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Preface 

The Political Organization and Parties Section of the American 
Political Science Association sponsored the second in a series of 
workshops on Wednesday, September 2, 1992. This workshop, entitled 
"Representing Interests and Interest Representation," included a panel 
of scholars presenting brief papers on researching interest groups and 
a panel of Chicago-area interest group leaders responding from their 
personal experience. The results of these panels are included in this 
publication, the goal of which is to make the results of the workshop 
available to students of interest groups. 

Toe second POP workshop resulted from a great deal of work on 
the part of many people. Special recognition goes to Bill Crotty and 
Mildred Schwartz, who organized the scholarly and practitioner panels, 
respectively, and helped edit the resulting materials. The leadership 
of POP, particularly the Chair, Gerry Pomper, and the Program Chair, 
Ruth Jones, were instrumental in organizing the workshop as well. We 
are grateful to the participating scholars and practitioners who 
graciously consented to have their remarks reprinted here. Special 
thanks goes to James Guth for reading and commenting on the entire 
manuscript, Kimberly Haverkamp and Shannon Little of the Bliss 
Institute for their careful work on the manuscript, and to Maureen 
Munchaster and the University Press of America, with whom this 
volume is co-published. 

The Ray C. Bliss Institute of Applied Politics is a bipartisan 
research and teaching institute at Toe University of Akron, dedicated 
to understanding the "nuts and bolts" of practical politics with a 
particular emphasis on political parties and related organizations. 
Thus we are pleased to make available the results of the second POP 
workshop. This volume parallels one from the first POP workshop, 
Machine Politics, Sound Bites and Nostalgia: On Studying Political 
Parties, which was co-published in 1993. 

John C. Green, Director 
Bliss Institute 
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PART ONE 

Scholarly Perspectives 



1 

Interest Representation and Interest 
Groups: Promise and Potentialities 

William Crotty 

The study of interest representation is a relatively "old" subject of political 
inquiry. Over the course of time, it has produced some outstanding 
contributions, from Arthur F. Bentley's The Process of Government (1908), 
little-read but much-acknowledged, through David B. Truman and his 
monumental The Governmental Process in the early 1950s, to those of Robert 
H. Salisbury (1969, 1984), Jack L Walker (1983), and Mancur Olson, Jr. 
(1965) in the present period, including those represented (in addition to 
Salisbury) in this volume. 

The academic work on interest groups and interest representation has 
proven influential in defining the study of politics. Interest groups and other 
"group concepts" of politics dominated explanations of American government 
and policy-making in the 1950s and early 1960s and, as filtered through the 
concept of pluralism, have provided what is arguably the most-lasting and 
perhaps the most-persuasive theorizing on political decision-making in the 
United States. Explanations of the dynamics of political action and the 
distribution of policy rewards through group competition have had a lasting 
appeal to many academicians. Certainly generations of students in political 
science courses have been presented this view of the political world. A review 
of textbooks reveals the influence of this perspective on the most 
comprehensive interpretations of American government and how it operates. 
The approach is less attractive in other democratic nations (possibly one 
reason for the lack of extensive cross-national studies of interest group 
influence) and, in fact, the definition of what constitutes "pluralism" may well 
be significantly different within other national cultures. Still, group 
conceptions of politics have maintained a surprisingly strong appeal for 
American political scientists despite extensive challenges. 

As Jeffrey M. Berry (Chapter 3) says (and the other authors in this 
volume reemphasize to varying degrees), "interest group representation lies 
at the heart of democracy in America." This is true. Yet despite the 
intellectual force of its contributions and the influence of its theorizing on the 
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discipline, the study of interest groups has had an uneven development and 
is facing major problems (Cigler 1991; Berry 1988). Its evolution has been 
fitful, alternating between periods of intense interest and, more commonly, 
prolonged neglect. The number of practitioners in the field is relatively small 
today. Berry estimates that depending on the criteria used, roughly 6 percent 
of recent dissertations indicate "at least a short-term commitment to interest 
group scholarship" (or 10 percent if research on social movements is 
included). 

All told, interest group research is neither incrementally cumulative nor 
necessarily related in subject matter or focus. Rather, it reflects strategies 
dictated by scholars' personal interests or accessibility of data. Of course, this 
is a charge that could be leveled at many areas of political science. The 
problem is that in a small but crucial subfield of a broader discipline with 
relatively few active researchers, these problems become both obvious and 
disturbing. Indeed, omissions in the study of interest representation are both 
substantial and, given their potential impact on the discipline, puzzling. 

To document a few: research has focused predominantly on domestic 
policy-making ( curious given the emphasis on foreign policy and the impact 
of the Cold War in establishing national priorities); comparative and cross­
national research projects are rare; large-scale, empirically-based explorations 
of interest groups have been limited in number; there are fewer historical 
works and longitudinal quantitative studies; and field work has often ignored 
theoretical concerns, and what has been done has been difficult to integrate 
into broader conceptual formats. 

On another level, interest group research has been faulted for inattention 
to internal group demands, goal-setting, decision-making and membership 
influence, concerns that have propelled a good deal of research on political 
parties. And given the focus on organized groups, the questions of what 
group members want and the proportion of the population that is represented 
through group channels have received little systematic empirical analysis, 
despite being the center of often acrimonious debate. Indeed, to what extent 
does a pluralistic group culture best represent the interests of its citizenry? 
Such questions are basic to an understanding of interest representation. 

