psychological involvement in politics. Not only
does particularized contacting produce different benefits, it derives from a
process quite different from the one that leads to other activities.

In short, the standard socioeconomic model works very well for our overall
measure of activity and for campaign and communal activity. It works less

45 32
Socioeconomic status | m— Civic orientations > Voting
.13 (originally .27) T Multiple r = .39
45 37
Socioeconomic status Civic orientations pr— Campaign activity
A
.13 (originally .29) Multiple r = .44
' 45 39
Socioeconomic status E— Civic orientations > Communal activity
A
.15 (originally .33) Multiple r = 48
45 .10
Socioeconomic status > Civic orientations > Particularized contact
—.02 (originally .07) T Multiple r = .12

Figure 8-6. The Process of Politicization: The Several Modes
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well—but quite well nevertheless—for voting.!® It does not work for particu-
larized contacting. The last obvious point: Though the model fits the data, the
combination of socioeconomic status and the intervening attitudes by no
means explains all the variance in participation. Other factors may be
operating.

THE STANDARD SES MODEL AS A BASE LINE

Our purpose in the rest of this section is to look at a variety of other factors
that affect the rate of participation of citizens: position in the life cycle, race,
membership in voluntary associations and political parties, and the nature of
the community. These alternative factors can be thought of as modifying the
working of the standard socioeconomic model. Some of the factors may
“accelerate” the workings of the model. By this we mean that they lead to an
even greater disparity in participation between upper- and lower-status
citizens than would exist if only our “standard” model were operating. Others
may modify the working of the model by diminishing the participation
distance between the various social levels.

We shall be interested in seeing the impact of each factor on participation
over and above the socioeconomic characteristics of the individual. If we are
to understand the relationship of race, or organizations, or place of residence
to participation, we shall have to correct or control for the confounding effects
of socioeconomic status. This is so because blacks differ systematically from
whites in socioeconomic status as do organizational members from nonmem-
bers and residents of one community from those in another. In this sense we
use the socioeconomic model as a base-line model from which to consider
deviations.

To facilitate this, we shall introduce here some new corrected measures of
participation. These measures are the scores on the participation scales
adjusted for the score one would expect for an individual of a particular
socioeconomic status. The uncorrected standard scale of participation allows
us to compare, for instance, the participation rate of the average black
American with the average white American. The corrected version of the scale
allows us to ask whether, controlling for their lower socioeconomic status,
blacks participate more or less than whites. The answer to the latter question
would tell us more about the effects of race. Both the corrected and
uncorrected scales are useful, and in the following chapters we shall use
both.!!

In establishing a base-line rate of participation that one would expect from
an individual at a particular socioeconomic level, and then dealing with
deviations from the base line, we do not assume a causal priortiy priority for

10 We shall see why the standard SES model works less well for voting when we examine the impact of party
attachments in Chapter 12.

11 We will employ this corrected measure of participation controlling for the effects of social class

throughout the book. Appendix B.3 explains how this measure was built and Appendix G.2 describes some of
the general methodological issues involved in the type of correction method we utilize.
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social class over other social characteristics. Rather we are dealing with a
complex of forces that operate simultaneously. Our explication of the socioeco-
nomic forces first, followed by the introduction of others, is a useful way of
obtaining some order out of a complicated reality. And because the socioeco-
nomic forces are powerful ones, because they may confound relations of other
variables to participation, and because the extent to which they operate to
bring citizens to participate affects the composition of the participant popula-
tion, the strategy of considering deviations from that base line should prove
useful.
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Chapter O
Participation
and the Life Cycle

We can begin our consideration of other factors—beyond those we
specified in the standard socioeconomic model—by considering the way
participation is affected by the stage of life of the citizen. Most studies of
political participation have found a distinctive curve of participation asso-
ciated with age or, as we prefer to consider it, position in the life cycle. In the
early years after a citizen reaches voting age, participation rates are generally
low. Then they rise during the middle years and decline in later years.! Our
data display a similar pattern, as seen in Figure 9-1. We present there the
scores of various age groups on our overall scale of participation and our scale
for voting. The pattern of increase from the twenties to the forties followed by
a decline is clearly in evidence.?

' See Milbrath, Political Participation, pp. 134-135, for citations for this finding.

2 The data for campaign and communal participation form a pattern almost identical to that for overall
participation. In order to ease presentation, we can use the overall measure as a surrogate for both these modes
of participation in this chapter. Particularized contacting, on the other hand, does not vary in frequency across
the life cycle. Citizens of all ages are equally likely to engage in such activities, a situation consistent with the
contingent and narrow nature of the problems associated with such contacting—problems that can appear at

'38
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Purticipation score
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Figure 9-1. Life Cycle and Participation: Overall Participation and Voting

The usual explanation for this pattern is based on what we might call the
problems of “start-up” and “slow-down.” In the early years one has the
problem of “start-up.” Individuals are still unsettled; they are likely to be
residentially and occupationally mobile. They have yet to develop the stake in
the politics of a particular locality that comes with extended residence, with
home ownership, with children in school, and the like. In addition, they face
the specific legal obstacles to voting associated with short residence. In later
years, the problem is one of “slow-down.” Old age brings with it sociological
withdrawal as individuals retire from active employment. And it brings as well
physical infirmities and fatigue that lower the rate of political activity. And at
both ends of the life cycle, a psychological factor enters this “start-up/slow-
down” explanation. Early in life, interest and involvement in politics are lower
in part because exposure to political life has not existed for long and in part
because the initiation of many aspects of one’s life—starting an occupation, a
family—it is the dominant concern. And in later life, interest and involvement
in politics fall off as a concomitant of aging.

The Problem of Slow-down

The explanation of the rise and fall in participation rates through the life
cycle is certainly plausible. But our consideration of the role of socioeconomic
factors in participation suggests some caution. Consider the data in Figure 9-2.
There we present the proportion of respondents in the upper half of our
socloeconomic status scale among the several age groups. The pattern is

any point in the life cycle, including old age. We shall present the data on voting rates separately in this chapter.
Voung displays a pattern similar to campaign and communal activity. But much of the evidence for the cycle
of participation comes from voting studies, and the voting data we shall present form an interesting contrast
with these earlier findings.
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remarkably like that found for participation. The proportion in the upper half
of the scale rises somewhat from the twenties through the forties, and then

declines, falling off particularly sharply after age sixty-five.

0
/ * \
57 57
T 53/ \
]
i 46
2
1
2]
10 ! ] 1 1 1 1
Age under 26 26-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 over 65

Figure 9-2. Percentage of Respondents in Upper Half of SES Scale at Different Age
Levels

Figure 9-2 ought not to be taken to imply that socioeconomic status
fluctuates. Status is more stable than that. Rather, what it reflects are two types
of variation with age in the components of socioeconomic status. One is the
variation in income that accompanies passage through the life cycle: Income
rises in the earlier years, peaks in the middle years, and declines when citizens
retire. The second reason for the variation of status with age has to do with
changes in the distribution of educational attainments over time, with the
older citizens being, on the average, less educated. Does this association of age
with education and income help explain the rise and fall of participation
through the life-cycle?

To test for this possibility, we can use our corrected measure of political
participation because this measure will correct for differences in these status
variables as we move across the age categories. These data are presented in
Figure 9-3. There we see the participation scores at various age levels adjusted
for the differences in the status composition of each age group. (In our analysis
we shall usually “correct” for three status variables—income, education, and
occupation. For the age analysis we do not correct for occupation, because of
ambiguity in occupational status among the youngest and oldest groups due
to part-time jobs, first jobs, and retirement.) In Figure 9-3(a) we present the
data on overall participation and in 9-3(b) on voting—in each instance
repeating the uncorrected data from Figure 9-1 for comparison.

Because we will be using this mode of data presentation often, it may be
useful to digress a bit to explicate what Figure 9-3 shows. The figures plotted
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Figure 9-3. Life Cycle and Participation: Corrected for Socioeconomic Status

on the dotted line are the actual participation scores for each age group. On
the solid line we plot the “corrected” score.? This is the participation score of
the group after one has removed all linear differences in participation
stemming from an individual’s educational attainment and income. With this
corrected measure we can see the relationship between age and participation
without the effects of the status differences among the age groups.

Three types of information can be derived from a figure su'ch as Figure 9-3:

l. One can consider the shape of the relationship between the independent

! For details on how we correct, see Appendix G. For the specific corrected participation scale, see Appendix
B2.
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variable (in this case, age) and participation before and after the correction.
The uncorrected data show the actual relationship between the independent
and dependent variables; the corrected data indicate the relationship when
status differences are held constant. If there were no independent relationship
between age and participation (independent of the status variables for which
we are correcting), the corrected line would be flat. In short, all age groups
would have a score of zero on our standardized measure, and there would be
no difference in participation across the age groups over and above what
results from differences in socioeconomic levels. We see from the data in
Figure 9-3(a) that there is a tendency for the line to flatten, indicating that
some of the difference among age groups derives from differences in socioeco-
nomic status. But the line does not flatten completely, indicating that there
remain age-related effects.

2. One can examine shifts in particular groups. Does a particular group’s
participation score go up or down when one corrects for some other variable
such as socioeconomic status? If the score goes up (relative to the uncorrected
measure), it means that one reason the group’s participation is low derives
from socioeconomic status. Correct for that, and the group participation score
goes up. An example is seen in Figure 9-3(a) for the oldest age group. Their
participation score rises from —17 to 11, indicating that their original low
score was due in part to their status characteristics, not to their age. If a
group’s score goes down when one corrects for socioeconomic status, it means
that one of the reasons it was participating as much as it was on the
uncorrected score was its socioeconomic status.

3. One can compare groups with each other (or with the population as a
whole) on the uncorrected and on the corrected scores. If, on the uncorrected
score, one group scores higher than another, it simply means that it partici-
pates more. If it scores higher than the population mean (which is standard-
ized at zero) it indicates that it participates more than the average citizen.
Because the population mean is always set at zero on our standard participa-
tion scales, one can easily interpret positive and negative scores; the former
indicating a group that is more active than average, the latter a group that is
less active than average. An example is the youngest age group, with its
uncorrected score of —28, indicating that it is less active than average.

The interpretation of differences in the corrected scores is analogous. If a
group participates more than another on a corrected score, it means it is more
active than the other group, over and above any differences between them due
to socioeconomic status. If a group participates more than the population
mean on the corrected score, it indicates that that group is more active than
average even after one has taken into account its socioeconomic level. As an
example, consider the youngest age group again. Their score of —22 on the
corrected participation scale means that they participate less than one would
have predicted given their income and education. They can be considered
“underparticipators.”
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To return to our substantive question: To what degree are differences in
participation across age groups a reflection of differences among them in
status characteristics? Compare the corrected and uncorrected scores in Figure
9-3. When we use the corrected scores, the decline in participation found in
the older group almost disappears on the overall participation measure [Figure
9-3(a)] and it disappears completely for voting participation [Figure 9-3(b)].
On the left side of the curve, however, the upward slope reflecting the increase
from the twenties and thirties to the forties remains.

The data suggest that the lower level of political participation found among
older citizens may not reflect a slowing down associated with aging. Rather
they suggest that older people simply have, on the average, lower levels of
education and income and their lower rates of activity result from that fact.
But the data do not yet dispose of the slow-down explanation for declining
participation rates in later years because the lower average socioeconomic
status found among older people may derive from two different sources. On
the one hand, the older respondents in our sample were raised in an earlier
era, when education was less available, when occupational statuses tended to
be lower, and when, concomitantly, incomes were lower. They are from a
poorer and less well-trained generation. If their lower participation rate simply
reflects this difference, then the elimination of the downturn in participation
that is found when we control for socioeconomic status represents the removal
of a spurious effect. We have found that slow-down does not take place.

On the other hand, part of the socioeconomic status measure does not
remain fully fixed throughout an individual’s life. Specifically, income often
declines sharply as citizens age and retire. Insofar as the decline in participa-
tion during the later years results from this changeable component of
socioeconomic status, our analysis represents less a refutation of the slow-
down explanation than an explication of the reason for the slow-down.

This point is crucial in understanding how aging relates to participation. If
the lower level of participation found among older people derives from the
fact that they are of a generation that has always had, on the average,
sociological characteristics that would put them lower on our status scale, this
means that our data imply no decline in participation. And there is no need
for a slow-down explanation. The lower rate of participation among older
people is what one would expect at any stage of the life cycle from a group
with that distribution of status characteristics and we can assume that the
older citizens participated at low levels throughout their lives. If, on the other
hand, the lower participation rate derives directly from a drop in these status
characteristics that comes with aging, it suggests that we are indeed observing
a decline in participation with age.

