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Y SOME POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF ‘.

F o , f ORGANIZATTONAL INVOLVEMENT IN AMERIGA ' P

NN . 5 ' - , e o

/ . Sampel H. Barnes” . .
.. I The,Universy. 'y of Michigan . . .
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Po 1tica1 partiEIpation may ‘be the key concept of the decade for pdliti—
cal scien s.. It is currently being investigated in aMyriad of contexts
'and from numerous methodological perspectives. It is recglving a great deal
of empirical attention fsom students utilizing ‘the techn q of syrvey
research, 1 It''is viewed as,one of the five ' crises of political development,
and hence- is central to the/theoretical\concerns of student!‘biﬁdeveloping N :
- as well as developed cbuntries. It has been viewed :E a possib%e source of

b

decay,’3 g§s a_pathway to political Ehowledge and SOPhi ication, * as a cure
for elitism,” and as the, organizing princ iple of the sdciety of the future. 6
An interesf in participation today, thete ore, would’ seem to need no particu— !

N

lar justif ication._ ) ) '
’ . ’ .o
A great deal of research on participation has focused on conventional,
institutionalized participation; unconventional farms have tended to be
ignored. The 'crosshational study from which the present data derive was -
. designed to investigate both unconventional and conventional forms of par-
% ti<ipation. Our purpose in *this paper is to extend the study of thé impac
.0of organizational membership on pOlltiCS beyond convéntional forms of *
participation and, in a tentative ‘and’ preliminary ‘fashiow, examlne ¢he -
v relationship between memberships and untonventionpl parﬂ.tipation as we have
‘ operationalized it., We will -also examine the relationships between organiza—
. tional memberships and seveng} politically important measures of attitude.

.

N ' The study of which this investigation forms a part has been carried
- out in eight countries—the United States, Great Britain, The Netherlands,
West Germany, Austria, Finland, SwitzeYland, 'and Italy—and" several volumes
.are projected that will report the,results in comparative perspectlv
1 the joint velumes are published, investigators may report individually .
<on1$ on the dataset. .that fhey themselves have generated. Hence, this

paper is limited to data from the United States. ) ':
The crossnational project is a ruly collaborative undertaking The 1Y
. group reached decisions in a series of fourteen meetings beginning in 1971 *
at which we delineated the theo ical foous, identified basic concepts, ,
decided upon dperational meaSur:%these ncepts, d worked out
sampling procédureéx' Extensive pilot work wds carried out; the final: s °
( ‘ questionnaire~pretbsted;.and the fieldwork was execited in late 1973 and 1974
in the first fiVe‘countries Fieldwoxk in ¥Finland, Switzerland, and Italy
. was completed- in 1975. The American study itself went into the field in -
the summer of 1974.° - . i
, N - . ‘ [

.




. What séemed new in the 1960s was that unconven

* o
. . » , o

. N . .

. A ' .
The first volume reporting,the'?rossnational rork is now substantially '
completed; it deals with, political actienm in its various forms. 1Its focus

is heavily sociopsychological, dealing 1 particular with such individual

level attributes as ideology, values, pefsonal satisfaction and depriva~ , -
tion, and politiecal satisfaction and deprivation. The second volume‘will .
build ‘on-'the first, adding ‘explicit attention to system~1eve1 var1ab1es such

as dimensions of icleavage and patterns of mobilization. Other volumes

b

" will deal with special topics. The present paper reports* on explotatory

work carried out in the United States on involvement in organizatlons——one
1mportant aspect of-mobilizatiom—and some of its political consequences. .
It is an initial look at the data and should pe viewed as a. report on work

in progress. Later analyses will refine the findings reported here for the

" United States and will extend them to other countries. . . ’
s . . . N . ‘
\ ' ’ . : ' ¥ 4 d ,' .
. [ . ; (4 ' . t ° .~
Some Theoretical éoncerns NN ) P

- ' Co O o

From the beginning, we have been concerned with change—mot in the pre-
cise meaning of diachronic studies measuring different points in time,
but rather i the sense of tapping emerging patterns that may differ in
significant ways from those existing in the past.: We viewed the pro@mst .3
activities df the late 1960s as possible harbingers of the forms of :
political action of the future. We realize thateprotests are a very old Jform
of- polltlgal engagement that have waxed and waned without ever being,totally
discarded even in the most tranquli politles But’ the - -sources of protest
and the types of individuals involved ih. them ,seem to have altered in recent’
years. We wish to Understand hew the character1st1cs and motivations of
persons engaging in various forms of political action today d1ffer ane\how i
these might rela&e to changes in society.

I [

’ r

In the past much protést .activity was assoclated with the claims of new,
groups against established. elites: First, the middle class fbught ,the v
old elites,'then workerg pushed clalms against the middle class. Rellglous,

. ethnic, linguistic, and other minorities have trad tionally been wililing, to

’ 1

engageé in unconventional forms of political actibnf Declining groups
suth as farmers or -shopkeepers have also been .willfing to utilize protest
techniques, demonstrating that it is not inevitabfy a left-wing practice. >
onal forms of political action
were embraced by groups that were traditiona y closest to the established .
order—the edycated and affiluent young. Those who seemingly had the most "
to gain from the existillg orfler were ‘often its most vigorous critics, while
the disadvantaged or at least the less affluent, lower middle-class and
worklng—class whisted were defenders of the status quo. It is not our inten- -
tion in th1s pgper to review.the extended disédussions published elsewhere. 8

We will mention heére - only the general outlines of ‘three convergent theoretical

.

L

) perspectives -that have #nfluenced the design of the larger study, as these
‘fragments of : theory exp1a1n the choice ofage‘ educatio

; ande left-right self-

placement as principal‘variables in our analyses unconventional participatiqn.