Studies have often been narrowly focused, detailing one group and its 
operations at one point in time, or the adoption of one piece of legislation, 
or, more inclusive yet, outcomes in a specialized policy-making area. This 
may be another way of saying that much of the field research has relied 
extensively on the case study approach. Although the results have often made 
impressive additions to our knowledge, (see as examples: Browne 1988; 
Hansen 1991, 1985; McConnell 1966; Cigler 1986; Cigler and Hansen 1983; 
Basso 1987; and Berry 1984 on just one of the best explored areas, food and 
agriculture policy), broadly comparative, inclusively designed studies have 
been less common (but examples include Walker 1991; Schlozman and 
Tierney 1986; Salisbury, Heinz, Laumann and Nelson 1987; Heinz et al., 1990; 



Interest Representation and Interest Groups 3 

Salisbury et al. 1993; Berry, Portney and Thomson 1993; and on state-level 
interest group operations, Rosenthal 1992; Gray and Lowery 1992, 1993, 1988; 
Lowery and Gray 1993, and the citations in their paper in this volume), and 
major synthesizing efforts have been rare (but see Cigler 1991 and the 
citations therein). In methodological terms, the case study has been a useful 
and, to a degree, distinguishing feature of much interest group research. The 
personalized elite interviewing that serves as a basis for much of this work is 
demanding, an art in itself and one that deserves extended attention. Andrew 
McFarland (Chapter 6) assesses some of the problems in this approach and 
captures the essence of its appeal and value, as does John Tierney's (Chapter 
5) advocacy of, to borrow Richard F. Fenno's (1978, 1990) characterization, 
"soaking and poking." 

The study of interest representation overlaps, and borrows from, a number 
of other subfields in political science as well as from other disciplines: 
economics, social psychology, organizational behavior, sociology, and, in 
approach, anthropology. Again, this in itself is not unusual (and, in fact, is 
welcome). What is less ordinary is the unusually fluid nature of the research 
enterprise; the expansiveness (and changing structure) of the "interests" that 
are or could be pursued (Cigler and Loomis 1983); the absence of defining 
criteria or agreed upon limits as to what constitutes the subfield and what 
defines its practitioners (Cigler 1991; Salisbury 1975; Berry 1988); and what 
the subfield shares and what demarcates it from other, related avenues of 
inquiry. In short, the field has its distinctive problems as well as its strengths 
and familiar methods of intellectual pursuit. 

How then to bring all of this together in one volume? 
One starting point is to settle on a definition of what constitutes interest 

representation and interest group research. We can begin with Robert H. 
Salisbury, one of the most thoughtful and influential of scholars shaping the 
field (Salisbury 1969, 1983, 1984, 1986, 1990; Salisbury et al. 1987, 1993; 
Heinz et al. 1990; Salisbury and Johnson 1989), and his definition in this 
volume. What Salisbury (Chapter 2) refers to as his "current working 
definition" of "interest" is as follows: 

. . . an interest arises Crom the conjunction between some private value-held by a 
political actor • public: officials, or groups thereof as wcU as private sector operatives -
and some authoritative action or proposed action by government. Neither private 
value nor governmental action (actual or potential) can by itself generate the interest. 
Likelihoods and propensities may abound, but unless the conjunction occurs, there is 
no interest . . . interests arc CODStantly being defmed, redcfmcd and even 
discovered as when some new action proposaJ appears on the political scene . • . 
among the core tasks lobbyists [and others) must perform is monitoring ongoing 
processes or policy development so as to recognize newly emergent interests. 

In tum, ". . . a focus on interest representation entails three component 
parts: a conception of interests expressed . . . in substantially specific terms 
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a conception of the process of interest representation . . .; and a 
theoretically grounded assessment of the impact on public decisions of the 
actions involved in the interest representation process" (italics in original). 

Accepting such a definitional criteria as formulations of the core focus of 
the field, we can move on to ask two broad questions which each chapter 
addresses in one form or another. In studying interest representation, What 
questions should be asked? And, then How should they be asked? 

Each of the authors considered these questions within different contexts. 
Robert Salisbury, in addition to providing a coherence to the undertaking and 
a focus for research, develops an overview of inquiry in the field and some of 
the problem areas to be encountered. He advocates the investigation of: 
first, the spatial distribution of economic activity; second, the inter-relationship 
of values and interests to the ethnocultural patterns of settlement and 
migration in the United States; and third, the historic development of cultural 
institutions that shape values. He also encourages the examination of the 
government promotion of interests, directly and indirectly, at various levels, 
and the relationship between groups and officials. There is a broad research 
agenda here. Salisbury concludes: 

• • • Our scope must include every active unit, from the isolated individual to the 
most complex coalition or organizations several steps removed from individual 
members, that engages in interest-based activity relative lo the process of making 
public policy. I recognize that this constitutes a supremely imperial conception of our 
field. So be it. What should we leave out? What organizations and/or active 
individuals rail to qualify? I sec no need to restrict our jurisdiction in advance and 
much reason to be ready to incorporate more rather than less organizational variety 
. . . Our research has suffered more from omissions rather than from too expansive 
a notion of what to include. 

Allan J. Cigler (Chapter 4) has written extensively on interest groups, 
including an earlier assessment of the research in the subfield (1991), an 
examination that Cigler says resulted in "a genuine ambivalence about the 
state of our knowledge." He concluded that researchers "had only scratched 
the surface of the vast, dynamic and complex world of organized political 
influence." 