Fortunately, we can distinguish between the two situations. Our measure of
socioeconomic status used on Figure 9-3 has two components—income and
education. The former, as we pointed out, can fluctuate with age. Citizens’
incomes usually decline, but an individual’s educational attainment is usually
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fixed early in life and does not fall off in later years. Consider then the life-
cycle curves of measures of participation corrected separately for the educa-
tional status of the respondent and for income rather than for those two
together. Figure 9-4(a) reports data for overall participation; Figure 9-4(b) for
voting. To make the situation clearer we have added to Figures 9-4(a) and
9-4(b) the data on the uncorrected participation scores (from Figure 9-1), but
have entered the data only for the three oldest groups. As can be seen,
correcting for income alone straightens the participation line for voting in
relation to older citizens; there is no drop-off, and it reduces the drop-off for
overall participation. Correcting for education alone leaves a downturn in
both overall and voting participation rates among the older group. But here as
well the downturn is much less than in the uncorrected data.

The data suggest that there is some validity to each of the explanations of
why correcting for socioeconomic status reduces the downturn in participation
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Figure 9-4. Life Cycle and Participation: Corrected for Education and Income
Separately
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in later years. The fact that correcting for income straightens the line more
than does correcting for education, suggests that one reason for the decline in
participation is that it accompanies a decline in economic circumstances. But
the income measure may also reflect the generally lower status that those older
members of our sample have always had, because they come from an earlier
generation. Education, on the other hand, reflects only the latter characteris-
tic: the lower status associated with the generation of the older citizens.
Though a correction for education does not reduce the downturn as much, it
does reduce it considerably for overall participation, while for voting it almost
disappears. And insofar as a correction for education reduces that downturn,
it suggests that what has appeared to be a slow-down in participation really
reflects the different distribution of status characteristics at different age levels.

In short, the data support the conclusion that there is indeed a genuine
slow-down in later years. But the slow-down has been exaggerated by failure
to consider the relationship of age to the educational composition of the
populace. And for voting—as the correction for education alone makes
clear—there is hardly any genuine slow-down at all.

The Problem of Start-up

We have shown that, correcting for socioeconomic status, there is evidence
for less of a slow-down in participation late in life than has been suggested.
But even after such correction, there remains evidence for an increase in
participation when one compares those in their twenties with those in their
thirties and forties. Suppose, however, we create a new measure of participa-
tion from which we have removed the effect of a characteristic associated with
the phenomenon of start-up—length of residence in the community. Citizens
who have lived for a shorter time in the community are, in general, less
politically active. This has several sources: Voting is limited by residence
requirements; new residents may not have established a stake in the commu-
nity. They may not have developed the affiliational and interpersonal re-
sources for participation, and they have other demands on their time. All this
characterizes younger citizens and could account for their lower participation
rate.* Removing these effects should, if the start-up explanations have validity,
raise the level of participation of younger citizens to levels more comparable
to those of older ones.

4 Comparing the various age groups, we find, as expected, that younger citizens are more likely to be short-
term residents in the community.

Age
Under26 26-30 31-40 41-50 51-65 66+
Proportion living less than
3 years in community 45% 36% 24% 15% 8% 10%
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In Figures 9-5(a) and 9-5(b) we compare the uncorrected participation data
with the data for a measure of participation corrected for the length of
residence of the individual in the community. In Figure 9-5(a) we do this for
overall participation and in 9-5(b) for voting. In each case we also reproduce
the uncorrected scores for the youngest three age groups. For both the overall
measure of participation and for voting, adding a correction for the start-up
characteristic of residence length raises the participation level of the younger
citizens. But there still remains an increase in overall participation in the early
years, and, for voting, a decline followed by an increase.
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Figure 9-5. Life Cycle and Participation: Corrected for Length of Residence in
Community

Thus, by correcting our measure of participation for socioeconomic status
or for residence length, we greatly change the shape of the curve of
participation across the life cycle. Just as correcting for socioeconomic status
eliminates a good deal of the downturn apparent in later life, correcting for
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the start-up characteristic of residence length reduces the difference between
the youngest age groups and the somewhat older ones. At neither end of the
age distribution is the lower level of activity completely removed, but it is
reduced considerably. :

But it ought to be made clear that our ability to “straighten the line” of
participation in later years by correcting for socioeconomic status and our
ability to do the same for the early years by correcting for start-up character-
istics have different interpretations. In the former case, we believe that
correcting for socioeconomic status—especially when we do it for a status
characteristic like education, which does not change over time—involves
eliminating a spurious relationship between age and participation. We have
shown that participation declines less than previously thought. In the latter
case, where we correct for start-up characteristics—characteristics that do
change during the life cycle as residence length grows and younger people
obtain active employment—we. have explicated why there is a slow start-up
into politics rather than demonstrating that the slow start is unreal.
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Figure 9-6. Life Cycle and Participation: Corrected for Socioeconomic Status and
Residence Length
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SUMMARY

The overall result of our data manipulations can be seen in Figure 9-6.
There we compare the original shape of the relationship between age and
participation—for overall participation and for voting—with the shape that
emerges after we correct for both socioeconomic status (education and
income) and length of residence in the community. What was originally a
pattern of steady increase throughout the life cycle followed by a sharp decline
in later years becomes a somewhat more gradual increase in participation
throughout the life cycle. For overall participation there is a decline in activity
rate for those citizens over sixty-six, but a relatively minor decline compared
with the original data. And for voting, there is no decline even among the
oldest group. (There is, however, a slight decline in voting rate between the
youngest age group and the next—for reasons that are obscure to us.)

We can look at the data another way. Before we correct for the confounding
effects of residence length and socioeconomic status, we see that the peak
decade for overall political activity comes when the citizen is in his forties.
After correcting for these, we find that the peak decade is in the fifties. For
voting, the peak activity period moves from the fifties and early sixties to the
period after sixty-six.

The data seem compatible with a gradual learning model of political
activity. The longer one is exposed to politics, the more likely one is to
participate.®

% We had expected differences between men and women in the way the life-cycle interacts with political
participation rates. But when the same type of analysis was conducted for men and women separately, no such
difference was found.
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Chapter 10

Blacks, Whites,
and Participation

One cannot consider participation in American politics without considering
the problem from the point of view of the difference between blacks and
whites. If political participation is, as we have argued, the major mechanism
by which citizens in a society express their wishes and place demands on the
government, the relationship of this mechanism to one of the major social
cleavages should be crucial indeed. It is particularly crucial because of the
importance of political participation to deprived groups. There are many ways
deprived groups can seek to overcome that deprivation. They may strive as
individuals to advance, or they may work as a group. They may seek
advancement through social and economic channels, or they may pursue
political and governmental paths to advancement. Insofar as they take the
political or governmental path, they are more likely to be effective if they act
45 a group rather than as individuals—that is, an individual may move ahead
in the economy under the proper circumstances, but numbers and organiza-
tion are more important for advancement through political mechanisms. The
Use of the political path, the attempt to achieve advancement through

149

Google



150 THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION

pressures on government for beneficial decisions that then facilitate economic
and social advance, represents a major way the racial differences in the society
may be overcome. How black Americans use that path is the subject of this
chapter.

The consideration of racial differences in participation is also important
from the point of view of our general model of political participation. In the
first place, it allows us to look more closely at the role of participation as an
instrument used by individuals and groups to obtain governmental benefits.
Such benefits are, of course, most needed by groups living under conditions of
severe deprivation. Second, it will allow us to test some of the differences that
we have suggested exist among the various modes of participation. Certain
modes of participation may be more useful or more easily available to severely
deprived groups than others. And last, it allows us to consider again the
workings of the standard socioeconomic model as well as the forces that lead
to deviation from it.

Consider the question of the instrumental use of political participation by
deprived groups. The issue has to do with the relationship between political
participation and social and economic equality. Through political participa-
tion, deprived groups can obtain beneficial governmental output—welfare
legislation, antidiscrimination legislation, specific allocations—that may, over
time, make them equal in social and economic ways. For this to happen
though, the political system has to be more open to such groups than the
economic and the social systems. The deprived group uses its access to politics
as a way of opening social and economic channels of advancement. However,
there is one thing wrong with this approach to overcoming deprivation: those
social and economic deprivations—lower levels of education, lower status
occupations, inadequate income—that political participation is supposed to be
used to overcome impede political participation. As Chapter 8 made clear,
political participation is predominantly the activity of the wealthier, better
educated citizens with higher-status occupations. Those who need the benefi-
cial outcomes of participation the least—who are already advantaged in social
and economic terms—participate the most.

f a deprived group is to use political participation to its advantage, it must
participate in politics more than one would ordinarily expect, given its level of
education, income, or occupation. It must somehow bypass the processes that
lead those with higher social status to participate more and those with lower
status to participate less—the processes summarized in our standard socioeco-
nomic model. There are a variety of ways of bypassing this process, but the
one we are most interested in, in relation to American blacks, is the
development of self-conscious awareness of one’s group membership. The
growth of this self-awareness among black Americans was one of the leading
changes in American politics in the 1950s and 1960s.! Its significance is that

! See Joel D. Aberbach and Jack L. Walker, “The Meanings of Black Power: A Comparison of White and
Black Interpretations of a Political Slogan,” American Political Science Review, vol. 64 (June 1970), pp. 367-389.
“Black power,” they point out, is most likely to mean *racial unity” or a “fair share for Blacks,” not *Black rule
over Whites” as whites most frequently believe. For other data on a rising sense of self-awareness among
American blacks, see William J. Brink and Louis Harris, Black and White: A Study of U.S. Racial Attitudes
Today (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1967); and Gary Marx, Protest and Prejudice: A Study of Belief in the
Black Community (Ncwc;lré:) Ha§e[ é Row, 1967).
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such group consciousness may substitute for the higher social status that
impels citizens into political participation. It may represent an alternative
mechanism for mobilizing citizens to political activity.

If the group-consciousness mechanism of mobilization to political activity
is operating, one would expect that members of such a group would partici-
pate more than one would predict on the basis of their social and economic
characteristics; that such participation would be most pronounced among
those who were most aware of their deprived status; and that, within the
deprived group, such general status characteristics as education would have
less of an impact on participation than they have among the more advantaged
white group.2

To begin with, though, we can state our problem in more concrete terms by
looking simply at the differences between blacks and whites in terms of their
proportional representation among the various types of participators in the
typology. This is reported in Table 10-1. (These data also appeared in Chapter
6.) The most severe difference is in the inactivist category, where blacks have
an overrepresentation score of +21. Black overrepresentation in the inactivist
category contrasts with their underrepresentation among the parochial parti-
cipators and the communalists. They are more or less proportionally repre-
sented in the categories associated with elections—among the voters and the
campaign activists. One of the interesting facets of the pattern of participation
among blacks is that although they are severely overrepresented among the
inactives, they are not severely underrepresented among the complete activists.
There is an asymmetry in their level of activity. Many more blacks fall in the
inactive category than one would expect from their percentage in the
population as a whole, but among the complete activists they are represented
fairly proportionately. Blacks, Table 10-1 suggests, participate less than whites,
but not substantially less. And they participate roughly equally with whites in
the electoral process. Last, when they participate they can be quite active.
These points are substantially correct but will require some important modifica-
tion as we look more closely at black-white differences in participation. To that
task we now turn.

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, RACE, AND PARTICIPATION

Can black Americans use participatory mechanisms as a means of over-
coming their deprived status in social and economic terms? To answer the
question one has to look at the relationship among three characteristics: race,
socioeconomic status, and rates of political participation. The relationship is a
complicated one, not only statistically but substantively. The problem is
complex because of the number of ways these three characteristics relate to
our problem. Socioeconomic status is, in some sense, the key characteristic. It
is, of course, closely related to race. Blacks in American society are likely to

2 For an elaboration of this model as well as several other models of the process of mobilization to political
participation, see Sidney Verba, Bashiruddhin Ahmed, and Anil Bhatt, Caste. Race, and Politics: A Comparative
Study of India and the United States (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1971). This work compares the
political activity of American blacks with that of Harijans (untouchables) in India. Data confirming this model
appear in that publication as well as in Marvin E. Olsen, “Social and Political Participation of Blacks,”
American Sociological Revfe_w,@.@ (,\g.lsel 970), pp. 682-697.
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Table 10-1
Political Actor Typology by Race
Over- or underrepresentation of
blacks in the participation types
Inactive - +.21
Voting specialist +.05
Parochial participant -.19
Communalist -.24
Partisan +.03
Complete activist —.06

(For the measure of over- and underrepresentation, see
p. 96, footnote 1.)

be in lower-status jobs than whites, to have less education, and to have lower
incomes. These characteristics, in turn, inhibit the rate of political activity of
citizens. On the other hand, it is the redress of the deprivation in social and
economic terms that is likely to be the goal of black participation. We can
handle the problem best by looking at it in several different ways: first by
comparing the relationship of race to socioeconomic stratification with the
relationship of race to political stratification, and second by looking at the
relationship among all three sets of characteristics.