The literature on postindustrial soclety su' ests that education and '
knowledge will be the' paqhways to status in th future. 9 The changing com-

N
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. It is obvious that many factors of*a cu%tural and contextual natyre intervene, ’ .1:

position of the Iabor force, especially the shift from the secondary te the
\tertiary sectors®of the econpmy, will increase tHe centrality'éf‘gduéqtion.
Furthermore, theoretical knowledge will be of particular importange, and _
this,ra;her>thhn more narrow technical training, is the ‘primary focus ef the
‘elite universities that were at the forefront of the student protest in 'the
1960s. ‘David Aptér has hypothediZed that the locus of the push for sdefal
and political innovations will shift from the "have nots" to t ''Maves'',

+ to segments of a radicalized educated qu?geoisiello “These strufftural == & -
changes in the economy thus should lead to changés in the social/bases of ' .
different/forms of political action. Furthermore, as the disaffected are 1
better egucated, there should also be a change in attitudes toward the
polifical system, with those individual® and groups ‘toward the periféry

. of society no more lfiely fo be d%ﬁif{gcted than those near the center. o . .
T ea ; . I 2 N S A

~ . ¢

. Somewhat different in emphasis but similar 4n ¢onclusion are the im- :
plications of the concept of a hiérarchy of needs, which is associated with
the work of Abraham ‘Maslow.11 The Maslow thesis posits that human needs
. fofﬁia'hierafchy, with security needs, as for Shelter and food, dominating \ |
the lower levels. Next , come highér order needs, as for esteem and belong-
iing. Finally, self-actualization-or self-realization, which refer tQ_the
-development of one's potential, form the highest order of needs. These
needs are fixed early in life, so that ‘an individual is driven by what is
la¢king in childhood. Only need for self-actualization is not formed ;
by these deprivations, hence only those with 'secure ~-formative yé%rs will be i
. motivated by higher“order needs. This perspective would, like the post-—
industrialysociety literature, lead us to expect the affluent to be con~ | %
cerned with self-actualization; and, given the increase in affluence and
education during the pagt generation, we would expect the_ young to be .
especially motivated By higher order needs. Older and less affluent indi-
viduals would be much more concerned with sSecurity and other Mwer order
needs. The empirical evidence for and against the existence of a need
hierarchy is mix'ed.12 «But, whether its ejistence is ultimately confirmed " .
or'nbt,'it suggests that the affluent andfeducated young are of particular '
importance for the understanding of changes in the dynamics'of political
action and attitude formation. ’ ’
Wy ot
The third -theoretical s¥and that has influenced our deéigq is the line
of thinking associated with‘the concept of relative deprivation. This con-
cept’ has ‘been thoroughly' explored elsewhere, especially in the -work of
Ted qural . Several studies have demonstrated that the relatienship be- - ‘
tween measures of objectiwe deprivation and politics is not very strong.l4 o

hence- perceptions and expectations 'are more important than objeetive condi-
tipns. If this is the case, then the expectations of the affluent young, and
conseguently their levels of felt deprivatiom, could differ vastly_from what
_ would be predicted from their objective conditions. Ahd the actual levels
of deﬁiivatipn‘qf the disadvantaged likewise would not be as important as
' the gap between their expectations and levels of achievement. We are not, - .
in this paper, interested in deprivation, hence we will spend né time oh .
the cemplexity of the.c5qcept and the ways in which it can be conceptualized.15~
What'seems most important- is that people tend through time to come to terms ' )
with sthe realities of their situation so that deprivation, no mattér how .
" cenceptualized, is not widely perceived. Numerous studies have shown that

'
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satisfactionfis-remarkably constant across socioeco??mic categories.16 ‘

. , . o R .

. ’ Consequently, from this perspective -it should not be surprising that A

) those who-for*various reasons.have -not yet made .peace with their situation .

"should, be' especially prone to p;otest activity and feelings of dissatisfac- -

. ti.O'D‘-_ Lo . \\ ' . . .

r ‘ - - ‘ / ’ . . .o

) These kheoretical interests“have led us to focus on unconventionalyas ;

as conventidnal political actioh, and have also suggested a specia ’

ern with age and education as determinants of political attitudes and

LI acgion.” Our intetest in organizational involvemerft, on the .other hand, stems

- our corfcern with the impact of agbects of mobilization on politics. g

» In our first drossnational analyses we 'largely. concentrated on socio- % - . *

psychological variables. At this -time the way 1in"which people are tied . ’
into the political system becomes the focus, and’ this" paper concentrates
on a single important aspect of mobiliZatiom—involvement in organizations.
1 4 * .
Literature that ﬂbCuments the coritributidn of prganizational involve -
ment-to conventional participation is cited below. To our knowledge, the
vooe o, relationship of organizationil involvement with unconventional participa— - e
‘tion has not.been: directly examined, so there is little to guide us when we
turn in this direction. The "participatory demacracy' -literature, however
suggests that people who are active jin organizations have more positive‘
views toward the political system. Indéed, participation is w1dely viewed
as ap antigmie for feelings of alienation and inefficacy. And little in the S s
. . literature of participation .would lead to expect peqple with high in-
volvenlent in tlie organizational infrastrugture of society to ‘be involved
deeply in unconventional activities, which, bytheir very nature, would seem
to attract the marginal rather than the-integrated .o
. , . ; . . ) .
] The relevance of the participatory democracy literature;rhowever}is
dubious. The nature of .the participation involved is ch different from
b that experienced in the organizations examined here and, to a large extent,
. its.utility for the real world of politics is. unt;ited It 'is better to

.

approach the data without preconceptions: -the éx oration in- the pages
. " that 'follow of the relationship between organizational in\’olvement and l:‘
less 1nvest1gated arenas of politics is. tentative.

* - )

' . . - . s . . ’ . ) ‘ 3 .
i ‘ - ' . Organizational Involvement in America— ‘ o '
. N Yy -, +Memsurement and Dimensions R ' ¢
A . ‘j “ ) , 7. ‘ . —'——- . .
T The method used tp obtain ipformation about organhqatio al involve- .
oo ment ‘reflects the intgrests and megds of the crossnational rgsearch er- |
taking of which’ this datasét is* a part. Respondents were shopn a list of .
+ . organizations and asked to indicate to which they beIonged f any. For ,
. each®™{ndicated organization they were asked their level of adtivity— - e
: very .active, fairly active, or ‘not at all activé. Some organizational “

categories were country specific, such’'as those of refugees from the,east

in Germany, but the broad structure of organizationg is-similar in all the

o " countries we studied. .’ a T .
A o . . . ‘s
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. The oistrihution of memberships and levdls 6f activity are shown
in Table 1. LChurch memhbrship, claimed.by 482‘
political parties are the- next most®numerous category with le of

. -
. -

ﬁ .