An imbalance of efforts marks the field, with some topics and areas 
heavily researched and others neglected. Focusing on research needs, Cigler 
would like to see more attention given to economic and business 
organizations, social movements, and specialized agencies, such as public law 
groups, hospitals, and think tanks. These are all largely ignored by political 
scientists: defense and foreign policy; comparative assessments of group 
resources, influence, and intra-organizational decision-making; group resource 
acquisition and patron relationships; group maintenance dynamics; and 
interest group-political party interrelationships. This last area of interest, 
once prominent, has suffered as the interest of scholars has been re-directed 
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to other topics and institutional relationships, and as the role of political 
parties has undergone significant change (see Ferguson and Rogers 1986). In 
summary, Cigler states: "the research agenda for those who study organized 
interests has always been diverse and is likely to remain so." 

John Tierney (Chapter 5) is the co-author (with Kay Lehman Schlozman) 
of one of the very few macro-level empirical analyses of national-level 
lobbying ( Organized Interests and American Democracy 1986), a comprehensive 
and thoughtful study of organizational influence in Washington. He has also 
done research on interest group politics and policy-making in public lands, 
postal affairs, and health care {1987). Tierney argues that scholars "produce 
good research and writing when they explore questions they personally find 
engaging and use methods they find productive." Tierney would like to see 
more investigations of interest articulation and influence; intra-organizational 
decisions as to policy objectives, membership influence and patterns of 
deliberations; and the factors that determine the choice of strategies and 
tactics in the pursuit of goals. All these are familiar foci of research in other 
areas of political science, but such avenues of exploration have been less 
developed in relation to interest groups. 

In addition, the following could benefit from an increase in research 
attention: bureaucratic and executive branch lobbying and the symbiotic 
relationship between interest groups and public agencies; a less selective, 
more comprehensive documentation of policy influences in all major areas of 
government; the effects of political, social and institutional changes in policy 
directions; and what would undoubtedly prove controversial, the influence of 
foreign governments (working through Washington lobbyists and domestic 
membership groups) on policy towards individual nations (Japan, Israel, Saudi 
Arabia, South Africa, Kuwait and Mexico, to name a few). 

In terms of research strategies, while acknowledging the value of a variety 
of approaches, Tierney advocates unstructured interview situations and 
informal, on-site immersion in the culture and operations of the target group. 
He, like Salisbury and others, is an advocate (to use Salisbury's term) of 
"complexification" rather than simplification of research strategies. And in 
departure from the others in the volume, Tierney raises the issue of normative 
judgment, a concern that can make many trained scholars in a "value free" 
empiricism ethos uncomfortable. Tierney flatly states the desirability of "more 
normative analyses of organized interest politics--more effort to sort through 
what is healthy and what is not about current interest group politics in this 
country." The "spirited normative debates" Tierney envisions would be an 
entirely new departure and, one that in itself, might stimulate a renewed 
interest in the study of interest groups. 

Andrew S. McFarland (Chapter 6) is the author, among other works, of 
Common Cause, a compelling study of perhaps the best-known and most 
publicly active public interest lobbying group (see also Berry 1977). 
McFarland's experience in doing this study and the research techniques he 
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used is instructive. The problems encountered and the types of concerns that 
arise both pre- and post-publication are not readily anticipated by those who 
have yet to engage in such efforts. 

McFarland is a proponent of the "interviewer as anthropologist," the social 
scientist who concentrates on the "little villages" that make up the social 
system of the group under study. Absorbing the atmosphere ("hanging 
around") and identifying the customs, by-ways, and influence channels is a 
basic part of the research strategy. The scholar acts as interviewer, observer, 
evaluator, and synthesist of what he or she observes and the data thus 
collected. The personal interview is key ("to me interviewing is a craft") to 
the approach, "and the most important modus operandi of such interviewing 
is to get the 'inhabitants' of the little villages to talk freely. After several 
dozen such interviews the 'anthropologist' should be able to chart the customs 
and the social organization of the group being studied." Curiously, given the 
importance of the approach, relatively little has been written on elite 
interviewing or "anthropological" field work in political science. McFarland 
makes a singular contribution in this regard (see also Dexter 1970). 

McFarland reviews the problems associated with a field work strategy: 
the often severe difficulties inherent in scheduling appointments and gaining 
access to respondents; the most useful manner in which to conduct such 
interviews and, in particular, the decision to record the meetings or to take 
notes during or immediately after the session; the availability of supplemental 
data and information; the strategic concerns in developing the substantive 
issues to be addressed both in the individual interviews and within the broader 
context of the organizational system; and the potential "biases" or 
misperceptions of the researcher in interpreting and publicizing the results. 
The audience for the study are professional colleagues who judge a research 
effort significantly in relation to its objectivity. The researcher consequently 
has to distance himself or herself emotionally from the organization and often 
from the friendships built during the field investigations. In his study of 
Common Cause, for example, McFarland found that while he personally 
favored the group's goals, the leadership did not like the manner in which he 
portrayed them or their objectives in his book, and effectively froze him out 
of further contact. McFarland makes the point that such methods in political 
science have often given way to a dominant emphasis on quantitative, 
empirical and survey-based data, statistical or mathematical analysis, and 
broader-level generalizing and hypothesis testing. As a consequence, there 
may be potential costs in terms of professional recognition, acceptance, and 
even promotion for those who pursue such approaches. 

Much has been done in the study of interest representation of great value. 
In assessing what needs to be done or what might profit from greater 
attention, there can be a tendency to overlook what has been accomplished. 
For example, much of the theorizing, while limited in volume, has been path­
breaking: there are broad mappings now available of interest group objectives 
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and activity; interest group membership incentives and motivations are well 
understood; the expansion and contraction of the interest group universe and 
its changing definition of goals have been charted; selected areas of interest 
group influence and policy-making processes have been clearly developed 
(agriculture and health care are good examples); and the role of interest 
groups, and especially PACs, in funding candidates and campaigns has been 
extensively documented (thanks to the Federal Election Commission and the 
accessibility of its data). 