If a deprived group such as the American blacks is to use the political
system to redress deprivation in the socioeconomic system, the former system
must be more ‘“‘open” than the latter. They must achieve political equality on
the road to socioeconomic equality. There are a number of reasons why one
would expect that opportunities for political participation would be more open
than opportunities for jobs, income, or education. Equalitarian values are
probably more generally held in relation to politics than in relation to other
areas, and such values are more easily enforced in the political than in the
social and economic arenas. Furthermore, the advantages the deprived groups
have in terms of numbers and potential organization are particularly relevant
in politics.

But is access to political participation in fact more equal than access to
social or economic benefits? Such a question allows no precise answer. One of
the reasons is that one is comparing different hierarchies measured by different
variables. How many dollars of income is a vote worth? Votes or other acts of
participation are opportunities to acquire other benefits, but how much they
bring is uncertain. Nevertheless, because our concern is for the relative
position of the deprived and the dominant groups, we can offer an answer to
the question asked in a relative way. We cannot ask whether blacks are better
off in the political arena than in the economic—that would require comparing
votes with dollars. But we can ask whether the difference between blacks and
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whites is greater in one arena than in another. Specifically, we can ask whether
the degree of association between racial status and economic status is greater
than that between racial status and political participation.

To compare the socioeconomic and the political spheres, we can use the
standardized scales of socioeconomic status and of political participation that
we have used in various analyses so far. Though there are complex measure-
ment difficulties, each scale gives a fairly good indication of whether one
individual receives more of the social and economic benefits of the society
than another, and whether one individual participates more in the political life
of his society than another. Our hypothesis is that there is greater association
between race and socioeconomic status than between race and political
participation. In Figure 10-1(a) and 10-1(b) we divide the population into six
equal parts based on position within the socioeconomic hierarchy or the
political-participation hierarchy. The division is arbitrary—we do not argue
that society has six socioeconomic or political classes—but it is most useful in
comparing the ranking of groups. If a group is over- or underrepresented in
the upper sixth of either scale we know something about its hierarchial
position. More important, the division into equal groups opens the possibility
of comparing between the two hierarchial scales.

Having divided the entire population into six equal size levels on a
socioeconomic scale [Figure 10-1(a)] and into six equal levels on a political
participation scale [Figure 10-1(b)], we divide each of these levels in turn into
the proportions of blacks and whites who fall in each level. These divisions
allow us to estimate the degree to which either of the hierarchies is skewed in
such a way so that blacks are overrepresented at the low levels. More
important, they allow us to compare the degree of inequality across the two
hierarchies. Blacks form about 11 percent of our sample. If they are equally
represented at all levels of the socioeconomic hierarchy, one would expect
them to form about 11 percent of each level of that hierarchy. But they are 36
percent of the lowest socioeconomic level of the American society, and as we
go up the socioeconomic scale the representation of the blacks decreases. Thus
only 2 percent of the highest level—that is, the top sixth of the population in
terms of receipt of the benefits of society—is black, rather than the 11 percent
we would find if there were equality.

If we consider Figure 10-1(b), which presents the distribution of blacks and
whites on the various levels of the participation scale, we also see a clear
pattern of deprivation. Blacks are more likely to fall in the lowest participation
categories than one would expect, given their proportion in the society. If they
were equally represented in participation, they would represent 11 percent of
each level of the scale. In fact, they are 16 percent of the two bottom cate-
gories. However, on the upper levels they are fairly equally represented.

The comparison across the two hierarchies is what is important. The
distribution in relation to participation is quite a bit less skewed in favor of
whites than is the distribution in relation to socioeconomic benefits. If one
compares Figures 10-1(a) and 10-1(b), one sees that blacks are much more
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underrepresented in the top sixth of the socioeconomic scale than in the top

sixth of the participation scale. Equal representation would have 11 percent of
them in the top category on each scale; in fact, they form 11 percent of the

Black-white compuosition of the six SES levels (in percent)
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(a) Family socioeconomic status (SES) scale: Proportion of blacks
and whites at each level (r between SES and race = .29)
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(b) Participation scale: Proportion of blacks and whites at each
level (r between participation and race = .05)

Figure 10-1. Representation of Blacks and Whites on Socioeconomic and Political
Participation Hierarchies

Google



BLACKS, WHITES, AND PARTICIPATION 155

top category on the participation scale, and only 2 percent of that category on
the socioeconomic scale. Switching to the bottom of the scale, we find that the
lowest sixth of participation contains 16 percent blacks, whereas the lowest
sixth on socioeconomic benefits contains 36 percent blacks (compared with the
11 percent one would come to expect in each case). The greater disparity be-
tween the races on the socioeconomic scale is also demonstrated by comparing
the measures of association for Figures 10-1(a) and 10-1(b). We see that the
correlation between race and the socioeconomic scale is .29, whereas the
correlation between race and the participation scale is .05.

One further point should be noted in comparing the two distributions: On
the socioeconomic scale, blacks are as underrepresented at the top as they are
overrepresented at the bottom. The participation scale presents a less symmet-
rical pattern. Blacks are more likely to be overrepresented in the most inactive
group than they are to be underrepresented in the most active group. On the
highest level of activity, blacks produce as many activists as one would expect,
given their proportion of the population. This suggests that when blacks break
through the barrier that separates the totally inactive from those who engage
in at least some activity, they are likely to move to quite high levels of such
activity.?

On the basis of these data, can one say that the political system is more
open for blacks than is the socioeconomic system? OQur answer is yes, but one
must be cautious in interpreting this. It is legitimate to compare the scales of
participation and of socioeconomic benefits. Insofar as we think of the
comparison as one between similar positions on different hierarchies, we are
not comparing incomparables. When one considers that proportion of the
population that receives the most of the social and economic benefits of the
society, one finds disproportionately few blacks. When one considers a similar
size group that participates most frequently in political life, one finds a number
of blacks proportionate to their numbers in society.

On the other hand, the comparison across the socioeconomic and the
political status systems is difficult. The socioeconomic variables along which
we array blacks and whites represent “payoffs”: income, possessions, educa-
tion, a high-status job. Participation is also a payoff in and of itself, insofar as
it is valued as a token of social worth and full membership in the society. But
insofar as it represents access to channels of influence that may eventuate in
other payoffs, other things must be taken into account. If an individual has an
economic benefit, he has it no matter what others do. But if participation is to
lead to such benefits, what others do is important. The responsiveness of the
government is crucial and the level of participation of one’s fellow citizens is
important too.

When we consider the types of political activity we shall see that the relative
equality in raw amount of political activity does not necessarily imply equality
in the benefits received from such activity. Nevertheless, the data do clearly

¥ Matthews and Prothro report a similar finding. See Donald R. Matthews and James W. Prothro, Negroes
and the New Southern Politics (New York: Harcourt, 1966).
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suggest that opportunities for political participation are more equally distrib-
uted between the races than are social or economic benefits.4

Thus far we have considered the relationships between race and economic
stratification on the one hand and race and political stratification on the other.
But if we are to understand the relation among all three characteristics—race,
socioeconomic position, and participation—we must consider all three simul-
taneously. Blacks, as Table 10-1 told us, participate less than whites, though
the difference is not striking. And as Chapter 8 indicated, citizens of lower
socioeconomic status also participate less frequently. The question one can ask
is simply: Is it their being black or is it the lower income and education of the
black citizens that inhibits their participation? We shall deal with the question
in terms of an overall summary measure of participation. The answer we
obtain would differ somewhat if we looked at the several modes of participa-
tion separately, which we shall do shortly. But for present purposes, the overall
measure of participation suffices.

The answer to our question is quite simple. If we compare the general
participation scores of the blacks and whites in our sample, we find that whites
are more active on the average. Their average participation score is + 1 on our
standard scale; the average black score is —12. However, consider the data in
Table 10-2, which presents the average score on general participation by blacks
and whites in the six levels of socioeconomic status. Here we see a very
different picture: at five out of the six socioeconomic levels blacks participate

more than whites.
We can obtain a summary of the effects of socioeconomic status on black-
white participation differences by using our corrected measure of participa-

Table 10-2

Mean Participation Score of Blacks and Whites
Within Levels of Socioeconomic Status

Mean participation score

Blacks Whites

Entire Group -12 +1
Socioeconomic Status

1. lowest -32 —41

2. -6 —-28

3. +22 —4

4, +1 +2

5. +38 +26

6. highest +98 (8 cases) +56

¢ There is evidence, furthermore, that the same difference exists in relation to the availability of channels of
upward occupational mobility. Upward mobility for blacks through higher status occupations is more open
through the governmental sector of the economy than through the private. See Verba, Ahmed, and Bhatt, Caste,
Race, and Politics, Chapter 8.
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tion—a measure that takes out simultaneously from the participation rate the
effects of education, income, and occupational level. If we use this corrected
measure, we again find that blacks score higher in rate of participation than
whites—the corrected mean rate for whites being —1, that for blacks being
+ 10. In other words, rather than the average black being an underparticipa-
tor, we find that he participates in politics somewhat more than we would
expect given his level of education, income, and occupation, and more tha
the white of similar status. In short, the evidence seems clear that it is not
being black per se but the socioeconomic conditions that usually accompany
being black that lead to lower participation.’

A word of caution must be introduced immediately. These data ought not
to be interpreted to mean that race is an unimportant variable in understand-
ing participation. Quite the contrary. It is just the coexistence of lower social
status and race that creates some of the most severe social tensions in
American society. That we can “control away” the effects of race means that
we have used our statistical techniques to help understand how race relates to
participation, but we do not thereby eliminate race as a significant social
distinction. Furthermore, we have not in fact eliminated the effects of race by
taking into account social class. As we shall discuss later, the situation is more
complicated if one considers various modes of participation. Last, as our data
show, blacks and whites are not equal in participation when one removes the
effects of social class. When one removes these effects, blacks are more active.
Race plays a role, but it is one of increasing the rate of participation of blacks
over what one would expect given their socioeconomic level. If we return to
our base-line socioeconomic model of political participation, we see that race
does lead to deviation from that model in the direction of somewhat
diminishing the disparity in participation between upper- and lower-status
groups. Let us consider why this is the case.

The Role of Group Consciousness

We mentioned that groups might overcome the inhibition to participation
that accompanies their deprived status by developing a sense of group
consciousness. If such a mechanism were operating for a group we would
expect to find that an average member of the group would participate more
than one would expect given his socioeconomic conditions. This, we have
shown, is the case for blacks.

But of course, the key variable in the group consciousness model is group
consciousness itself. If blacks participate more than one would expect of a
group with a similar socioeconomic status (SES), the explanation may lie in the
fact that they have, over time,developed an awar s of thei a
deprived group, and this self-consciousness has led them to be more politically
active than membersof the society who have similar socioeconomic levels but
do not share the group identity.

3 See Thompson, The Democratic Citizen, pp. 158-159, for a summary of data consistent with this point.
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In order to measure the level of group-consciousness we considered the
number of times that black respondents referred to race in answer to a series
of open-ended questions about the groups that were in conflict within their
community, and on the problems they faced in personal life, in the commu-
nity, and in the nation. Sixty-four percent of our black respondents mention
race spontaneously in response to one of these questions and 24 percent
mention race more than once. In Figure 10-2 we compare the rates of
participation of blacks at varying levels of group consciousness with the
average participation rate of whites. The participation measure is our usual one
of overall participation. The upper dotted horizontal line represents the mean
activity level of the white population (a bit above zero); the lower, the mean
rate for blacks. The slope represents the level of participation of the blacks at
various levels of group-consciousness as indicated by frequency of mention of
race.