is by far-the most common -

i

e

. Table 1 here

A

‘a

-

,the population. Trade-union meabership is claimed by only 13%. It is sur-
prising;that party ¥mesbership, which in a formal sense is less. widesprea¢

in the U. S. than in Europe, should ‘be “second only, to church membership

in number of respondents claiming it.- We lqoked at several background and
political involvement characteristic of thege party members anrd found that
they were as a group highly involved' in conventional aspects of -politic
activity. ' Party membership is closely associated with conventional partici-

J - T e
N -
\l

pation. For this re
of, party membership

n, as well as 'some lack of clarity in the meaning
the U. S., we will not include ﬁhrty'membership in the

summary measures used in the following analyses.” -

- Three summary variables were constructed from the orgafizational

»
/

memberghips informationT One simply pummarizes total memberships. Anéther ’
reflects level of activity for those with . at least One membership: it con-
sists of the-mean level of activity of the respondent in the organizations
to which 'hé or she belongs, An index of organizational actiyism was created
. by weighting level of activity by number of organizations,:witH‘the

results expressed by four” levels of act1v1sm——none low, "medium, angd high
» .'_

r -
" : \ ‘q’

~ . —

\

’/

Table 2 shows the organizational 1nvolvement of respondends with break-

Table—%

.
-

)

. -

»

X

downs by sex, education, race, and afe.

Téble'Z here o .

3
. e

—— . -

- shows the mean level of activity in organizations with the same breakdowns.

™~
v

© +

Finally, Table 4 shows the same =t .

Table\ 3 here ) ' o

ﬁi\ 'u",/ ‘ + ° )
breakﬂown for the Summary index of organizhtional activism., °.

Table 4 here . N o ' T

. . “

Numerous studies ‘hawe demonstrated the peavily middle-class nature of
woluntary associgtion membership, a4t least in the Umited States. These
, findings are, in general, replicated in our study. Class and education-.are
clpselyrelated because of the’ theoretical importance of education, we will
concentrate on that measurk. Higher educational levels are over-represented
in organizations and among_activists. Table 5 presents these finds, In the

.
. -
' . . . —) e
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Table 1°

i

v i Organizafiong'l Involvement® “o L ’ .
) ‘ 7"-‘ . .. . . a | ' ’ . .
. . . e . .
\ . . Type of organization ) Members. Not ) _Fairly ‘Very - .
s A o ) . . _ .active active .active
e oo Church or irel!gious orgampization 48 ‘/~10 " 20 R 18. » \
." Political party - ‘ 16 YA 7 2
Tradé union - - 13.° 5 * - 6. T2 .

. S.ocial groué . ' 12 . 1 6‘ .5 ' . _
Fratérnal lodge. - =~ . . ' S 4 5, 2 2
Professional associar..bti l o.M, 3 o 6 .2 . '

' )\' Athletic clup of team . V' [ ‘o - =P 4 e ..
. . Special_interesg/hobby group ' - 10 " 1 ' 5 4 o )
. Veterans organization “ T 7 3 , 3 1 ’
] .o Civic group . . j ' . 7 ¢ 1 3' 3 . .
N ' Chagitable-social-welfare organization ~ 6 1 -3 2 T
» Neighborhood association * 5 1 ) - 3 1 "
. - Business association .’ 5 -1 Y3 1°
. Youth club ‘ ‘ 3. b ) 1 S22 )
S Farm ‘grganize'xtion Lo ‘ L 3. I . 1 —b .
k" "Cooperative society ) -2 ‘—b , 1. _ b ;
~_ Other political club ° d ‘ -2 1 1. 1 !
Racial or éthnit association 1 e e
N Qtﬂir brganiz’ati'oné - o 8¢ 2 .‘ 2 4 .
— %11 percents are of total sample. ' '\ . ' ‘
Prewer than 5_cases. ' ‘ P R
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' '+ __ Table 2
v - o8 T, N & ’ ‘
. ) Total Organizationgl Membership Claimed '(ig %) -
. . T : ’
<, IR Noné L1t 27 3,
- : ¥ ' ] C ‘* v «‘ﬁ'

. N ‘ ) ) ‘,
Total Sample . 26 30 - 21 12

L4

Y ¢ . — N '
* Sex: . oo . v
’ Men - : ' 23 25 23 15
Women - _ . 28 33 19, 10,
] ! B
o - . ) ”"i . L
Education: N 4 : r .
. A" l .
' Less than High School 36, .37 7 17 7
igh School . " 26 ~ 33 23 9
’ .Some College  * . - 15 | 18 21 22
. / - T , . . )
Race: : » T -
., P

Whi td s Co26, 29 % 12
K ., Black - .. 23 41 - 1
' '; . .
_O
) Age: . ) . .
.. Lesdthan 3Q 32 31 17 . ‘14
30+ ' w7230 0 toag v g2 12

et
-

o . , ; ’ - . '
. J - . ~ * R
] Total N =, £40 503 349 211
Y *
b ’
. A - ]
%
E
i' ' '
. ' * .
‘ [
) . L4 . * *f;y
» [ N
- ?
) 4 ) a‘i ‘ 9 v
F
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o ‘Table 3 -
N < . '\'
fetivity Level .
‘% in each level) .
. ) . > , . — .. .
S . 7
. : _ Medium  Mediwm
T . < .5 None- Low " Low High High
' ‘ * ’ » M . . —~ !‘.K
Total Sample : 25 » 19 . 25 14 18+,

s‘ ) R \ R N - . p‘ ‘A
Sex ] . , i ' ~ . o
" Men 22, 2%, 24, 15 4,

Women ' 27 15 - 25+ 13 21 *
. : R SN
. - h J ~
Education: . . -, §
, » 7 - . R . .
_ Less ‘than High,School® 33 17 . 22 7 * 19
High School " ,° 25 16" 28 '-’ 12 19 , \‘
- Some Cbllege 14 23 25 22 16.
\ l Y . :
AN | . . t
Race: . . . -
. White = b 25 50 25 . 14 17
Black 22 9 & 27, 12 29.
~ Mfge: ' - . * T
" less than 30 . 317, 15 . 26 11 - 16 ~.%
30+ 22 ka0 24 15 19
PR v . . - ‘ » . . " .
Total N = ', , ( 419 317 . 419 229 303
L ' . + . ) ‘ y - * . ' )
' \
« -,“
N /
- "
- (.
Y . .
.i ¢ L . IO . f



. Table 4 -

»

_Organizational\Activism Index ~ . -
(% in eacdh level) . )

v .