Still, there are major areas in need of work, such as state-level research 
on interest representation, a subject that Virginia Gray and David Lowery 
address (Chapter 7). Of greatest concern is the paucity of research efforts. 
As Gray and Lowery point out, it was "not until the 1990s . . . [that] 
systematic empirical comparisons of state interest groups and lobbying [began] 
to appear." This strikes an observer as extraordinary. It does, however, 
support Gray and Lowery's contention that "great potential exists for exciting 
empirical work at the state level." 

Gray and Lowery explore the directions that state-oriented research might 
take and relate these to their own work. They proceed from a belief that the 
state efforts should evolve from the same theoretical concerns that guide 
research at the national level and should be held to the same standards of 
scholarly acceptability. To date, most state-level interest group research has 
been guided by macro-level theorizing. More specifically, explanations of 
interest group diversification and influence have been grounded in 
explanations emphasizing the economic complexity and social heterogeneity 
of the states. These are, in essence, the "interest group theories of politics.'' 
Significantly under-utilized in the research have been the micro-level "theories 
of interest groups," their operations, impact, policy objectives, and resource 
mobilization. 

Gray and Lowery adapt the economic and social complexity approach to 
their own ends by subdividing it into three independently measurable 
components: economic diversity, wealth, and economic size. These are then 
both inter-related with two other prominent typologies of interest group 
influence in the states and applied in their own research to the comparative 
analysis of interest group activity, both cross-sectionally by state and over 
time. The data set includes interest group registrations by state for 1975, 
1980, and 1985, and it comprises one of three on-going data collections that 
should provide the basis for more systematic and comparative analyses at the 
state level in the future. In their work, the authors have chosen not to apply 
the more pro-active statist theories of scholars, such as Theda Skocpol, 
although these can offer one perspective for possible research significantly 
different from those traditionally employed (Evans, Rueschmeyer and 
Skocpol, 1985). 

Gray and Lowery also make the point that, although micro-level theories 
of interest group behavior have been systematically developed and are 
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influential in research at the national level, they have had little impact at the 
state level (again, more than likely, a product of the limited number of 
studies). The intention is that their research will allow for the exploration 
and potential testing of hypotheses consistent with what is known about the 
micro-level explanations of interest groups. Such research approaches, of 
course, should be inviting to others as well. Case study, mid-level, and 
inclusive research strategies are assessed in relation to the completeness and 
validity of the picture of interest group behavior presented. 

Gray and Lowery emphasize the need for historical studies, more in-depth 
case study analyses, better theorizing, and an articulation of the ties between 
interest group research and policy outcomes, themes each of the authors 
would concur with. They conclude by reemphasizing a major point of 
departure: "For empirical work on state interest groups to have impact, it 
needs to be tied into the major theories used in the rest of the discipline . . 
. the greatest payoff lies in bringing interest group theories developed 
elsewhere into state politics, rather than applying theories of state politics to 
interest groups." 

The strategy pursued by Kay Lehman Schlozman (Chapter 8) and her co­
researchers, Sidney Verba, Henry Brady and Norman Nie, in a sense turns the 
traditional studies on their head. Most of these focus on organized interests. 
While not denying the importance of such research (as indicated, Schlozman 
is the co-author with John Tierney of one of the most comprehensive studies 
in the field), Schlozman and her associates are more concerned with interest 
representation as it relates to the involvement of American citizens in group 
activity. Their "Citizen Participation Study" was designated as a two-stage 
mass survey intended to gauge the actual involvement of the general public 
in the variety of organizations, from fraternal and religious to economic and 
political, that structure American society. 

The study initially screened 15,000 respondents, in itself an extraordinarily 
large first-stage sample, before settling on a subset of 2,500 people for more 
intensive interviewing. Basically, two sets of questions were put to 
respondents: What kind of organizations did they belong to? And what kind 
of involvement did they have with the organization? In the latter regard, 
respondents were probed to assess whether they could identify, or if they 
appreciated, the group's political relevance. 

Americans are joiners. This much has been known. But the scope of 
organizations represented and the proportion of the public belonging to some 
type of group is, nonetheless, surprising. When pushed, 79 percent of the 
public indicated that they were involved with an organized group and 41 
percent were found to belong to four or more. The range of organizational 
ties and the nature of the groups identified, of course, vary greatly. One 
example: while a little less than one-half of the population (45%) belong to 
some type of social service club, only 1 percent belong to an ideological 
( conservative or liberal) group. Yet it could be argued that this small fraction 
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of the population has a disproportionately important impact on the public 
policy. 

The socio-economic biases implicit in organizational memberships have 
been well-documented. These differences are even more pronounced in 
groups that take political stands. As Schlozman notes, "The gaps between the 
well educated and the less schooled, the rich and the poor, Anglo-Whites and 
minorities, especially Latinos, and men and women are even more 
pronounced when it comes to organizations that are politically engaged." In 
addition to their over-representation in organizational affiliations, the 
economically and socially better-off make distinctive choices as to the groups 
with which they associate, tending to favor those that are politically active. 
Their organizational choices magnify the impact of their opinions on political 
decision-making. As shown in the areas of political relevance studied, "the 
economically disadvantaged are clearly at a disadvantage when it comes to 
organizational representation." This study is in its early stages of analysis. 
Clearly, it is a path-breaking effort that should provide us with a clear 
appreciation of who belongs to what in contemporary America, and the 
consequences these group affiliations have for public policy. 