20
+5 +7
P S Mean white level of participation
g (+1)
&
A ___ Meanblackleyel of participation __
T (-12)
3 Black participation rate
at different levels of
group consciousness
—43
-50
No mention of race Race mentioned Race mentioned
(N=153) (N=170) more than once
(N=102)

Level of group consciousness

Figure 10-2. Level of Political Activity of Blacks and Three Levels of Group
Consciousness

The data in Figure 10-2 are quite clear and striking. Blacks who do not
mention race in response to our questions participate substantially less than
the average white. But those who mention race—once or more—participate a

_bit above the average white. Consciousness of race as a problem or a basis of
conflict appears to bring those blacks who are conscious up to a level of
participation equivalent to that of whites. Or, to put it another way, this
awareness overcomes the socioeconomic disadvantages of blacks and makes
them as active as whites. Furthermore, it seems that any level of awareness of
blackness creates the higher level of participation—whether race is mentioned
once or more than once makes little difference. It may, of course, make a
difference in terms of attitudes or in terms of more extreme political activities
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than we have measured in our study. But in terms of ordinary political
activity, there appears to be a kind of threshold between those who are aware
of the political significance of race and those who are not. The blacks in our
sample, thus, manifest the characteristics we suggest we would find among a
group brought to political participation by a sense of group-consciousness.
They participate less than whites but more than one would expect given their
social and economic conditions. And among those blacks who manifest some
consciousness of group identification, the rate of participation is as high as
that of whites and higher than one would expect given their other social
characteristics.®

The relationship between socioeconomic status as an inhibitor of black
participation, and group consciousness as a means of overcoming that
inhibition is seen quite clearly in Figure 10-3. The various bars represent the
participation rate both of whites and blacks and the participation rates of
blacks controlling for group consciousness, for social status, and for both
simultaneously. Consider the data in Figure 10-3. In the first place, blacks
participate on the average less than whites (bars 4 and B.) The cross-hatched
horizontal bar is a measure of the gap between the two races in average
participation. The gap, we have indicated, largely derives from the difference
in education, income, and occupation level between the two groups.

Second, the average black participation rate illustrated in bar B is made up
of both those blacks who manifest group consciousness and those who do not.
If one considers separately those who do not manifest group consciousness
(bar C), one finds that blacks participate substantially less than whites. But if
one considers those blacks who are conscious of group identity in relation to
politics (bar D), one finds that they participate somewhat more frequently than
whites. Despite the somewhat lower socioeconomic status of this group, their
group consciousness bridges the gap between the average black rate and the
average white rate.

Third, the situation is clearer if we consider the participation rates of blacks
corrected for their lower social status. In bar E we see the corrected level for
all blacks. This corrected level moves above that of the average white. And
if we correct the participation rate of those blacks who are conscious of group
identity (bar F), we find a participation rate far exceeding that of the average
white.

In short, there are two ways black participation rates can be brought up to

¢ The causal direction, of course, cannot be ascertained from data such as these. Participation may lead to
group consciousness. Indeed, it is likely that group consciousness and participation mutually reinforce each
other among blacks—those who have the orientation participate more and in so doing strengthen the
orientation. But what is important is that group consciousness and participation rise together. As we shall see
in Chapter 14, longitudinal data support the group mobilization interpretation.

Another interesting question about group consciousness is whether it rises along with more general political
orientations such as psychological involvement in politics. The evidence is that the two are related, but not
identical. Each makes a separate contribution to the participation rate of blacks. For an analysis that separates
group consciousness from other attitudes see Verba, Ahmed, and Bhatt, Caste, Race, and Politics, Chapter 9.

Last, we were concerned with age differences in the development and effects of group consciousness—our
assumption being that the pattern we describe would be most manifest among younger blacks. In fact, we find

little systematic age difference.

Google



160 THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION

the level of white rates: If blacks were not disadvantaged in social-status terms
they would not be disadvantaged in terms of participation (bar E). Given the
fact of disadvantage, however, we find that they overcome this through group
consciousness (bar D). If blacks were to close the socioeconomic gap that
separates them from whites and still maintain a sense of group consciousness,
they would far exceed whites in' participation. The situation is of course
hypothetical. If the socioeconomic gap were closed perhaps much of the basis
for group consciousness would be gone. The most significant fact is that the

ap in participation can be so completely closed by the awareness of group
identity. Those who argue for the potency of symbols such as Black Power and
the need to create cohesion among blacks as a step toward full participation
in society would find support for their position in these data.’

Race and Modes of Participation

We have consistently argued that one must consider the alternative modes
of political participation because they relate the individual to his government
in significantly different ways. When we analyzed political participation in
Chapter 4 we began with a distinction among four modes: voting, campaign
activity, cooperative activity, and citizen-initiated contacts. In that chapter we
revised the four modes somewhat because there was evidence that the two
types of contacting—on particularistic issues and on social issues—were quite
different from each other, and that social contacting was closely related to
cooperative activity. The latter combination of cooperative activity and social
contacting became our communal activity factor. In general we have used the
second set of four modes of activity because of the importance of the scope-
of-outcome dimension so clearly distinguished when we separate the two types
of contacting. This distinction based on scope of outcome is important for
blacks as well. But there is a more important dimension when one compares
blacks and whites that leads us to analyze their participation rates in terms of
our first set of modes. The distinction that our first set of four modes makes
clear but the second obscures has to do with the barriers to contacting gov-
ernment officials that blacks face.

Blacks are separated from white society by a variety of social norms that
make communication across the racial barrier difficult. And they are sepa-
rated, in addition, by the sense of group consciousness to which we have
alluded. The barriers separating blacks from the white population suggest that
cooperative activity, fostered by a sense of group membership, should be
particularly characteristic of black political behavior. Such activity, through
informal groups or formal organizations, can be carried on without any need
to cross the racial barrier; or at least no need to cross the barrier until the
group is internally cohesive. On the other hand, citizen-initiated contacts may,

7 See Aberbach and Walker, “The Meanings of Black Power.”
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for the same reason, be particularly lacking among blacks because such
contact usually requires the crossing of the ascriptive boundary between black
and white. From this point of view, the two types of contacting—on a
particularistic or a social matter—are similar, and social contact is quite
different from cooperative activity. Thus we have fairly clear expectations
about racial differences in participation vis-a-vis the first set of modes, but less
clear ones vis-d-vis the second.

When it comes to voting and campaign activity, our expectations are
somewhat mixed. Legal restrictions have traditionally impeded black voting in
the South and are not fully overcome as yet. On the other hand, blacks are a
potent voting body, and their participation in elections may represent a major
way to advancement, particularly if the local political setting gives their votes
decisive or close to decisive weight. Last, depending on the racial composition
of the local voting district, campaign activity may or may not require a
crossing of the racial boundary. Black participation in voting and campaign
activity i1s, therefore, likely to lie between the higher participation rates we
expect in connection with cooperative activity and the lower ones we expect
in connection with contacts—and to depend alot on contingencies of location.
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Figure 10-3. Effect of Group Consciousness and Social Status on Black/White
Differences in Participation

We can test our expectations with the data in Table 10-3, where we
compare blacks and whites in terms of their average scores on our standard-
ized participation scales. The scales are for the four modes of activity we are
considering: voting, campaign activity, cooperative activity, and citizen-
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Table 10-3

Mean Participation Scores (Uncorrected and Corrected)
for Blacks and Whites on the Several Modes of Participation

Mean level of activity, Mean level of activity,
uncorrected scores corrected for social class
Blacks Whites Difference Blacks Whites Difference

Voting -8 +4 —-12¢4 -7 +2 -9
Campaign

activity —6 +1 -7 +12 -3 +15
Cooperative

activity -6 0 +6 +29 -1 +30
Citizen-

initiated

contact -31 +8 -39 -13 +2 +15

9Figure is black activity rate minus white activity rate. If the number is negative, blacks
have a lower score than whites; if positive, blacks have a higher score,

initiated contacts. (The scales are built like those described in Appendices B-2
and B-3.) And we report the comparable scores for blacks and whites for the
uncorrected and corrected scales, i.e., both without a correction for the
difference in social class between the two groups and with such a correction.

If we consider the left side of Table 10-3, we can see the difference between
the races in the mean level of participation. The white scores are always close
to 0 because the measure is standardized with a zero mean and because whites
are the bulk of our sample. The important figures are the differences between
the races. The data indicate that blacks are less active in voting, slightly less
active in campaign activity, and slightly more active in cooperative activity.
They are most different from whites in contacting, which they do less
frequently. If we consider the corrected participation figures on the right side
of Table 10-3, from which we remove the effects of the difference between the
two races in education, income, and occupation level, we find that blacks still
vote slightly less frequently than one would expect given their social class. But
they engage in campaign and cooperative activity more than one would
expect, the “over-participation” being greatest in connection with cooperative
activity. And, even controlling for social class, they are less likely to contact a
government official than are whites. The disparity between black and white
contacting behavior that remains after one has removed the effects of
education, income, and occupational level clearly suggests that there is indeed
some racial barrier to such activity, as there is to a lesser extent with voting.
Being black does not inhibit per se the overall activity rate of blacks—rather.
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their social-class characteristics do—but it does clearly inhibit contacting
government officials.?

This interpretation receives further support if we return to our considera-
tion of our measure of group consciousness. The blacks who manifested group
consciousness were as likely to participate as whites, and more likely to
participate than one would expect given their social characteristics (Figure
10-3). But if we are dealing with an ascriptive barrier that separates the black
contactor from the usually white target of the contact, such group conscious-
ness ought to be less useful in overcoming the inhibition to that kind of
participation. That this is indeed the case is seen clearly in Figure 10-4, where
we compare the activity rates of blacks at the several levels of group
consciousness with the rate for the average white American. The measures of
participation are the same as on Table 10-3. The average participation score
for whites is represented by the horizontal line and is close to zero in each
case. For cooperative activity, campaign activity, and voting, those blacks who
do not manifest group consciousness—i.e., who do not mention race on the
series of open-ended questions we considered—are less likely to be active than
are whites. But their level of campaign and cooperative activity moves above
that of whites if they are self-conscious of their group position, and voting
moves to the white level. For cooperative activity and for campaign activity,
the graph shows the same threshold pattern found for overall activity rates:
One mention of race in response to an open-ended question is sufficient to
bring the participation of blacks above that of whites; additional mentions do
not raise the level further. For voting, it is only those who mention race more
than once who participate on a par with whites, though those who mention
race once vote more frequently than do those who do not mention race. The
striking thing is the contrast with citizen-initiated contacts. Group-conscious-
ness seems unrelated to the likelihood that an individual will contact the

* These considerations about the possible racial differences in type of political activity seem to contradict
the data presented in Table 10-1. The reader will remember that we compared blacks and whites in terms of the
proportions who fell in the various categories of our typology of political participators. And we found that,
though there was a tendency for blacks to be somewhat less active, there did not seem to be much systematic
difference in the type of activity in which blacks and whites took part. But our typology of participation—based
on the revised four factors—blurs the distinction between contacting and cooperative activity.

The comparable scores for the communal participation scale and the particularized contact scale—which
we usually use—are as follows:

Uncorrected Scores Corrected Scores
Blacks Whites Difference Blacks Whites Difference
Communal activity -10 1 ~11 6 -3 9
Particularized contacting -16 2 -18 -12 0 -12

These data illustrate why using the first four factor scores was more useful. Blacks are somewhat less active in
communal activity than whites on the uncorrected scores, and somewhat more active on the corrected scores.
But the situation is not as clear as in Table 10-4 because the communal activity scale combines cooperative
activity, where the blacks are well ahead of the whites, and contacting, where they are behind. And if we look
at the particularized contacting scores, we see that the blacks participate less, as we expect—though the
difference is not as great as when we combine particularized contacting with other social contacts.
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Figure 10-4. Black Level of Activity for Several Activities by Level of Group
Consciousness

government. No matter how frequently race is mentioned in response to our
questions, blacks are less likely to contact than are whites.?

Blacks and Contacting

The disparity between the races in frequency of contacting is perhaps the
sharpest racial distinction we have found in our data, and it deserves closer
scrutiny to clarify the role of participation as an instrumental act used by
blacks to overcome their deprived socioeconomic status. The nature of the
boundaries preventing blacks from being able to contact governmental
officials is suggested in Tables 10-4, 10-5, and 10-6.

Table 10-4 reports answers to a question on whether the respondent
thought that a go-between would be needed if he wanted to approach a

* If one were to reproduce the data in Figure 10-4 for the corrected participation rate from which the effects
of social class have been removed, the pattern would be, if anything, more striking. When one removes the
inhibiting effects of lower education, income, and occupation, the self-conscious black is found to participate
substantially more than the average white in all ways but contacting. Even when one creates a group having the
“advantage™ of group consciousness and with the disadvantage of lower social class removed statistically, one
finds that this group participates less frequently than whites in contacting.