-
~

- .
=
« 4~

' o8 .
None _ Low Medium ~ High

R TS .

Total Sample : 26 22 27

~ - ~

o Lt . . . -~y ! '.
Sex: ; R : k\\\‘ R
T 23 -
21

Men - ?'-
Women - ’ — e 2

\

‘Education: - g

A e B '

- . Less than High School
High School - - -
Some College

-~ »

Race:

" White
. Black °

Age}
+  Less than 30
30+
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. UL e, b - . Table 5, .. . . . v R
| ¢ - ' s - ':\ ‘:;" TS ] "' _‘\ ‘. " LR . i od
.t . Educ‘atfon“‘;iﬂﬂ"T:ri’i'olvement. Percent W&th Mo‘re Than co ' R
v ’ S
. L B S 12 Years of Educatlon at That Level of Actlvity ) . . ¢
) + ‘“ g - ‘i-.\ B ) ! ° ) f v .;‘ ) - : ’-
e b U " '.’ k — - ~ ‘ > t -
. ‘ ¥ - - N = -
’ Organization : T, Level of - act.1v1ty < o , \
S ' . lgw ~ Mediwm . Bieho -
. — ‘ - . >y - = s
. . Py .,; 4 . , . *j :,,"} - . ;_
. Fratemal lodge ) . ;v 35 ¢« 51 . 42 . . . .
. - . . - "
v . Busmess association "- : .62 67 W76
. 2 & . \ e v
. Px'ofessmnal assot:tm:mn % . - 83 . 84 4. - T, =
- . L » - - - .
. Farm organlzation S "ns 67 . ZP . 3 % R
- » -
Church ‘or reliﬂgx_xs organlzatlon 87 39 ! 34 . .
] Do -
NeighW®Worhoad associatdon . ) 69 . 56" D4 ?“ Y m
- b Sad ’ .
.. . < . .
Sqcial group Lo - _ 40 .. 59 ¢ 57, : ,-,’
o Athletic club ox team '* - 20 54 YA S
N - Cooperative society' L o, 62 55 °. -2 .
"\ Political party 4 50 - o ‘64 © 59 4 “ oA
: . ™. . . . A . -~ - . o : < : . .
) Other ‘pqliti club & ¢ /. 45 ‘. 54 54
P 9
. v o N, . . : "
. Toe Charitable-social welfare orga)jé ion ‘¢ 46 57 .- 66
. R - d ) + ' M .. « *
: Veteran's organization 35 0 Y 45 , 38 v,
. . - . ‘ ) N I .
Ciwic gropp - . ‘ ‘L B . 68 67
. ? . 3 . 4
Specfalized inte;est/hobby group . 64 .t 64 -53 il
< .. ' - ¢ - ’a
o Racial or ethnlc assoc1at10n L. L 50 75 80, - - " :
YO'uth ad . . 343 56 Iy 46 P o N N ’
\ . i e Ve, - o h =
© M Trade unions .. T "_'\/ 22 24 e 24 0 "D -‘
9. v < .Y : \ . 3 .
Other orgarizations |, ’ ' 52 . 33 . - 49 } ., .
™ ' ¢, ' * " \ .' T K L‘»\ » -
9 - — - 4 - *
PO . N ‘ “ N R g M .
. * ' b ) N . o .
: 3Fewer tlhan'S. cases. . '; e -
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. ‘tgtal sample 34 percent possess at least some colleg%.(see.Iable 5). . i <.
N Ve e - . ' . ‘ P
_ " . Table 5 here _ ' T S ) , oy , NN
- A - - - e '. - . 0, .
. Peoplé under thirty are n s heavily involved-in organizations as those
*thirty dnd over;, but the diffdrénces in overaIl levels are not great, | 18" .
o Youth,,however, is somewhat concgptrated in yQuth and sport\onganizations. . ‘ ’
.+ Men are slightly more likély than women to join and to » Finally, .’
the differenCes between Blacks and ‘Whités ate neglt differences .
- - . betweén the two groups in education and” bthgr b e taken. inte - - T S A
.. account,, tHitparticipation rates of Blacks are in fact higher than those .- ot
of Whites. Wl ) L _— ‘ *
v . N .' . ' N -t "'- ’
" ¢ With the exception of the findings concerning BI&cks, ‘our resea his ' © é%isz?”
thus in line‘with previous’ findings- abbug»o:ganizational 1nvolvement. 9 .

- 8light. differenqgs in opgxationdlizations make preﬂtse comparisons difficult ‘o,
T to achdevwe; but; in genetal, there . are no surprises. ,gen, the-better - )
" . ) educated and the not-s o-young are higher in number- of- meﬁbershipS‘and in |
Yo activism than»their complementary sets. As«our concern-is not-with the .
- investigation of orgamizational’ involvements but with political consequences‘ -

we turn now toﬁ;;nzezg}onal participation. - :‘_gx . . Q' r
’ » R 13 . . . v & ;‘*-;;'-,q_: .’ ’ ” \'7. b

b . h ;" ‘ ‘ L] ' / N
. B i . N - LN, ¢ . N .
: ) Qrganizational Involvement and €onventional Participation
L2 : .. - . A . ' . L. . : it
s A ¢ RN

e / - M - . . -~
- —— . . g
—— . - ¥ . »

' Most wkitingiabout political participation has emphasized institution—
"alized act1v1ties such gs. voting, discussing’ politics and onating money -
. . for campaigns. The relationship betweenerhls type of}political activity,
which we label conventional participation, and’ involvement in organizations - g
- does- not receive great attention: An exce gtion is the previously mentioned
"\ BartiCipatién in Amerjica of.Verba and Nie: *Their analysis documented
) severaI findings® concerning thQ’impact of organizational involvement on “ | s
. - participatipn. The relationship was genuine and not dye -to othér social ‘
. characteristics, thOugh it was weaKened by correcti r social character— ] .
- istics.., Legvels of activity in the organ!‘ation are also impd&tan&k ‘
o "The:individual who is a passivé member in ond or mofe organizaftgﬂﬁgis no ’
’ "~ more likely to be active in politicsathan the’ individual who belongs to no .
v . such association" 22‘\Ihey also .found that exposhire to political dis- . -
cussiods and- community. activities ‘within .the organization jncéreased its’ -
. ° politi 1mpa¢t.23 Even activity_in nonpolitical organizations fad an ’ .-
.+ lmpact political.participation.§4 - :-..5 . :