Taken as a whole, the chapters in this volume clearly indicate the 
strengths and weaknesses of the field. They also point to what needs to be 
done, the major intellectual concerns that should guide the research, and 
some of the more productive ways to approach the significant research 
questions. Overall, there is a sense of vitality to the quest, a feeling of 
breaking through old bonds, an eclecticism, and innovativeness that gives 
renewed life to the research enterprise. 

We end where we began. The study of interest groups and interest 
representation is an "old" concern of political science, but one that should 
enjoy new life. It is one area that offers a rich variety of intellectual rewards 
of direct relevance to understanding the democratic experience. 
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Interest Structures and Policy Domains: 
A Focus for Research 

Robert H. Salisbury 

Broadly speaking, a focus on interest representation entails three 
component parts: a conception of interests expressed in due course in 
substantively specific terms, such as pension guarantees for widget makers, or 
a clearer night sky in LA.; a conception of the process of interest 
representation, including formulation and revision; and a theoretically 
grounded assessment of the impact on public decision outcomes of the actions 
involved in the interest representation process. Interest representation by 
itself is neither a synonym for policy making ( cf. Bentley 1908), nor a 
sufficiently strong influence as to require no other factors for a full 
understanding of policy outcomes. It is possible to manipulate the English 
language in such a way as to reach the linguistic conclusion that it is all we 
need to know, but I do not think it is intellectually profitable to do so (again, 
cf. Bentley 1908). The next step in my argument will, I hope, explain why. 
This involves my understanding of the meaning of interests. 

I think that no one who works for more than fifteen minutes in the 
interest group field can entirely neglect the very difficult problem of what she 
or he means by the word "interest." Even if I could, I would not retrace the 
sometimes tortured peregrinations of my own travels on this quest, but it does 
strike me that in a lot of the literature authors are unsure of their ultimate 
target. Too often they have not asked themselves what they mean by 
"interest," or, if asked, they have not answered. As a result, we often know 
and seem even to care more about who is active and what they do than about 
what they want and why. 

Let me simply assert my current working definition {Salisbury 1991) of the 
concept of interest, declare it to be superior to other versions, and having 
offered some small justifications for the conclusion, push on. I hold the view 
that an interest arises from the conjunction between some private value held 
by a potttical actor--public officials or groups thereof as well as private sector 
operatives--and some authoritative action or proposed action by government. 
Neither private value nor governmental action (actual or potential) can by 
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itself generate the interest. Likelihoods and propensities may abound, but 
unless the conjunction occurs, there is no interest. It follows from this notion 
that interests are constantly being defined, redefined, and even discovered, 
such as when some new action proposal appears on the political scene. It also 
follows that among the core tasks lobbyists must perform is monitoring 
ongoing processes of policy development so as to recognize newly emergent 
interests. 

The next point I would make is the assertion of a contradiction. The 
worst way to study interest groups is by means of the case study, but virtually 
the only way to do research in this realm is via the case study. To resolve this 
paradox, the problems must be redefined: we must ask, "Cases of What?" 
Not, I would argue a case (or two) of policy making in Peoria, or of citizen 
leagues in Colorado, or union locals in universities. There is nothing the 
matter with any of these topics or the hundreds of possible variants thereof, 
but aside from their ready availability to the observer/student, there is no 
basis for choice among them. Among the sins of our profession over many 
years have been two of special applicability here: one, our tendency to avoid 
what is difficult, as defining a universe of group activity so that it may be 
sampled systematically, and, two, our bias for studying the political things we 
approve of while disregarding the stuff we do not like. Once upon a time, this 
resulted in numerous studies of labor unions but few of business corporations. 
In recent years, we haven't sympathized as much with labor and that ratio has 
been reversed, but so-called "citizens" groups and the issues in which they 
have been major actors have received more attention than any of the old 
economic "sectors." 

The principal strategy by which to escape the case study limitations must 
be one that permits aggregation of case results into larger and more 
encompassing structures. Mancur Olson serves us well as a guide to two quite 
different aggregation processes. In The Logic of Collective Action (1965), he 
developed a theoretical argument that did not depend on one or two 
empirical observations, but could be brought back into the empirical fray and 
applied in a wide variety of interpretive circumstances. In The Rise and 
Decline of Nations (1982), by contrast, he builds his structural theory on a 
foundation of case observations. In the process, however, he omits a good 
many inconvenient cases and claims far more generality for his theoretical 
position than it can bear. Olson's experience should not be taken as the 
inevitable consequence of deductive versus inductive aggregation, but students 
of interest group phenomena must be very sensitive indeed to the pitfalls 
lurking in each path. 

Briefly, deductive analysis, on the evidence of those, mainly political 
economists, who have employed it most, is likely to arrive at quite crude 
conceptions of what interests are at stake or the configurations of groups 
active in particular struggle. Their case study applications often have positive 
and reasonably robust results, but there is nearly always much noise, much 
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unexplained variance, and a great deal yet to be understood about what 
interests are really involved (cf. Mitchell and Munger 1991). I think that 
Messrs. Stigler, Becker, Peltzman, Buchanan, Tullock, Tollison et al. have 
remarkably little to teach political scientists regarding the fundamental 
processes of interest representation, and at least one reason for this is that 
they have nothing whatever to say about the process of interest formation. As 
a matter of professional commitment, the "public choice" students of interest 
groups do not entertain the question of what values motivate political actors. 
Since, in my view, that is a necessary part of interest formation, it follows that 
its neglect must lead to a seriously inadequate foundation for analysis. 