In this connection it is also interesting to see the male/female differences in the four acts. When we use
“corrected” participation figures, we find, as pointed out in the text, that blacks participate more than whites in
campaign and cooperative activity. This difference between the races is greater among women than men, i..
black women “overparticipate™ in campaign and cooperative activity more than black men. But the situation is
reversed in connection with contacts. Blacks in general participate less than whites, even when we correct for
social class. And it is the black women who this time “underparticipate™ much more than the men. This
difference is consistent with our argument for the existence of an ascriptive barrier between the races: Black
women may have to cross two ascriptive barriers at once—that between the races and that between the sexes.
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government official. Blacks are more than twice as likely as whites to think
that a go-between would be needed; half of the former and about a fifth of the
latter think this. Table 10-5 adds one more bit of information to our
understanding of blacks as contactors (or, rather, as noncontactors). Respond-
ents were asked whether they believed they could find a go-between if they
needed one. Blacks are less likely to report that they believe they could find
such a go-between than are whites.

Table 10-4

Perceived Ability to Contact Governmental and
Political Figures Directly by Race (in percent)

Total White Black

Connections are necessary to

contact the official 25 21 52
Depends 3 3 3
Can contact officials

directly _72 __7_§ _4§

Total 100 100 100
Table 10-5

Ease of Availability of Connections for Contacting Elite
for Those Who Need Connections to Approach Elite
(in percent)

Total White Black

Cannot find connections 5 5 7

May find connections 37 35 43

Can easily find connections 58 61 50
Total 100 100 100
Number of cases (724) (539) (185)

The situation is summed up in Table 10-6, where we report the proportion
of blacks and whites who (1) have actually contacted the government; (2) have
not contacted the government but report that they could contact directly if
they wanted to; (3) have not contacted, think one needs a go-between, and
believe they could find one; and (4) have not contacted, believe one needs a go-

" between but believe also that they would have trouble finding one. The differ-
ence between blacks and whites is quite striking. A third of the blacks are in the
last category in contrast with 13 percent of the whites. At the other end of the
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table, we find that a full 79 percent of the whites have either contacted or be-
lieve they could, if they wanted to, contact officials directly. But only 48 per-
cent of the blacks are in these categories. '°

Table 10-6
Black/White Differences in Elite Contact (in percent)

Total White Black

Have contacted elite 30 33 14
Have not contacted but:
Feel that they can contact elite directly 43 46 34
Feel that contact with elite is possible
through connections 10 8 19
Feel they need connections but could
not find them 17 13 33
Total 100 100 100

The data add up to a picture of frustration for blacks. The situation is

exacerbated by the greater “pressure” for such contacts among blacks—a
pressure that derives from the nature of their problems and with their

perception of the role of government as the agency able to solve their
problems. Blacks have more serious personal and family problems than
whites, an assumption consistent with their lower objective social status and
with data we have as to their subjectively perceived personal and family

1° In Table 10-6 we compare blacks and whites in terms of their likelihood of contacting and, if they do not
contact, in terms of their perception of the need for and availability of a go-between. One can look at the matter
slightly differently by asking how the perception of the channels affects the likelihood that one will in fact
contact. This is presented in the following table. The entries in the cells are the proportions who have actually
contacted among blacks and whites.

Percentage who have contacted among: Blacks Whites

Those who think one can contact directly 16% 39%
(162) (1850)

Those who think one needs a go-between and could find one 16% 28%
92) (313)

Those who think one needs a go-between and could not easily 15% 16%
find one 92) (208)

The whole group 16% 35%
(346) (2371)

The results are interesting, though not completely clear. Very few whites, as we have pointed out, believe
that a go-between is needed and that they would have difficulty finding one. But the group of whites who do
believe this, contact at the same rate (16 percent) as do blacks, and much less frequently than do the whites who
think one can contact directly (39 percent). This is consistent with our argument that the perception of the need
for a go-between and its unavailability impedes black contacting. But among blacks, the perception of the
restrictiveness of the channels has no effect on the likelihood of contacting. This is less consistent with our
argument. One would have expected the blacks who felt they could contact directly would be more likely to
contact. Perhaps one has here an effect of the restrictiveness of channels that affects the group as a whole no
matter how any individual perceives his own position vis-d-vis the need for and availability of a go-between.
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problems. For instance, when asked to name the major personal or family
problems they face, 19 percent of the blacks mention problems that could be
considered subsistence problems—adequate food and clothing—in compari-
son with 6 percent of the whites. These data are consistent with black and
white differences in responses to a question we asked of those who did not
contact any official. Fifty-two percent of the whites who had never contacted
an official said it was because they had no problem for which such contacts
were relevant; only 26 percent of the black noncontactors gave this reason.
The most frequent reasons given by blacks were that it would do no good (22
percent), that they would not know whom to contact (9 percent), and that
(ambiguously) they had never thought of it (31 percent).

More important for our purposes is the perception of the institution that is
relevant for the solution of such problems. As a follow-up to our question on
the most salient problem they faced, we asked our respondents an open
question on what group or institution they considered most able to solve that
problem—or whether they had to solve the problem themselves. There is a
sharp difference here between blacks and whites in the frequency with which
they mention the government. Of those who mention some problem, thirty-
nine percent of the black respondents mention the government as the problem
solver in contrast with twenty-three percent of the whites. Blacks are clearly
more likely to believe they need the aid of the government to deal with those
problems they consider most pressing.

The contrasting situation for blacks and whites is summarized in Figure
10-5. Eighty-nine percent of whites report having a pressing personal or family
problem. Of that group, 23 percent think that the government can help solve
it. These citizens we call “governmentalized”—i.e., they see the government as
the relevant institution for solving their most pressing problems. Of this group,
40 percent have contacted the government on such a problem, compared with
60 percent who have not.

A similar percentage (92 percent) of blacks report a pressing personal or
family problem. A higher proportion of this group than among whites
considers the government the relevant problem solver—39 percent. But of the
group that considers the government relevant, only 23 percent have contacted
the government; 77 percent have not. Thus more than three out of four of the
blacks who see the government as relevant to their personal problems have not
contacted it. The figures in parentheses above the boxes on Figure 10-5 refer
to the proportion that the particular group is of all blacks or of all whites. Thus
we find that 29 percent of all blacks see the government as relevant but have
not acted to contact it, in contrast with 12 percent of the whites.

One further comparison is interesting. Twenty-four percent of the whites
contact the government about some problem, though they do not mention the
government as the relevant problem solver for their most pressing personal
and family problems. The parallel group among blacks, who contact but do
not see the government as the agency relevant for their most pressing problems
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Figure 10-5. Flow of Problems from Citizen to Government: Black/White
Differences

is 6 percent of the black population. This suggests that whites often contact
the government even when they do not consider it the relevant institution for
solving their most pressing problems, obviously enjoying the “luxury” of
contacting about less pressing problems. Black contact, when it takes place, is
more likely to be on pressing problems. But it is much less likely to take place.
In short, when it comes to the precise problems for which contacts are
relevant, one finds that for blacks the objective problems exist, they are
perceived as problems, and the government is perceived as relevant to the
problems. The gap is in the conversion of these perceptions into activity.
One can take the discussion one step further. We have thus far been talking
of the conditions under which individuals might contact the government and
have found a greater likelihood that whites would contact despite the greater
level of need among blacks. But the imbalance might go further, for we have
not yet considered the result of the contact. Not only might blacks contact less
often, but the results of their contacts might differ as well. We have been
interested in the type of problem that respondents bring to governmental
offices, in particular in the extent to which individuals raise with governmental
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officials problems that referred to themselves or their family or problems
referring to the larger community or society. This distinction separates our two
types of contacting. We dropped this distinction in order to consider the racial
differences in contacting more closely but it will be useful now to return to it.

The relevant data are provided in Table 10-7. Thirty-four percent of the
white contactors report raising a problem whose referent is limited to
themselves and their family in comparison with 48 percent of the black
contactors. There are a number of possible sources for this difference. It may
simply reflect the greater level of need of the blacks that requires that those
who manage to contact an official focus on the most immediate problems with
which they are faced. Or the difference may merely reflect a greater ability to
articulate problems at a general level among better-educated whites, those
with low education being less likely to phrase personal problems as if they were
problems of general political relevance.

But our concern here is not with the source of this difference but with some
possible consequences. If this difference in the type of problem individuals
report bringing to officials is a valid one, it means that officials receive
different kinds of messages from the different groups. From blacks they
receive messages about problems, the solution of which aids the deprived
individual (assuming a favorable response on the part of the official) but has
litle general impact. From whites, the message is about more general
problems, the solution of which (again assuming a favorable response) has a
general impact. The black who asks for a particularized benefit does not
further the cause of his group. The situation is shown more clearly if we
compare the figure in parentheses in Table 10-7. These simply report the

Table 10-7

Contacting on a Particularized Problem or a Social Problem:
Black vs. White Contactors

Total White Black

Percentage who contact on 354 34 48
a personal or family matter (11)® (12) (6)

Percentage who contact on

a communal or social 65 66 52
matter (20) (22) (8)
Total 100 100 100

AThe figures not in parentheses are the proportions of con-
tactors who contact in a particular manner.

e figures in parentheses are the proportion of the entire
group who contact in a particular manner. For instance, the upper
left cell indicates that 35 percent of the Americans who contact
officials contact on a personal matter, while 11 percent of the entire
American sample (contactors and noncontactors) contact on such a
problem.
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percentage of all blacks or all whites who have contacted on the two types of
problem, not just the percentage of black and white contactors. Whites contact
more frequently than blacks on both types of problem, but the difference is
most striking in terms of contact on a social problem: 20 percent of the whites
as against only 6 percent of the blacks.

Our purpose is not to argue that the problems of American blacks could be
solved by contacting government officials. Broader solutions are needed, and
these must go through the legislative process. But the data make clear that one
important component of the participatory system in America, contacting, is
much more open to whites than to blacks, and they indicate how the structure
of interracial relations affects access to this important kind of participation.

Race and Region

One last consideration of the differences in political participation between
blacks and whites is needed: the impact on these differences of the region
within which the individual lives. In Table 10-8 we present some data relevant
to this question. We compare the samples living in the South with those living
in the rest of the country. We are not interested in the absolute level of
participation in different regions but in the way region affects the difference
between blacks and whites—i.e., in the question of whether the difference
between blacks and whites is greater in the South than in the North.!! We use
our standardized measures of participation and compare scores uncorrected
and corrected for the effects of other social characteristics. If a figure is
negative it means that blacks participate less than whites; if it is positive, it
means they participate more.

Table 10-8

Black/White Difference in Participation Rates in North and South:
Corrected and Uncorrected?

Black/White differences  Black/White differences

(uncorrected participa- (corrected participation
tion scales) scales)
North South North South
Overall activity rate -6 -16 +14 +8
Voting -6 -37 +13 -20
Campaign activity -6 -6 +12 +18
Cooperative activity  +1 +9 +20 +45
Citizen-initiated
contacts -38 -38 -15 -17

dPlus figures indicate that blacks participate more than whites; minus figures that they
participate less.

'We use the term “North” for all sections outside of the South.
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The data are most interesting if we look across the rows of the table.
Consider first the top row of Table 10-8 on the overall participation score. On
the left side of the table we see the uncorrected difference in the participation
rates between blacks and whites in the North and South. In each region blacks
participate less, and there is a somewhat greater disparity in the South. If we
look across at the corrected differences, where the effects of education,
income, and occupation level have been removed, we find, as expected, that
blacks actually participate more. And the regional difference in the racial gap
is reduced, indicating that a major reason for the greater racial difference in
overall participation rates in the South compared with the North derives from
the greater gap in the socioeconomic status of the races in the South.

But we would be greatly misled if we took the previous paragraph to suggest
that race plays the same role in North and South, once one has controlled for
social class. If one looks at the rest of Table 10-8 (containing the data for the
various modes of activity) one finds sharp differences between the regions in
the role of race, differences that are by no means eliminated by controlling
away the effects of class. Table 10-8 very strikingly illustrates the extent to
which a summary measure of participation that assumes no difference among
the modes of participation may mask significant differences among the various
acts.

Consider voting. Using the uncorrected (actual) levels of participation we
see that there is a sharp difference between the regions. Blacks vote almost as
regularly as whites in the North, much less regularly in the South. And when
one takes out the effects of social class one finds that in the North blacks are
more active in voting than their class would predict, whereas in the South they
are less active than their class would predict. Clearly this reflects the fact that
historical legal discriminations against black voting in the South still make a
difference. '

For campaign activity the situation is different. In both North and South
blacks participate almost as frequently as whites, and when one corrects for
social class one finds that blacks participate more in both places. And they
over-participate more in the South than in the North. This pattern is even
stronger in relation to cooperative activity. Blacks participate a touch more
than whites in this way in the South, and when one takes out the inhibiting
effect of social class they participate substantially more in both regions, with
the over-participation greatest in the South. The data are relevant to our
contention that cooperative activity is particularly characteristic of blacks
because it requires less crossing of racial boundaries and because it can
capitalize on group consciousness. The fact that it is more characteristic of
southern blacks—where the boundaries between the races are more restric-
tive—is consistent with this interpretation.