. . . .
Yy v " \ ” ° N L4 .
4 \ - - - »

- "Our results support the%e findings insofa¥-as we can reconstrnct them
with our data. Our measure of conventional participation differs from theirs
in details but taps royghly similar aspects of political action. The Verba- C
¢ -Nie Summary participation: index, also“referred to-as the standard pariiaéza- h
S tion scale, is constructed from a factor analysis of .the  four “factor <t
5: . that defined the' four modes of participation. 5 Qur conventional participa—' .
o tion index is composed of elements from three of-the fodr modes: we omit
+ . voting because it does not vary greatly within several' of the countries in *(
dur crossnatidnal study. The construction of our conventional participa-

T tion variable is explained\in greater detéil in the forthgoming volume.
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% It 18 clear that organizationgl involvement is'a ptincipal congributo r

: Eg.conveqtibnal partieipationt. Because our interest in tie relative
impact of yauth and education we have efiosen to evaluate the impact of .
organizatidns along with these “two vatiables. Wé know that people wﬁa‘seeg ~

thehsel§¢s as being én the léft in politics are mote Iikely to.engage in A

unconventional polif{cs than those on the right—at least in the United
States at the present time. For this reason we control for general political

tendency in éur ‘analysis of conventional participation in order to show how e

' its impact difﬂﬁrs'between the two forms of:participation.‘ We performed.a._
Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) of con@tional participation with

these four variables as predictors. As Tabg: 6~ demonstrates’, total
‘Y Table 6 here N . ) ’ =~ . " d
‘ ’ v . ’ R . , N N . .

, organizational activity is 3/better predictor of conventional participation
,than the other three: °'All make an impotrtdnt contribution. Given the error’
.inherent in survey data, an explained variance of 22% is not unimpressive.
' The .importance of organizational activism rather than mere membership has
" been widely noted, sd‘&e‘penformed-an MCA aﬁalyéis of. conventional partici-
‘pation with the two componehts‘of the index as predictors. We find that
both total memberships and level, of -activity comtribute g0 convertional
ipation, and at the same level of strength. The R¥for total membership
is .28™aqd for level of. activity is .27. These' two together explain. - i
of the variance in conventional partiicipation. Yhis finding.
merits fufther consideration not possible in this paper} It is clear that®
both membershipswang activism contribute té conVentional‘pigticipaﬂiod.

.

. 4 - -
¢ .. . -~
. ‘-~ :
L] . ' .
" Organizations and Unconventional Participation

'. . DN ’
. .

« - . ] ’ - . N -
Up to this point in the discussion our findings are in line with previous
work. They now begome less ‘readily predictable’, and one reasqn is simply the

absence of previous research to guide us.

. Much has been written about'unconvenﬁigyéi forms of gzlitical partici-
fpation. The umrest of the late 1960s*led a great interest in protest

. behavior, its origins, and consequences. The findings of these studies .
are still in the proceéé of being integrated into the literature on political
participation, It yis a slow process, because protesy§ behavior is rare and
sporadic ‘among mas$s publics, which make it difficult to study in a'systematic
fashion. Moreover, most empirical work on participation did not consider
unconventional forms of participatiom at all: only institutionalized,
"normal”, forms were included. Milbrath, in his influential sypthesis of .
knowledge.about participation, spécifically excluded protest behavior.Z2 '
And so da Verba and Nie in Participation in America:- only.in The Netherlands
in their csossnational work .did the Verba-Nie, et al. research group include
quesf®ieons about unconventional forms of Behavior! and there they, found that
lprotest behavior formed anbther mode of political action?7 The eight-nation
study of which the data utilized here are a part was desigmed to investi~-

gate unconventional as well as conventional participation, and it is to the

s measurement o the former that we néw turh.
e

.
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" Table 6

Model of Convent iénal

4

Age

Left-right self gl‘acement
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is not difficult to see why thig is so
activity makes "it cosfity for many peop
that one act contrary to- general horms
people to do unless they are part of a

%
[

entional political actio“rs\limited lm‘

.. The very nature of unconventlonal““\~‘
le to become involved, It requ1res

» and that too is oftert difficult for
subculture that supports them in

‘this act1vity. Involvement'in unconventlonal activ1t1es is also constra1ned
by .the context of action,‘py the vastly dlffering envirodments within which -

people .find themsélves. The 1mpact of
in the research de31gn, but in the pre
samples and havE‘not attempted to inst

ments. . I
*

.
- ., - . -

the setting can be controlled for
sent study we have opted for national
itute cordtrols for differing environ-

.
14

. We have measured protest potential‘rather than actual’ involvement in .
pr0test activities. This decision flows from the above reasons, and .
especially from our recognition that involvement\is heavily dependent on

opportunity, Oar scale of profest pot

entjal was 'decided upon after exten-

sive develdbmental wor: ‘in several countries, -It prov1des a s1ng1e score
for each respondenty that says, 1ﬁ'effect, I'would go this far and no fyrther

- in engaging in an increasingly difficult Set of protest behaviors. These -

behgviors ran from'signin petitions to engaging in boycotts, occupying

buildings, taking part in undfficial s
. with other demonstrators and police.

items, and the respondent was asked about three dimensions of- each of them..

trikes, damafing property,and fighting
There were originally ten of these

W

The first zas whether he or she appréveg strongly, approved, disapproved, or
s

d1sapproVe /

trongly of, the act.. Respondénts were then asked whether they

considered the act ver effectlve, somewhatvqffective, not very effective,
‘or not at all effe . The final dimension concerned behavior—whether the

respondent had done the act, ‘would do

it. ‘Out composite index is heawily Jweighted by thé approval dimension.

rning protest -meet the

it, might do it,” or would never do

requirements of Guttman scales. Seven

e items con S
tems weye utilized for the final ‘version of the scale, and n the United ¢

States
Téhle 7 here ¢ -, . e
_‘ . [ Q‘ ‘f'

ey ranged in difficulty as in Table 7. .

oy

. .