We don't have many examples of large scale inductive studies of interest 
groups. One, in which I took part, has been reported in several journal 
articles and now in a book, The Hollow Core (1993). In that study, my 
colleagues and I selected just over three hundred organizations known, in 
various ways, to have been active regarding issues in the policy domains of 
agriculture, energy, health, or labor. We asked each organization who 
represented their interests in Washington, and interviewed 774 of those 
nominated. In the course of those interviews, rather lengthy and highly 
structured, we asked what government officials these interest representatives 
most often encountered, and we then interviewed 301 of them. The scale of 
that study--indeed, even the scale of the preliminary "soaking and poking" 
phase--is clearly beyond the resources of most investigators. But Bill Browne 
(1988), with a much smaller bankroll, interviewed close to 300 agricultural 
groups, Terry Moe {1980) surveyed the membership of five, and the principle 
of the sample survey has been employed by Jack Walker (1991), and by 
Schlozman and Tierney (1985) to encompass quite substantial numbers of 
cases. We do have some valid examples of inductive aggregation, therefore, 
and I think it would be fair to add one other, of a rather different type. 
David Truman's magisterial volume (1951) pulled together an enormous 
amount of case study literature in the course of building both a theory of 
group formation and behavior, and a description of the structures of group 
relationships with governmental agencies. Grant McConnell (1966) and Ted 
Lowi (1969) represent two other attempts of a similar kind, less 
comprehensive in scope, perhaps less ambitious in purpose, and, in my view, 
much less successful in result. 

It is obvious, I presume, that my own preference in this business lies with 
induction. I want to know what the map looks like, what the political 
substance consists of, not just the abstract principles that make it go. What 
does that suggest one needs to do by way of preparation, to get ready for a 
career, or at least a sustained foray, into interest group research? I am 
strongly of the belief that three types of study are essential. Actually, they are 
necessary priors to the understanding of every aspect of political life, but I will 
link them here more particularly to the field of interest groups. 
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Recall that my concept of interest is built upon whatever people value. 
Economists may choose not to inquire into what people want and why, 
preferring the rough-and-ready assumption of income maximization, but 
political scientists should not be so cavalier. They should find out what values 
people hold and how they vary across time and space. Survey research is 
often helpful in this effort, of course, but it is never sufficient. Other lines of 
inquiry are incumbent upon the students of interest groups, if they would gain 
a command of the value foundation of interest. 

Let me introduce this with a story from my college days. As I considered 
what courses to take in my junior year, two possibilities intrigued me, but they 
were offered at the same hour. One was a course on the French Revolution 
and Napoleon, the other was a course on the economic geography of North 
America. I asked my parents for their advice, and they did not hesitate. Take 
the economic geography course, they said. You will surely read about 
Napoleon on your own, but you won't so readily get a thorough grounding in 
the other. They were absolutely right. In the economic geography course, I 
learned about the spatial distribution of agriculture, industry, and commerce, 
past and present, and why the economies of this place or that were 
constructed as they were. I absorbed an immense amount of detailed data, 
and while much of the course is obsolete today, the baseline it provided has 
served me extremely well for a long time. 

It is surely true that no one can understand American interest groups 
without knowing a good deal about their economic foundations. By that I 
mean two distinct things. One is the substance and location of each economic 
interest - where they mine coal, grow cranberries, make washing machines, 
have strong UAW locals, and so on. The other is the economic component 
of interests that are not altogether material. One may formulate the idea in 
terms of social class or use some other euphemism, but it would be foolish in 
the extreme not to recognize the admixture of economic self-interest involved 
in much group activity that is not strictly confined to the advancement of 
material well being. What kind of a place is Atlanta, Peoria, or Omaha? 
What interests are likely to emerge from those foundations? "You have to 
know the territory," as the opening song in The Music Man says, and quite 
right, too. 

It should not need saying, but I will anyway--the reason for studying the 
spatial distribution of economic activity-Le., economic geography--is that 
despite the profusion of PACs and Washington representatives, and other 
symptoms of the nationalization of American politics, it remains true that 
cities, countries, and states still matter, and every member of Congress is 
elected from a specific constituency. West Virginia is not just like Wyoming. 
Tip O'Neill's aphorism remains in force: much politics is still local. 

The second realm of study I believe to be necessary for anyone who would 
understand the values that give rise to interests in the U.S. is the 
ethnocultural pattern of settlement, migration, and development of the nation. 
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More than twenty years ago, Dan Elazar (1966) demonstrated what a 
powerful heuristic even the most elementary ethnocultural map of settlement 
patterns could be. Since then, there has been a bounteous flow of research 
on the ethnocultural components of the American culture ( eg, Thernstrom 
1980). We possess a far richer understanding of both the history and present 
distribution of nationality and language groups and a veritable flood of work 
on the rich religious dimensions of American culture (Wald 1992). It has 
become abundantly clear that no political scientist can legitimately claim 
expertise regarding the value foundations of partisanship, public opinion, or 
voting behavior without a command of their religious, ethnic, racial, and 
cultural foundations. Accordingly, each of us must gain reasonable familiarity 
with them, learning the difference between American and Southern Baptists, 
Missouri Synod and American Lutherans, where the Scotch-Irish settled, and 
whence cometh the Italians so prominent in Northern California. 