The data on citizen-initiated contacts is generally consistent with our
findings that these are activities for which racial status is particularly inhibit-
ing. In both regions, the black-white disparity is greatest on this measure of
participation, and the disparity remains even when one takes out the effects of
social class.
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On the other hand, the regional data on contacting are not consistent with
the argument just made about the reasons why cooperative activity is most
distinctively a southern black phenomenon. The greater restrictiveness of
racial boundaries that we argued would make for particular emphasis on
cooperative activity among southern blacks should form a particularly high
barrier to citizen-initiated contacts on the part of the same group. Yet blacks
seem equally constrained vis-d-vis contacts in both regions. The inconsistency
disappears, however, if we distinguish between citizen-initiated contacts
directed at local officials and those directed at officials on an extra-local level,
in most cases the federal government. If we do this, we find that in relation to
contacts with local officials, for which we would expect the hypothesized
regional differences to hold, blacks are worse off in the South than in the
North, whereas there is little regional difference in relation to extralocal
officials. Blacks are less likely to contact such extralocal officials than are
whites, but no less so in the South than in the North. In the South, the
difference between blacks and whites in the proportions contacting local
officials is 13 percent (9 percent of the blacks do compared with 22 percent of
the whites), whereas in the North the difference is 6 percent (15 and 21
percent, respectively, for blacks and whites). Thus if we consider local
government officials, we can support our hypothesis that there is a greater
racial barrier to contacting in the South than in the North.

The regional differences, thus, generally support our contentions about the
different modes of political activity engaged in by blacks and whites. They
support our contention that race per se—or rather the barrier between the two
races—particularly inhibits citizen-initiated contacts and may lead to empha-
sis on cooperative activity. And the data suggest that what seems to be a
similarity of role of race in the two regions,'when one considers an overall
measure of participation, actually masks some sharp differences between the
regions that become apparent when one looks at the several different modes
of participation. In this way, we hope the comparison of black and white
participation has been illuminating in terms of the politics of race in America
and has also firmed up the general theoretical argument that we have been
making about modes of participation.

SUMMARY

Our analysis of black-white differences in political participation reveals
some striking patterns. The analysis also illustrates, we believe, the usefulness
of considering the alternative modes of participation. Black-white differences
in participation vary depending on the mode involved. In particular, direct
contacts with government officials reveal a pattern of disparity, which suggests
that insofar as the various components of the participatory system in the
United States are useful for different purposes, blacks are blocked from one
important channel of influence. And, of course, our data may not reveal the
full extent of the disparity between the races. We measure, it must be
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remembered, political participation, not political power or influence. The same
act may in one case lead to success, in another to failure. Whatever disparities
we observe in rates of participation may be minor compared with disparities
one would observe in terms of successful participation.

The chapter illustrates the usefulness of the standard socioeconomic model
as a base line for analysis. For one thing, it becomes clear that socioeconomic
differences explain a good deal of the difference in the participation rates of
blacks and whites. If there is any impact on participation associated more
directly with race, it is one that gives some boost to black citizens—
particularly if they have a sense of group consciousness. Black Americans
have, in group consciousness, a great resource for political involvement.
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Chapter 11
The Organizational Context

of Political Participation

We have thus far dealt with the individual citizen as participant and related
his participation to a set of personal characteristics: his social status, his race,
his position in the life cycle, and certain of his attitudes. But participation is
fully comprehensible only if one takes into account the individual’s institu-
tional context. In this and the following chapters we shall take into account
various institutions with which the citizen may be involved that may affect the
likelihood that he will be a participant. In this chapter we consider the role of
organizations and voluntary associations in relation to political participation.
We will then turn to the effects of affiliation with a political party and the
effects of the type of community within which one lives.

Voluntary associations have figured in many theoretical speculations about
the social bases of democracy and, in particular, about some special features
of American democracy. A rich associational life has been considered the
hallmark of American democracy. Such associations provide an intermediary
level of organization between the individual and the government. And this, it
i1s claimed (sometimes supported by data, other times not), prevents the
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development of mass political movements in this society, mediates conflict,
and increases citizen efficacy, participation, and influence. Our interest is in
the latter function of organizations and their role in relation to the political
participation of American citizens.

Do organizations increase the potency of the citizenry vis-a-vis the govern-
ment? Organizations could play such a role in a number of ways. Voluntary
associations and other organizations can themselves, through the activities of
their officers or other paid officials, participate in the political process. In this
way the organization participates for its members. Or the citizen who is a
member of an organization may use that affiliation as a channel to gain access
to the government: either the organization itself (through its officers or
representatives) may transmit the grievance of the individual to the govern-
ment, or the individual may use connections made within the organization to
further his acts of participation. Here the member participates through the
organization. Last, organizations may have an impact on political life in a
society through the influence they have on the participatory activities of their
members. Citizens may participate directly because of their affiliation with an
organization. In studies in a variety of countries, organizational affiliation has
been shown to be one of the most powerful predictors of citizen activity, a
predictor of political activity that remains strong over and above the social
class of the individual. A rich political participant life, these data suggest, may
rest on a rich associational life.!

This last point is the main concern of the present chapter: how does
organizational involvement affect the political activity of citizens? We are,
here, separating social from political participation in order to observe their
relationship to one another. We are concerned with the replication and
elaboration of the relationship that others have found between organizational
affiliation and political participation. Thus we shall ask, as others have, about
the extent to which such affiliation leads to political activity. The question
will be raised within the framework of our base line model of participation as
deriving from social status. We will be concerned with the way organizational
affiliation affects participation over and above the effects on participation of
the other social characteristics of the citizen. Second, we want to explore the
process by which organizational affiliation leads to political participation. In
addition, we shall elaborate our dependent variable in order to estimate the
relative impact of organizational affiliation and its variants on the alternative
modes of political participation. And last, we want to see how organizations
affect the difference in participation between upper- and lower-status individ-
uals. Does organizational affiliation reduce, increase, or leave unchanged the
participation disparity among the several social levels?

To begin with, we will sketch out the facts of organizational participation
in the United States, asking what kinds of individuals participate in what ways

' Nie, Powell, and Prewitt, “Social Structure and Political Participation;” Almond and Verba, The Civic
Culture, Chapter 12.
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in what kinds of organizations. This preliminary sketch will present some
descriptive information about participation in organizations and its distribu-
tion in the population. In addition, it introduces the various aspects of
organizational membership in which we are interested. These characteristics
include: (1) the number of organizations to which an individual belongs; (2)
the type of organization to which he belongs; (3) the degree to which he is
active in them; (4)the degree to which he is exposed to politically relevant
stimuli—in particular, to discussions about politics within the organizations;
and (5) the degree to which the organizations themselves are actively involved
in community and civic affairs.

These characteristics are the raw material of an analysis of the process of
political mobilization that takes place within organizations.

Let us turn to our descriptive sketch first.

ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIP: AN OVERVIEW

The data on the amount and character of organization membership in the
United States are reported in Table 11-1. The basic data are quite consistent
with a number of other studies of organizational affiliation in the United
States. The overall amount of organizational membership found by one study
or another will vary somewhat with the question asked and with whether one
includes membership in unions (as we do) as part of one’s overall indicator of
organizational membership. But most studies have found a figure for member-
ship usually close to the figure of 62 percent that we report in Table 11-1.

Table 11-1
Organizational Involvement of American Population

Percentage of sample reporting:

That they belong to an organization 62
That they belong to more than one organization 39
That they are active in an organization 40

That they belong to an organization in which
political discussion takes place 31

That they belong to an organization active in
community affairs 44

Is this figure high or low? The question is unanswerable, unless one first
asks “compared to what?” Those who have heard the United States described
as a nation of joiners may be somewhat disappointed to find that roughly four
out of ten Americans belong to no organization. But such characterizations are
usually based on broad tendencies and ought never to be taken to imply that
an entire nation—something close to 100 percent of all Americans—are
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involved in organizations. In fact, the figure of 62 percent is roughly equivalent
to that found in other industrialized societies.?

As the data in Table 11-1 also indicate, four out of ten Americans (or two
out of three organizational members) are members of more than one organi-
zation. A more important figure, perhaps, is the proportion who are active
members in some organization. Most theories that relate organizational
affihation to participation in democratic politics suggest that the private
voluntary association offers more opportunities for individual activity than
does the larger political system. Our data indicate that 40 percent of our
sample, or about half the organizational members, are in some way active
within the organizations to which they belong. In this particular respect, the
data for the United States do differ from those for other industrial societies.
Though the United States appears quite similar to such societies as Britain,
Germany, and Japan in terms of the overall membership rate, American
organizational members seem to be much more likely to be active within their
organizations when they are members.?

In our study we included two other characteristics of organizational
membership that may help us understand the way in which affiliation operates
to increase the participation potential of the average citizen. We asked whether
individuals were exposed to political discussion at the meetings of the
organizations to which they belonged. These might be formal discussions
initiated by the organizational leadership or informal political conversations.
In either case, the organization would be acting as a channel of political
communication or as a potential means of arousing political interest in the
citizen. As the data on Table 11-1 indicate, 31 percent of our sample (about
one out of two of all organizational members) belong to organizations within
which political discussions take place. Last, we were interested in whether
the organizations to which individuals belong were themselves active in the
kinds of community-oriented activities about which we asked our individual
respondents. Forty-four percent of our sample (a little more than two out of
three organizational members) indicate that they belong to organizations that
take some active role in dealing with general community problems.

Table 11-2 contains the data on the specific kinds of organizations to which
our respondents belong. The range of organizations to which individuals
belong is wide. The most frequently reported memberships are in such groups
as trade unions, school-service clubs, fraternal groups, and sports clubs. In
addition, respondents report membership in a wide range of other kinds of
associations, some connected with their work, such as professional associa-
tions; some involved in political or communal activities, such as service groups
and political clubs; and some purely recreational, such as hobby clubs or art
and literary groups.

The data in the next two columns give us a better understanding of the

1 Almond and Verba, The Civic Culture, Chapter 12.
3bid.
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Table 11-2
The Types of Organizations to Which Individuals Belong

Percentage of Percentage of
members who members who

report the report that
Percentage of organizations political
the population involved in discussion take
who report community place in the
Type of organization membership affairs organization
Political groups such as
Democratic or Republican
clubs, and political action
groups such as voter’s
leagues 8 85 97
School service groups such
as PTA or school alumni R
groups 17 82 154,
| I
Service clubs, such as Lions,
Rotary, Zonta, Jr. Cham- r-=n
ber of Commerce 6 81 164 |
| IR |
Youth groups such as Boy
Scouts, Girl Scouts 7 77 36
Veterans’ groups such as r-—n
American Legion 7 77 156 |
| FRp— |
Farm organizations such as
Farmer’s Union, Farm e
Bureau, Grange 4 74 161 )
L__Jd
Nationality groups such as
Sons of Norway, Hiber- rm—n
nian Society 2 73 57
L. -Jd
Church-related groups such
as Bible Study Group or
Holy Name Society 6 73 40
Fraternal groups such as
Elks, Eagles, Masons, and
their women’s auxiliaries 15 69 33

Professional or academic
societies such as American

Dental Association, Phi R PR
Beta Kappa 7 ' 60} '57 1
[l | L4

Trade unions 17 . 59 44
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Table 11-2 (Continued)

Percentage of Percentage of

members who members who
report the report that
Percentage of organizations political
the population involved in discussion take
who report community place in the
Type of organization membership affairs organization
School fraternities and
sororities such as Sigma R
Chi, Delta Gamma 3 :LS3_:: 37
Literary, art, discussion, or o
study clubs such as book- ==
review clubs, theater groups 4 40 i_56 ;
-
Hobby or garden clubs such
as stamp or coin clubs,
flower clubs, pet clubs 5 40 35
Sports clubs, bowling
leagues, etc. 12 28 20

nature of some of these organizations, at least in terms of the two character-
istics of involvement in community affairs and political discussions that we
have been stressing. The data in the second column indicate the proportion of
members of each kind of organization who report that it is involved in
community affairs and the data in the third column present the proportion
who report that political discussions take place in their organizations. Where
70 percent or more report either community involvement or political discus-
sion we have enclosed that figure in a solid line; where between 50 and 70 per-
cent report such involvement the figure is enclosed in a dashed line; and where
less than 50 percent report such involvement the figure is unshaded. Thus a
quick glance at the columns of figures indicates that we have several kinds of
organizations. Political clubs are frequently involved in dealing with general
community problems, and as one would expect, they are almost universally
the site of political discussions. A number of other organizations are highly in-
volved in communal affairs, though political discussions are somewhat less
frequent than in the political clubs. This is the case with school-service organiza-
tions, service clubs, veterans’ groups, farm associations, and nationality associa-
tions.