The theorethal Iiterature on whichnour work on unconventional political
behavior is based led,us to diverse amnd’ sometimes conflicting ex ectations
concernlng the impact of organ;EAtional involvement: One 1 f thought
is’that protest.activity.is a political tactic of those without noymal
regularized ferms of access,for political action. Organizational involwement
should be expected to reduce the need for ufconventional action, as those
with extensive ties to ogganizations would have ready access to political
decisiqh makers. This ljine of thinking ,suggests_a strong negative/;aﬁation~

ship be ween organlzational involvement and protest potent;al‘ In addition,

expected to possess the personal and .p
unconventional’as well as ‘conventional
repreSented ,among these high on protes
that the ‘nature of the organizatjp it

t; org nizgtiond] dctivists should feel closer to the, political
Another* set,of‘%xpec ipns derive from v1ew1ng organizations as
vehicles of mobilization, In ‘ch case btrganizatiopal activists could be ¥

olitical resources essential .to -
ctivities, and hence wbuld be heaviiy .
t]potential, Still another view is

1f WOU%F make a substantial difference.

‘9 $
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Do That 1is, some organizations have a conservati21ng impact while others T,

» radicalize their members. R

The most 1mportant finding that we have to report is that organizationab
involvement is simply\not strongly related to protest potential when simple
controls are applied (see Table 8). Our,simple four,predictor model fits .

. Table 8 here ¢ o’ )

L ad
3

. .
. L,

protest potential'even/getter than conventidnal participation, but the
Telative contribution of the variables topthe explanation differs. Age is
the most important, followed by education and left-right self .placement,
which are roughly equal in explanatosy power. The contribution of organiza-
tional activism is modest when controls for the other three variables are
instituted. Protest potential does increase modestly with organizational

o ' activism, and in a’ monotonic fashion, from a meap score of 3.37 among those

~ +« °  with no memberships to 3. 38 among those low, 3.48 among those.in the
middle group, and 3.63 among the most active. But this impact is overshadowed
by that.of the other variables. ™ o -

3 ¢

*

i

It remains possible that the impact of organizational involvement
varies from organization to Organization and thus .the inclusion of so many

. -different ones leads to & canéeling of effects. Table 9 shows the many
levels of _protest potential of the various categories of activism for each
type of organization. It is clear that membership in most organizations is .

' R Y ’ ’ " . N
) Table -9 hergs : oo . Lt L.
. . IS ] . N
not' strongly related to increased protest potential, and organizational .

activism is in fact associated with decreased protest potential., In almost
. all cases, the most active- category'has a lower mean protest potential score
» than at least one of the lesser levels of activism. There ‘are only two
. . exceptiomns, and they follow expected trends: athletic and youth categories
) "+ exfibit.the highest levels of protest potential among the most active members.
i ' This fits neatly into our explanatioh of: why the relationship between
v orgahtsazional involvement and protest potential is not stronger (and
negative) when multi-variant analysis techniques are employed. . .
v hletic and youth catégories are dominated by young people and it is
the high protest potential of individuals with these characteristics that
is J.mport&t, rather than the fact of organizational involvement. Age gnd “
edutation are morel ~important than organizatienal involvement as predictors,
+* + and when left-right self-placement is included littl varience i explained
! by organizational involvement. Unlike the case with onventlond{
participation,«when the impact\bf these other three.predictors is

. L partlalled out ,. organizational involvement makes very little difference.
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T . Taple 9 e
‘ t  Level of Orga;;izationa]_.'"Activism. a;;d Protest Potc;_ntiala "'2_',‘__“
; . ‘ - - ‘ ) o e .. '
- ] ‘ ’ ' " Non-: o e Level of ac_:’tiv:[:sm‘ )
L S . METOErS  low Medium High
Lt 3 K . K r‘~ o e : N
(“Ihurch or religious organization . 3.0 : 2.4 2.3 2;.31.
Pdlitic‘:;al p,art)t' "' N o " \ 2.4 ‘ 2.8 - 2§: , 256
Trade union ST .24 0 2.5 029 . 2.9
Social,;:iub .., o LS 2.7 2.9 2.6
Fraternal 1odgé' " v T P 2.4 “2.20 0 190
L, Proiessmnal aseociation R I 2.4 3 0 3.0 * 2.6
| __Athletic club Jr team’ T, | %i" B T A B
Special interest/hobby group Ve v2.4 . 3.4 3.'2- ‘ 2.8
Vetexan's ;;_I'gahization: o L .. 72.5. 2.2 2.4 , 1..5
) Civie group * __Q——‘— L ‘ 2"5.";\ } 213 2.3 ‘ 2.4
Charitable-social welfare \or,ganizatlon ’ “_—_275\“ 1.9 . 3.2 2.7
<o Nelghborhood assoc1atlon S - 2.5 - 3.0 . 2.8 . 2.0
~ -Business association’ . .‘; ' ’: e W2 5 ) 2.9 2.4 .. 2.3
, Youti.-clyb . S Y2 0 3.0 30 T8
- Farm, organlzation r e L 2.8 ' 2.1 1.8. R
. Cooperat.lve sodety - L '; - _ 2.‘St, +02,9 ‘ 31 ) '——‘2
} - . orher poiicical club o e 25 3% 31 3.k
’ ‘ Racial or ethnic association' " R —é.’S tL. Zf%“ . 34 3 . 2.6 .
N ',_,j,'L'_‘l""
. . . .- . ' ,

a(Figﬁré is mean protest potenitial score. ° A . / ) -
. , M “ . , b .

bFewer than 5 cases.:
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« " In t?is final section we briefly introduce two ‘measures that relate
- . to resp nts'perceptions of the pollitical system. They are a.political

(3

+ + dissatisfaction index (PDI) and a ttust in govermment index. We then .
’ examinéZEhe relationship betweep these measures and organizational .
‘i? ) ginvorv nt, with a contlinued concern with the mediating impact of age,
A

education; and left-right self location. o

- . ' .
n 2 - Y

‘e

As mentioned briefly previousiy, the societal’integration represented .-

\ . ' by organizational ties could bé expected . to reducea{pe,feelings of -
L, 'alienation und dissatisfaction. The generhl. literafure on participatory
> =~ ! democracy,in particular, emphasizes the beﬂeficiaI effects that should be