These are not matters to be studied only, or even mainly, in the 
cross-section, either. They are profoundly historical in the sense that 
settlements, migrations, conversions, and transformations occur in particular 
historical contexts, some long ago, some quite lately, and most are highly 
dynamic, continuing to change through time in numbers, locations, and 
salience. We know for example, that American communities have always 
experienced a high degree of population turnover (50 percent each decade 
according to two of the best studies of 19th century communities: Curti 1959; 
Thernstrom 1964), but it may be, nevertheless, that the value foundations of 
interests in such a community are relatively stable over a long period. My 
point here is to urge upon every student of interest groups a full immersion 
in the history and present circumstances of ethnocultural and religious groups 
in the United States. I might note, in passing, that one of the most 
distinguished and in every way admirable political scientists of the century, 
V.O. Key, Jr., was a devoted practitioner of these lines of inquiry, and they 
gave substantial shape to his political science. 

There is a third area of investigation for the student of interests, also to 
be entered in its historical dimension as well as in the cross-section. It is 
essential that we know in reasonable detail the development, distribution, and 
dynamics of the institutions that shape and are shaped by the culture. There 
is a powerful individualistic normative bias to political theory and to large 
portions of empirical political science as well. It would take us too far afield 
to explore the reasons for and consequences of the persistence of this bias, 
but it has left us too often uninformed about the impact of organizations, 
upon both those inside and those beyond the boundaries of any particular 
institution. The so-called "new institutionalism" that has lately captured the 
imaginations of political economists represents a step in the right direction, 
and books by AJan Trachtenberg (1982), Olivier Zunz (1990), and other 
cultural historians are also improving our grasp of the institutional realities 
of the last century or so. As students of interests, we simply cannot afford to 
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ignore the institutional developments of the major industries of the country 
(Chandler 1977), labor unions, professional associations (Abbott 1988; 
Bledstein 1976), K-12 schools (see the several works of Lawrence Cremin and 
David Tyack) colleges and universities, military services, and various 
entertainment industries including professional sports, theatre (Levine 1988), 
opera, mass media, and on and on. None of us will know enough, but 
together we will perhaps see bigger portions of a larger picture. We will see, 
for instance, the emergence of multiple modes of spectatorism, differentiated 
by social class, which occurred with astonishing rapidity over about twenty 
years, from the early 1880s to the first years of the twentieth century. We will 
know that this is more or less simultaneous with the institutionalization of the 
U.S. Congress (Polsby 1968) and the emergence of a large professional federal 
bureaucracy (Skowronek 1983). And we will quickly link these changes to the 
parallel growth of large scale industrial firms and the expansion of cities. 
None of the profound transformations in the structure of American life was 
independent of the others. Moreover, we will also discover that these 
developments created basic elements of the infrastructure upon which 
lobbying in its modem form could begin to flourish. For it was these large 
organizations, durable and possessing resources for the purpose, that as an 
increasingly active government more and more impinged upon them, could 
begin to identify and pursue their interests. 

I have not even mentioned the interest politics engaged in by 
governmental organizations, including states, counties, municipalities, and 
assorted others, sometimes acting alone and sometimes through associations. 
Whatever the form of their action, it is and was interest politics they engaged 
in, even though many of the traditional concerns of an interest group 
investigator might not be relevant to these governmental actors. 

The intellectual domain of the student of interest groups cannot be 
restricted to voluntary associations, however. If we are to study the 
"interested" parties, our scope must include every active unit, from the isolated 
individual to the most complex coalition of organizations several steps 
removed from any input from individual members, that engages in 
interest-based activity relative to the processes of making public policy. I 
recognize that this constitutes a supremely imperial conception of our field. 
So be it. What should we leave out? What organizations and/or active 
individuals fail to qualify? I see no need to restrict our jurisdiction in advance 
and much reason to be ready to incorporate more rather than less 
organizational variety. Indeed, it seems clear to me that our research 
heretofore has suffered more from omissions than from too expansive 
a notion of what to include. Let us not be reluctant to extend our reach in 
the future. 

The last topic I propose to address is the most important. In its simplest 
and most salient form, it is this: "What questions shall we ask?" For the 
moment, let me remain on a simple level. For decades the most common 
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question guiding interest group research has been the question of influence. 
What group or groups have how much influence over policy-making is the 
common thread that coMect Dahl to Schattschneider, Bauer, Pool, and 
Dexter to l..owi, McConnell to Browne, and Chubb to Stigler. Push it back 
a step to ask what factors affect group influence, and Truman is brought into 
the stream. Virtually every discussion of PACs sooner or later comes around 
to the question of how much influence PAC contributors have on electoral 
outcomes and/or policy choices. 

At first glance, this may seem to be an altogether appropriate focus of 
inquiry. After all, in many areas of political science, from voting to 
President-Congress relations to Supreme Court decisions to international 
relations, a good deal of attention is devoted to who wins, who loses, and why. 
The game metaphor runs very deep in our business, and keeping score, 
registering victories and defeats from one season to the next, and assessing the 
relative standing of the competitors are among our chief delights (and quite 
possibly why so many of us are also devoted to baseball). The trouble is that 
the game metaphor is profoundly misleading regarding the underlying 
character of much of the political process. Very often there is no clear 
resolution, no definitive conclusion to the process by which interests are 
articulated and pursued. "Play" continues, moving from one venue to another 
perhaps, the tides of success for particular participants ebbing and flowing, 
while the structure of the "game" slowly evolves. As the saga unfolds, 
individual episodes may be singled out for separate treatment, but unless they 
are seen in their larger historical/developmental context, any particular story, 
however melodramatic it seems to be, is likely to generate more 
misunderstanding than insight. 