In several types of organizations there appears to be a heavy stress on
communal activities with a relatively low frequency of reporting of political
conversation. This includes youth groups, religious associations, and fraternal
groups. The disparity between the amount of communal involvement and
infrequency of political discussions suggests—as does the character of these
groups more generally—that these may be organizations within which political
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discussions are generally avoided. Among professional associations, trade
unions, and school fraternities or sororities, one finds a moderate amount of
involvement in community problems coupled with, in the case of professional
associations, a moderate frequency of political discussion and, in the case of
unions and fraternities, relatively infrequent political discussions. Because
political discussions represent something that may go on informally at
organization meetings, the high rate of these discussions in professional
associations may simply reflect the higher social-class composition of such
groups.

Three kinds of groups seem decidedly less involved in political or commu-
nity affairs. These are art and literary groups, hobby clubs, and sports clubs.
There is a moderate amount of political discussion in the first kind of group,
which is a likely reflection of the social-class composition of such groups.

One further point should be made about the organizations listed on Table
11-2. When one looks at the groups near the bottom of the table, one finds
quite a bit less involvement in general community problems and quite a bit
less political discussion compared with some of the groups near the top.
However, when one considers the manifest character of these organizations,
such as the three recreational organizations at the bottom of the list, the
amount of communal and political discussion activity may seem much larger.
Even among sports clubs, which are the least likely to become involved in
community problems and the least likely settings for political discussion, 28
percent of the members report that their club has been involved in some
general communal activity, and 20 percent report political discussions. Much
of the speculation about the role played by voluntary associations in relation
to democratic participation has been based on the assumption that these
organizations have an impact on the political attitudes and activities of their
members even when the explicit purpose of the organization is totally
nonpolitical. The data suggest that such may indeed be the case, and we shall
look at this question more closely. (For data on activity rates within the

various types of organizations, see Table 2-3, p. 42.)

Who Belongs to Organizations?

Our purpose in this chapter is not to explain why individuals join
organizations but rather to see the link between organizations on the one hand
and political activities on the other. However, we will be better able to
understand that link if we have some information on the characteristics of
people who join organizations. The rates of organizational membership and of
organizational activity for a few select groups in the population are presented
in Table 11-3. They can be briefly described. Men are somewhat more likely
to be organizational members than women, though the difference is not very
great. The higher the level of education one has, the more likely one is to be
a member of an organization, and here the difference is somewhat more
substantial. About one in two of those who have not graduated from high
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school belong to some organization while over three out of four of those with
some college education are organizational members. Whites are more likely to
be organizational members than blacks, and again the difference is fairly great.
With age one finds a curved pattern. Organizational affiliation seems greatest
among those in the middle group, between 30 and 49. The younger group is
the least active in organizations and those over 50 also fall off.

The same patterns apply to active membership in organizations. If one’s
education is higher, if one is white rather than black, and middle-aged rather
than old or young, one is more likely to be an active member in organizations.
The one variation on this theme is the difference between men and women.
Women are as likely to be active in organizations as are men. When this is
coupled with the somewhat lower rate of organizational membership among
women, it becomes clear that the average female member is more likely to be
an active member of that organization than is the average male member. A
good deal of this difference derives from the higher rate of male membership
in trade unions, organizations in which the average level of activity tends to
be quite low.

Table 11-3
Some Demographic Differences in Organizational
Membership and Activity
Percentage reporting
Belonging to at  Active in at
least one least one
organization organization
Total sample 62 40
Men 65 4]
Women 57 39
Not high-school graduate 49 27
High-school graduate 67 43
Some college 78 59
White 66 4]
Black 52 30
Age 17-29 52 31
Age 30-49 70 47
Age 50 and above 57 37

THE PROCESS OF POLITICIZATION IN ORGANIZATIONS

The previous data make clear that the universe of organizational member-
ship in the United States is rich and varied. Many are members, many are
active, and the range of organizations is vast. Also there is important variation
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in what goes on within organizations. This provides an opportunity to look
more closely than others have at the process that leads organizational
members to be active in politics.

Our approach will be to look at the relationship between orgamzatlonal
affiliation and our standard participation scale to see how the scores on that
scale differ among those with various forms of organizational experience.
However, we must modify that participation scale somewhat to remove from
it two items that measure political activity but that are also aspects of
organizational activity—membership in a manifestly political organization like
a political club and active membership in an organization that takes part in
community activities—which we have considered to be measures of political
participation. This measure, which removes the danger of auto-correlation, is
used throughout this chapter.*

To begin with, our data confirm the findings of others that organizational
members are more likely to be active in political life than are nonmembers.
The average score on our standard participation scale is —46 for those who
are not members of any organization, compared with 18 for those who are
members of at least one. The average participation rate for those who are
members of more than one organization is 50. If one were to take the actual
number of political acts engaged in by our respondents, one would find that
organizational members engage in, on the average, twice as much political
activity as nonmembers, and those who belong to more than one organization
engage in almost three times as much activity as nonmembers.

These data are consistent with the findings of others and support the
general contention that organizational affiliation is associated with democratic
participation. But they leave three questions unanswered:

1. Is the relationship between organizational membership and political
participation a real or a spurious one? The data we presented indicate that
upper-status individuals are more likely to be members of organizations than
lower-status ones, men more than women, whites more than blacks, and
middle-aged more than young or old. Our previous chapters indicated these
are characteristics also associated with increased political participation. It may
be that the association between political participation and organizational
affiliation is a spurious result of the association of both of these with the other
social characteristics. Thus we shall have to consider, as we have been doing
with other characteristics, the residual effect of organizational affilhation
“correcting” for these other social characteristics.

2. Assuming that the relationship is not purely spurious (as we shall
demonstrate), the next question one can ask has to do with the process by
which membership in an organization leads to greater political participation.
Does mere membership in an organization lead to increased political partici-

* The possible overlap between our political measures and our measures of organizational activity illustrates
the great difficulty that exists in determining the exact boundary between political participation and
participation in the nonpolitical sphere. There is no clear conceptual answer. Qur procedure at least eliminates
any auto-correlation between the two spheres. The organizational affiliations which form our independent variable
in this chapter are all manifestly non-political.
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pation or does political participation depend upor a more active organiza-
tional involvement? Does the impact of the membership on political life
depend upon the extent to which the organization is itself involved in some
way in politics—the extent, for instance, to which the organization itself is a
political actor or is the setting for political activities? The answers will bring
us a long way toward an understanding of the process by which organizational
affiliation leads to political participation.

3. Even if we demonstrate that the association between organizational
membership and political participation is not the spurious artifact of the
association of both with certain other social characteristics, and even if we
explicate the process, does the direction of the causality really run from
organizational involvement to political participation? If we demonstrate (as we
shall) that the organizational members who are exposed to political stimuli
within organizations are more likely to be politically active, does this mean
that the exposure within the organization led to that activity, or do citizens
with certain propensities seek organizations in which they can be exposed to
political stimuli and also engage in political activity? Or, if we show (as we
shall) that active organizational membership has a strong relation with
political activity, does this mean that the respondent’s organizational activity
makes him politically active, or is it some proneness to activity that makes him
an activist both in organizations and in politics? We will not be able to answer
these questions definitively, but we will be able to shed some light on them.

Organizational Affiliation, Political Participation, and Other Social
Characteristics

To begin with, we can make it clear that the association we noted between
organizational membership and participation rate is not merely the spurious
result of the relationship of both organizational affiliation and political
participation with various other social characteristics such as those listed in
Table 11-3, sex, age, race, and education. In Figure 11-1 we plot the
relationship between the number of organizations to which individuals belong
and their average political participation scores. We plot that relationship
twice, once using an uncorrected participation score and once with a corrected
score from which we have removed the effects on participation of the
respondent’s socioeconomic status, age, sex, and race.® The uncorrected
participation score (the solid line) reflects the strong relationship already noted
between organizational affiliation and participation rate: There is a steep rise
in participation scores as one moves from the nonmembers in organizations to
those who are highly active. For instance, those who are members of six or
more organizations have an average political participation score almost two
standard deviations above the mean for the population as a whole.

The dotted line represents the participation score corrected for the other
social characteristics. Two things are clear from a comparison of the lines for

* See Appendixes B.3 and G.2.
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the corrected and uncorrected measures: First, the relationship between
organizational membership and participation is clearly due in part to other
social characteristics. The line for the corrected measure has a less steep slope.
On the other hand, it is also clear that the relationship that remains after we
have corrected for other social characteristics is strong and positive. Indeed, it
would be difficult to find another social characteristic that would have as
strong an association with political participation after one had corrected for
such characteristics as social status, race, sex, and age. Let us consider the
sources of that association.

The Impact of Organizational Activity The more organizations to which an
individual belongs, the greater is his rate of activity. But what accounts for
this? Is it mere membership in an organization or is more active involvement
necessary before this has some impact on his rate of political participation?
The latter would be consistent with one of the interpretations of the way
voluntary associations relate to political participation—i.e., that they increase
the propensity of the individual to be a participant because they give him an
opportunity for training in participation within the organization that can be
transferred to the political realm. The assumption is that voluntary associa-
tions allow more opportunities for participation in small units than does the
polity. And what counts is not mere membership but the opportunity for
activity that the organization affords.

If this is the process at work we should find that passive organizational
members are no different in their rate of political activity from those who
belong to no organizations, whereas those who are active organizational
members are also more politically active.
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Figure 11-1. Number of Organizational Memberships and Participation Rate:
Uncorrected and Corrected Scores
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“Number of cases appear below the boxes; average group scores are in the boxes.
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In Figure 11-2 we attempt to separate the effects on participation of passive
and active membership in organizations. In the left column are the participa-
tion rates of those who belong to no organizations; in the middle column are
the participation rates of those who belong to one organization, divided into
those who are active in that organization and those who are not; and in the
right column are the participation rates of those who are members of more
than one organization, divided again into those who are active within at least
one of the organizations and those who are not. In Figure 11-2(a) we present
the data for the uncorrected participation score, while 11-2(b) contains the
data for the corrected score.

Consider the data for the uncorrected participation scores. Participation
increases with both the number of memberships and with organizational
activity. Individuals who belong to no organization have an average participa-
tion score of —45. If we look at those who belong to one organization but who
are inactive in it we find an average participation score somewhat higher at
—35; and if we look at those who belong to one organization and are active in
it, we find an average score of 6. The pattern continues if we consider those
who are multiple members. The participation score increases as one moves
from single membership to multiple membership, but it increases more for
those who are active in their organizations than for those who are inactive.

The corrected participation scores in Figure 11-2(b) reveal the relative role
of membership and activity in organizations. When we remove from the partici-
pation score the effect of other social characteristics, which are correlated
not only with the likelihood that an individual will be a member of an
organization but with the likelihood that he will be an active member, we find
that inactive organizational membership is not associated with an increase in
political participation, while active membership is. The individual who is a
passive member in one or more organizations is no more likely to be active in
politics than the individual who belongs to no such association. In contrast,
the active organizational member is much more likely than the nonmember to
be politically active, and this political activity rate increases as one moves
from single membership to multiple membership. These data strongly suggest
that affiliation with associations relates to increased political activity because
it affords the individual an opportunity to be active within the organization.

What Goes On in the Organization?We have found activity within organi-
zations to be a potent characteristic affecting the impact of the organization
on the participation of the members. We now turn to questions revolving
around the nature of the organizations themselves and the kind of activities
that take place within them.

There are two possible interpretations of the way organizational affiliation
might lead to greater political involvement. One is that organizations expose
their members to specifically political stimuli. The member is exposed to
conversation about politics or he is exposed to the politically relevant activities
of the organization itself. These political exposures, in turn, increase his
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interest in politics and lead him to greater levels of political activity outside
the organizational framework. According to this interpretation, organizations
have an impact on the political involvement of their members, either because
it is the manifest function of the organization to be involved in political
matters or because—whether or not that is the purpose of the organization—
it is a location for a large amount of explicitly political stimuli.