. ‘' expected to flow from widespread participation. Without entering directly
into the debate ‘gver the ‘relevdnce of commonplace.variables ,such as .
. organizational.memberships and. activism For the 'artleipation hypothesis,
AR we present findings that should not encourage optimism concerning the’
. + attitudinal consefuences of organizational involvement., o
. Our, PDI'measure is copsfrueted from a battery of QUestioﬁs tapping
: _three.dimensions of public policy in ten issue areas. The areas are as
W follows: * B , <t *

< o T . . -«

L4 N -
‘

K . ‘Looking after old pedple

b : Seeing to it that everyone ﬁho wants a job can have one’, .
) roviding good education - . . .ot
* o Providing good medical care i a
' Providing~ adequate honsing . o, P
Fighting pollution ' : -
ot . Guaranteeing neighborhoods safe - from crime, * . .
N v ' - -Providing equal rights for racial minorities
.if' . S Trying-to gven out differences in'wealth Wt
! . ..
Jf N The dimensions investigated were the importance ofthe" issue- to the
',, ) respondent the responsibility of thedﬁovernment for dealing with the issue,
and the satisfaction of. “the responden

»

- Guaranteeing equal rights for-men and women' ,

with govermmental performance in that

s atea. A measure of politicaI dfsmmtisfaction was constructed for each issue:

?’ people scorpd high on dissatisfaction if they were dissatisfied with ‘the
- .government's performance on ¢he issue if it was viewed as a responsibility
of government and if it was considered to be~very important to the =~ . '
. respondent, * Low dissatisfaction scores represehted eithér satisfaction,
3 lack of jresponsibility assigned to govsrnment, or lack of importance of

hence intermediate:levels ofi thé index reflect moderate responses to the

e ' individual-questions. The PDI measure’is the mean score for the respongent

‘agross all ten issde- areas. 9 C e

I'd
.
. B - . F)

The trust in government measure is derived- from,two items from the

\' Lo SRb CPS battery: - ) .

4 LS
Generally !Peaking, would you say that this. cbuntry is run !
~by a~few big interests -looking out -for themselves or that it )

. is run for the benefit of all the people’

”»

»

. .
.
1~ - - . \

H

) " the issue to the respondent. Each dimension involved four fesponse categories,




. -

-

.dissatisfaction is quite modest. §

Our analysis strategy is to utilize'the.M
evaluate the contribution to PDI and trust of 0]
, compared with age, education, and left- right self placement.
tional involvement variable is the. summary inde

-

program in order to
anizational involvement

\

" The contrihution of the index of organizatiomal activity to political
Table 10 shows the contribution of the

fout variables.

contrxbute~great1y to the §at1sfaction of members with the outputs of the
. political system.

.-
.

It seems that organizatianal involvement does not,

Table iO here
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T The power of this set of wariables for explaining levels of‘politlcal

.

The organiza-.

¢

trust is likewise unimpressive, thoughoorganizational activ1ty is no longer--

by a small margin-qthe weakest of the predictors (see Table 11).
Qlear that, whatever‘the causes of political dissatisfaction and'distrust,

N

they\are’not’greatly‘affected‘by organi}ationalﬁinvolvement;
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. T " This paper has, reviewed the relationghip betWeen organizationqi
. involvement and several aspects of politics. The stmeng contribution *
of organizational involvement to conventiacnal political participation, which
hasf'been noted in many stydies, is reconfirmed. The relationship holds . .
" ever* wheh controls fdr age, education, and- 1eftﬂright self placement are
. institdted. It wds expected that organizational involvement would depress
protest potential and this was shown te be the case., However,* when the '
. - same set, of controls are employed, the relationshi largely yanishes, for
. ) organizational activists tend.to possess th oggaphic and political .
) characteristics of the members of the popul* who are low on protest.
. " The relationships between .organizational inv vement, on the one hand, and*
, political -dissatisfaction and distrust, on the other, are quite weak.
*Indeed, the: variables that were strong predictors of conventional and
T unconventional participation explain little of the variance in d?ssatisfactlon
and ,distrust. o . 4 -

-

‘a

o .

b

. - '

v ’ ‘
The received wisdom concerning the - importance of organizational in- .
volvement for conventional participatiop is supported by the dataa,‘But the ﬁl .
» presumed impagt of organizational involVemer't on reducing ‘protest, dissatis-. -
§ faction, and distrust is not confirmed fn\these analyses. . . . "\5_1'%‘
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In addition to the eight—nation study that is referr to here, the
work of the crossnational group associated with Sidney .Verba and Norman Nie
has(been 6f particular importance. Their major work is forthcoming.«'Verba,
Nie, and Jae-on .Kim, Participation and ?oliticgl Equality: A Seven-Nation

- Comgarison. Previously published are Verba and Nie, Participation fh . d
America, New York: Harper and Row,’ 1972; Verba, - Nie, and Kim, The Modes of
Degpevetic Partidipation. A°Crossnatipnal Comparison, Beverly Hills, Calif?
Sage, 1971; ' Verba et al., "The Modes of Participation: Continuifies in

< Research", Comparat#ve Political Studies, 6 (July 1973) 235-50 and ’
_umerous other publications. -

- - <,

-

2Myrpn Weiner?¥ “Political Participation: Crisis of the Political
Process', in.Leonard Binder et/al, Crises and Sequences in Political Develop—
ment, Princeton:. Princeton Univer31ty Press,.1971, pp 159- 204

A . '.'
- 3Samuel P. Huntington, Political’ Order in Changlng Societies, New Haven:
' Yale Univer51ty Press, 1968. B N
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-

' 4Samuel H.ngrnes, Party Democracy, <New Haven: " Yale Udiversity ?rese,
1967, chapter T, pp 112~125, - .
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5For example, in Jack Walker, "A Critique of the Elitist Theory of
Democracy.,,American Political Science Review, 60 (June 1966), 285-95;.
Peter Bechrech The Theory of Democratic Elitism, “Boston: Little, Brown, 1967.

-

. . 6Carole Pateman, Participation and Democratie Theory, Cambridge: .
T Cambridge University Press, 1970; and Paul Blurberg, IMdustrial Democracy:
S The Sociology of Participation, New York: Schocken, 1969.
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N 7Principal researchers in the-’ project are 3s_follows: United States:
» Samuel H. Barnes, Ronald Inglehart, and M. Kent Jennings, Great Britain:
’ - Mark Abrams'and Alan Marsh; The Netherlands: Philip Stouthard; West Germany: ¢
Klaus Allerbeck Max Kaase, and Hans D. Klingemann; Austria: Leopold Rosenmayr;
. Finland: Pertti Pesonen and Risto 'Sankiaho; Switzerlands Henty Kerr and Dusan
: Sidjanski;- Italy: Alberto Marradi, Giacomo Sani and Giovanni Sartori.

-

-t . 8For‘example, the iorthcoming volume dealing with political action edited
T by Samuel H. Barnes and* Kaase; and Ronald Inglehart, The Silent Revolution,
Princeton. Princeton University Press, 1927.
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9Gq9d introductfons to the literature on postindustrial society include
the following: Daniel Bell, The Coming of Postindustrial Society, New York:
Basic Books, 1973; Zbigniew Brzezinski, Between Two Ages: America's Role®:
in'the Technetronic Era,.New York: Viking Press, 1971; M. Donald Hancock
‘and Gfdeon Sjoberg,- Politics in the Postwelfare State, New York: Colymbia .
University Press, 1972; Samuel Huntington, "Postindustrial Politics? H
Benigd Will It Be?", Comparative Politics, . ,6 (January, 1974), pp 163-91,
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the contributions to Leon Llndberg (ed ), Polltlcs and the Future-of -

. Industrial Society, New York: DaVLd McKay, 1976; ‘'Theodore Roszak, Where the

Waste-Land Ends: Politios and Transcendence in Postlndustrlal Society, .',
.. Garden City, New York: Doubleddy, 1972; Donald gchon. qupnd the Stable State,
et Lohdon Temple Smith, 1971; and” Alail T0u‘a1ne, The PostlndpStrdal Society, _

Rew York Random House, 1972. i

- 2 ) - v ’ 4 - . .~ ' ¢
L 10Ch01¢e and the POllthS of Allocation, New Haven: Yalg Univetsity
" Press, 1971y pp-. 93-95. . - . -

L]

. B -
. 1

llSee Abraham Maslow, Mo;;vatlon and Personallgzj New York.: Harpers,
1954; and Jeanne M. Knu{son The Human Basis of the Pollqy, Chlcago Aldlne,
©.1972., 0 ¢ -t - S - .
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12See Knutson; op. clt, and Markku Haranne and Erik Allardt, Attitudes .

Toward Modernity and Modernlzatlon - An Appraisgl of an Empirical gtugy, , -
*, Helsinki': Research Group for Compatative SOClOlOgy, Research Report No,\é

Mo V1964, Y67, < ( ' D .

. » .
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¥ Why Men Rebel, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1970. )
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Amdng others: Gurr, op. Jeit. andsDouglas A. Hibbs, Jr , Mass Palitical
Violence: A Crossnational Causal Anély31s, New York: John Wlley and;Sons, Su

I9,73'. T, * ' . \
4 ‘15Thesé have beén exten31vely reviewed in Bernard Grofman and Edward N. ;
) Myiler, "The Strangé Case of. Relative Gratification 4nd Potential for .
«— Political Violence: The V-Curve Hypothesis", American Polltlca; Science
Revieéw, 67 {June 1973)¢ pp 514-539. BN B . e
~ v . '
16 ) . -

ngald inglehart, "Values, Objectlve Needs, ‘and Subjectlve Satisfac- ’
.tion Among Western Bublies', Comparative Political Studies, 9 (Ja&hary 1977),

pp 429-58% Erik Allardt, "The .Question of Iﬁterchéngeability of Objective and
- Subjective Socidls Indicators of Well-Being'™ ,, paper prepared for the 1976

€ongress of IPSA, EdinBurgh, August 16-24, 1976 Frank M. Andrews and

Stephen B. Withey, Social. Indicators’ of Well-Being: American's Percqggigﬂ§ -
» ., of Life Qual;ty, New Ydrk Plenum Press, 1976, pp 138-42.

-
7It should be noted that 'our church membership variable iagludes church |
o affiliation as well as mqmbershlp‘ln church-related organizations. Hence
' it is not comparable to the variable coded by Verba and Nie in Participation
in America, p. 178. ' '

.t . “ ,

18
The nature of youth Jrgaplzatlonal involvement merits spec1al attentlon §

- that cannot be allocated it heré. The same is true of wamén ‘and* blacks . |
(see helow). . ) : ( . I
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Vst - In particular compare with Vetba and Nie, op. cit., pp._174-208; ~ .
Wllbrath \OP- cig., pp. 134-35, 5 . AR R . [
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*+ ~Johm C. Scott Jr.fﬁMembership and Participation in Voluntary Associations,
American Sociolpgical~ Review, 22 (June 1957), 315-26; and Charles R. Wright
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LN 28 .
) —Further details of the construction of the scale will be found in the
initial report an - the study; edited by Samuel H. Barnes arid Max Kaase,

s and-Herbert H. Hyman, "Voluntary Association Memberships of.American

# Adults: Evidencg from National Sample Surveys,” American Sociological Review
23 (June 1958), 28&»93 !

-

Verba, et al., "Tbe Modes of Participation,"” Comparative Political

Studies, 6 (July 1973), 235-50. The drawbacks of research on participation . °

Sa W l74-268. ' ‘. "
“ Zlrpig., 183-84.. < :
.t . ) . .’
“22Ibid., 186; italics in ofiginal.
. 23Ibid., 186-191. ] '
1bid., 191-94. i
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Ibid., see Appendix B, pp. 356-357.
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that excludes protest amd other unconventiohal forms have heen widely noted,.
See, for.example, Robert H. .Salisbury; "Research on Political
Participation," -American’ Jolrnal of-Political Science, 19 (May 1975),.323-4Y;

Jerrold Rusk,

"Political Participation in America:

A’ Review’ Eséay,"
American Political Sci®nce Review, 70 (June 1976), 583-91; William R.

<

Schonfeld, ."The Meaning of Democratic Partlcipation——Review Article," World"®

Politics, 28 (dctober 1975), - -134- 58. " .
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