An alternative interpretation is that organizational affihation has an impact
on an individual’s involvement in politics, whether or rot the ofganization
itself has any explicit involvement in political matters. Even if the individual
is exposed to little political stimuli through his organization—i.e., there is little
political discussion at the organization, the orgamization is mvelved in no
politically relevant activities—his very association with shat organization may
increase his level of political activity. For ore thing, such affiiation—even,
say, with a totally apolitical sports club—offers him a wider view.of the world,
thereby making it more likely that he wil be politically involved. Also,
nonpolitical organizations may give an individual greater opportunity for
being active, and as we have demonstrated in the previous section, organiza-
tional activity, if not mere membership, is a potent predictor of political
activity. :

In our study we have several ways of distinguishing between organizations
within which there are explicitly political activities and those in which the
organization focus is more purely nonpolitical. In the first place, we asked
respondents whether there were ever political discussions at the meetngs of
_the organizations to which they belonged. A second measure of the degree to
which the organizational affiliation entailed explicit exposure to politicaly
relevant stimuli involved asking our respondents whether any of the organiza-
tions to which they belonged dealt with the problems of the local community.
Because one of our major set of measures of political activity involves the
individual as an actor vis-d-vis community problems, this measure of the extemt
to which organizations were themselves involved in such problems can be
considered a measure of the extent to which organizational affiliation exposes
the individual to organizational activities analogous to the individual political
activities we have been studying.

In Figure 11-3 we see the relationship between exposure to political
discussions in organizations and political participation. Since we have found
that it is organizational activity rather than mere membership that seems to
create the greatest impetus toward political participation, we distinguish
among members who are inactive, those who are active in one organization,
and those who are active in more than one organization. The figures are the
corrected participation scores to remove the contaminating effects of other
social characteristics. The data in Figure 11-3 make clear that exposure to
political discussion in an organization has an impact on one’s political
participation score. But it has that impact only on those who are active in
organizations. If one looks at the passive members, one finds that, whether or

not they are exposed to discussion, they have participation scores close to
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those of the nonmembers. As one moves to the active members one finds an
increase in political participation for both those exposed to discussion and
those who are not (consistent with our findings on the importance of activity)
and, more important, a difference between those who are exposed and those
who are not. This suggests that organizational activity not only increases the
political participation rate of an individual, but it enables him to benefit from
the exposure to political discussion within the organization. If he is an inactive
member, the exposure to political discussion within the organization makes no
difference in his level of political participation.

In Figure 11-4 we repeat the analysis for a different form of organizational
exposure. Here we deal with the extent to which individuals belong to
organizations that are involved in the solution of community problems. The
data form a similar pattern to that in Figure 11-3 on exposure to political
discussion. Passive members who report that their organization is engaged in
the solution of community problems are only a bit more active in politics than
those who are members of no organization (scores of —17 and —22
respectively).

On the other hand, among the organizationally active, those who report
their organizations as having some community involvement score substantially
higher in political participation than those who do not.

Thus far, the data seem to support a “manifest” rather than a “latent”
theory of organizational exposure. When the organization provides explicit

Nonmembers Inactive members Single active membership  Multiple active membership

Exposed to

political discussion 29

(301) Not exposed to
political discussion 21
/ (89)

Not exposed to
(152) political discussion —2

‘ Exposed to (266)
| political discussion —22
[ Nonmembers —22 <

Not exposed to
(976) political discussion —25 /

70

Exposed to
political discussion 64

/ (394)

Population mean

Corrected participation score

J

(415)

—40

Figure 11-3. Exposure to Political Discussion in Organization and Corrected

Participation Scores® -
*Number of cases are below the boxes; average group scores are in the boxes.
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Figure 11-4. Exposure to Community Activities and Political Discussion in Organi-

zation and Corrected Participation Scores*
“Number of cases are below the boxes; average group scores are in the boxes.

political stimuli—as indicated either by exposure to political discussions or to
communally oriented activity within the organization—the individual so
exposed is more active in politics than the one who is not.

In Figure 11-5 we combine the data from Figures 11-2, 11-3, and 11-4 to
show the joint effect on participation rates of activity within organizations,
exposure to political discussions, and exposure to community-oriented activity
(using, again, our corrected measures). The data are somewhat complex but
worth careful attention. Consider first the section to the far right. There we
present the data for respondents who are active in more than one organization.
Within that group of multiple-activists we show the participation rates of four
types of respondent: those who are exposed neither to discussion nor
community activity, those exposed to discussion, those exposed to community
activity, and those exposed to both. If an individual is a multiple-active
member and is exposed to neither organizational stimulus, his participation
rate is roughly at the average for the nonmembers (there are few such cases).
But when exposure to one or both of the organizational stimuli is added, his
political participation rate moves well above that for the sample as a whole.
The same pattern, at a somewhat lower participation level, appears for the
active members in a single organization (second section from the right of
Figure 11-5). When exposure to either or both of the organizational stimuli is
added to active membership, political participation rates climb substantially.

The second section from the left of Figure 11-5 contains data for inactive
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Figure 11-5. The Joint Effect of Number of Memberships, Activity, Exposure to

Political Discussion, and Exposure to Communal Activity by One’s Organization®
*Number of cases are in parentheses below the boxes; average group scores are in the boxes.

members of organizations; and these data offer a contrast. Among those who
are inactive members, exposure to both organizational stimuli increases the po-
litical participation rate but much less than both stimuli increase the political
participation rate of the organizationally active. Furthermore, exposure to
community activity has little effect on the organizationally inactive, whereas
exposure to discussion actually depresses their activity rate.

The data clearly indicate that it is a combination of organizational
characteristics that leads to participation. If one is an active member in an
organization, additional stimuli increase one’s political participation rate, and
the more memberships, the more this happens. Activity within the organiza-
tion appears to make the individual receptive to other stimulation. On the
other hand, if one is an inactive member, the additional stimuli have little
effect on participation or, in relation to discussion, the additional stimulus is
associated with a lower political participation rate.

We saw earlier that it was organizational activity and not mere membership
that was associated with increased political participation. It now becomes clear
that this activity is important as a necessary condition for the individual to
benefit from the exposure to further stimuli within the organization.

We have, thus far, dealt with the first two questions we raised at the
beginning of this chapter: We have tried to demonstrate that the relationship
between organizational affiliation and political participation is not merely the
spurious result of the relationship of those two characteristics with other social
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characteristics, and we have attempted to explicate the process by which
affiliation with an organization leads to greater participation. In relation to the
latter question we can see that mere passive affiliation with an organization
has little if any positive association with the political activity of the citizen. If
organizations operate to increase the political participation of citizens, they do
so by giving the citizen an opportunity to be active within organizations and,
when he is active, to be exposed to politically relevant stimuli, such as political
discussion and community activity.

POLITICAL AND NONPOLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS

Let us return to a question raised earlier about the process of politicization
within organizations: Does affiliation, even with manifestly nonpolitical
organizations, increase the political participation of the citizen or does
organizational affiliation affect participation through more political exposures?
The data presented would seem to favor the latter interpretation: Participation
increases when the citizen is exposed to political stimuli. But this does not
refute the argument of those who say that even nonpolitical organizations lead
to civic participation. Quite the contrary. As the data presented on Table 11-2
showed clearly, even in manifestly nonpolitical organizations the citizen is
likely to be exposed to politically relevant stimuli; 40 percent of the members
of hobby groups, for instance, report that their group takes some part in
community affairs, and 35 percent report that there is political discussion in
such groups. For nationality groups, to take another example, the figures are
73 percent and 57 percent, respectively, for the proportions reporting commu-
nity activity and political discussion. In other words, even manifestly nonpo-
litical organizations are the settings for politically relevant activity.

And these manifestly nonpolitical organizations appear to have an impact
on the political participation rate of their members, providing that the internal
processes we have specified take place within them—i.e., the combination of
activity and exposure to politically relevant stimuli. We can demonstrate this
by looking more closely at two quite different types of organization: recrea-
tional organizations and trade unions. The two types are similar in that neither
has a manifest political purpose. This 1s more clearly the case with recreational
groups—hobby groups, literary groups, sports clubs, and the like—but it is
usually true of unions as well.

The two types of groups, on the other hand, differ in the frequency with
which political activities—political discussion and community-based activ-
ity—go on within them. Thirty-three percent of the members of recreational
groups report that these organizations are involved in community-oriented
activities and 30 percent report that political discussions take place in such
organizations. These are the lowest figures for any category of association.
There is more politically relevant activity in unions than in recreational
groups. Fifty-nine percent of the members of trade unions report that their
union is involved in some way in community activities, and 44 percent report
political discussions.
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Last, these groups differ in the frequency with which their members are
active within them. Members of trade unions are less likely to be active in such
associations than are members of recreational associations: 37 percent of
union members are active in some way, compared with 52 percent of the
members of recreational groups. In short, the two types of organizations are
similar in their manifestly nonpolitical nature, but they differ in the extent to
which they offer their members the chance to be active and to be exposed to
political stimuli.

What we want to know is whether affiliation with either of these manifestly
nonpolitical organizations is related to an increase in an individual’s political
participation rate. An active member of a union or a recreational group does
score higher on our general participation scale than does the average citizen,
even when we correct the scores for social-status differences. That, however,
does not settle the question. The reason is that members of one type of
organization are likely to be members of other organizations as well and the
positive relationship between, say, activity in a recreational organization and
political participation might result from the fact that those who belong to
recreational groups are also active in more manifestly political organizations.
Thus we attempt to examine the relationship between affiliations with union
or recreational groups and participation independent of other affiliations.

We do this in the following manner: First we create dichotomous variables
measuring whether the respondent is a member of, active in, exposed to
political discussion in, and exposed to community activity in a union, a
recreational group, or in all other types of organization together. Thus we have
four measures of organizational involvement for each of three types of
organizations—unions and recreational groups whose impact on participation
we wish to observe, and all other organizations grouped together whose impact
on participation we wish to control.

This gives us twelve dummy variables summarizing the individuals’ involve-
ment in recreational groups and unions, as well as in all other types of
organization. All twelve variables were entered into a multiple-regression
equation at the same time, where the overall participation scale was the
dependent variable. The corrected participation scale was used to remove the
confounding effects of socioeconomic characteristics.

The results are reported in Table 11-4. The figures are unstandardized
partial regression weights (B’s). These regression weights tell us how many
units of participation are gained or lost by having each of the twelve
organizational characteristics, while holding constant all the others. Thus the
coefficients reflect the independent effects of each of the organizational
characteristics. By putting all the characteristics into the equation at the same
time we can assure ourselves that a positive relation between union or
recreational group affiliation is the independent effect of unions or recreational
groups on participation. Because we use our standard participation scale (with
mean of zero and standard deviation of 100) one can interpret the magnitude
of the regression weights. Let us consider the data in Table 11-4. For each type
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of organization the pattern is similar. Membership per se has no positive effect
on one’s participation score, but activity in the organization, exposure to
political discussion, and (to a lesser extent) exposure to community activity do.
Because the figures are unstandardized regression coefficients based on

Table 11-4
Impact on Participation Score of Affiliation with Union or Recreational

Organization, Correcting for Socioeconomic Status and
Other Organizational Exposures?

Effects of each
organizational
characteristic
Unions

Effect of union membership -11
Effect of activity in a union 25
Effect of exposure to political

discussion in a union 24
Effect of exposure to communal

activity in a union 2

40 Summary effect of
union affiliation
Recreational Groups

Effect of membership in a recrea-

tional group -19
Effect of activity in a recreational

group 24
Effect of exposure to political

discussion in a recreational group 37
Effect of exposure to communal

activity in a recreational group -7

35 Summary effect of
recreational group

“Other” Groups affiliation
Effect of membership on “‘other”
groups -1
Effect of activity on “other’ groups 24
Effect of exposure to political
discussion on ‘“other” groups 8
Effect of exposure to communal
activity on “other” groups 4
35 Summary effect of
“other” group
affiliation

AThe figures are unstandardized regression coefficients reflecting gains or losses in
mean participation score as units above or below the population mean of zero.
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dichotomous variables, we can add up the effects for each type of organiza-
tion. We find that the summary effects of each type are roughly the same—in
each case increasing participation by over a third of a standard deviation.

The data offer strong support for our model of the way organizational
affiliation affects political participation. Unions and recreational groups are
manifestly nonpolitical in their goals. However, these goals differ substantially
between the two types of groups. Furthermore, the types differ in the
opportunities they offer for activity and in the political stimuli they provide.
But despite these differences they appear to operate in the same way in
relation to the individual’s participation rate. And all “other” groups operate
in the same way.®

To sum up the argument thus far, affiliation with manifestly nonpolitical
organizations does increase an individual’s participation rate but only if there
is some political exposure within the organization. And in order to “benefit”
from that exposure the individual must be active in the organization. The
process within quite diverse organizations is similar in this respect. But this
does not mean that associations are all similar in the extent to which they
increase the political activity of their members. Hobby clubs, for instance do
not have as much impact on the political activity of their members as do
political clubs or civic associations. The groups differ in the opportunities they
afford for activity and in the political exposures that take place in them. Thus
political clubs have a greater impact on the participation rates o