Think of it this way. Does it make much sense to ask who is the most 
influential member of the U.S. Senate? Or, insofar as we would grasp the 
essential meaning and impact of their decisions, is it a high priority to 
determine the influence rank among the Supreme Court Justices? It is not 
that influence is irrelevant; it is simply not the best way to frame the central 
questions. Rather than trying to link group activity to influence, I recommend 
a focus on the relationships among groups and between groups and officials. 
It is the structure of these relationships, aggregated from some reasonably 
substantial number of discrete observations and thus embracing more than a 
moment or two of time, that seems to me of greatest interest. Implicitly, a 
good many studies in the past did center on this question. McCoMell's study 
of the American Farm Bureau Foundation (1953) and Garceau (1941) or 
Kelley (1956) on the American Medical Association were pretty clearly 
examining hegemonic organizations, dominant in their respective policy 
domains with only a few feeble competitors inside government or out. As 
Heinz (1971), Browne (1988), and others (Heinz et al. 1993) have shown, the 
hegemonic structure of the agriculture domain has given way to one of 
fragmented "niche" politics that no single organization dominates. This 
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process, more or less duplicated in the energy and health areas as well, is 
partly a response to the proliferation of interests generated by 
technology-driven specialization, as well as to the rise to active prominence 
of various kinds of "citizen" groups, and to the sheer increase in numbers and 
sophistication of interest representatives of all kinds. As such a general move 
toward a kind of "complexification" of a policy domain, matched, by the way, 
by the decentralization of power in Congress since the mid 1970s, is a fairly 
long term and broadly observable trend of very considerable importance. 
And, if the structure of a policy domain were to begin to evolve in a different 
direction, that too should attract our early and careful attention. 

The research tactics appropriate for investigating the interest structures 
of policy domains are of enormous importance and will require our careful 
and creative attention for some time to come. Our group, building on our 
own earlier work (Heinz and Laumann 1982; Laumann and Knoke 1987), 
employed a number of techniques that worked very well, but we also made 
some fairly serious mistakes. It might be worthwhile sometime soon to devote 
a session or two of some conference to a serious close critique of questions 
and devices used in interest group research. But that, as they say, is another 
story. 
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Research Gaps in the Study of Interest Group Representation 

Allan J. Cigler 

A number of years ago, I was asked to prepare a subfield review of the 
interest group politics literature in conjunction with a project sponsored by the 
Midwest Political Science Association (Cigler 1991). I developed genuine 
ambivalence about the state of our knowledge concerning political interest 
groups as a consequence. It was clear that the subfield had made great 
strides in overcoming its earlier reputation as "undertilled," lessening the gap 
between the perceived importance of the subject, and the quantity and quality 
of research upon which firm generalizations could be derived. A number of 
studies had been published based upon large, systematically collected data 
sets, and explanatory theory was well-developed in certain areas central to the 
understanding of interest group representation. Yet it was also apparent that 
researchers had only scratched the surface of the vast, dynamic, and complex 
world of organized political influence. 

I was particularly intrigued by the imbalance of research efforts that was 
reflected in the literature: some areas of inquiry, such as the collective action 
problem or the fund raising and spending activities of political action 
committees, had received considerable attention, while others, especially re­
search concerns focusing upon intra-organizational matters and group impact 
in the policy process, seemed relatively neglected. Much was known about 
certain types of organized interests (agriculture and public interest groups 
come to mind) and organizational involvement in certain policy sectors 
(agriculture, energy, and health care in particular), while other organized 
interests and policy sectors appeared to be understudied. 

In large measure, data availability has been the major determinant of the 
interest group politics research agenda, framing both the questions we explore, 
and the topics we avoid. For example, the campaign finance laws of 1971 and 
1974 made the role of organized interests in the electoral process more visible 
by requiring that their sources of funds and campaign contributions be made 
available for public scrutiny, creating a "bull market" in research on group 
activities because of the availability of "large automatic subsidies that defray 
most research costs" (Arnold 1982:101). But hard data are more the 
exception than the rule in the study of organized interests, a fact that has 
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contributed to discouraging a number of political scientists from becoming 
interest group specialists. 

Very personal and normative reasons also lie at the heart of some of our 
research choices. Although interest group scholars seem particularly 
fascinated with public interest groups because they appear to challenge so 
much of the logic of collective action literature, I suspect such organizations 
tend to attract disproportionate attention because of our ideological 
predilections, including our support for the interests they purport to represent, 
and the possibilities they afford for "balancing" and "checking" narrow, well­
funded economic interests. Our pluralistic biases are related to our research 
choices. 

Conversely, the relative lack of comprehensive, in-depth studies of 
individual organized interests probably has its roots in the discipline's low 
regard for case studies as a consequence of the behavioral revolution, as well 
as the intimidation researchers may feel in approaching private and semi­
private organizations sensitive about their visibility and often reluctant to 
grant the access necessary for serious scholarly work. The reality of 
professional advancement in a publish-or-perish world, especially for young 
scholars, is a continual barrier to long-term study of an organization's political 
evolution, as are financial costs, especially if the organization is not located 
near the institutional base of the researcher. 

In this short essay, I intend to highlight some of the areas where I believe 
the lack of empirically-derived information greatly limits our understanding 
of interest group representation. The most obvious problem is that there are 
broad areas of inquiry that have been virtually neglected by researchers. But 
even in some of our most active research areas, scholarly agendas may be far 
too narrow if our aim is a comprehensive portrait of special interest 
involvement in American politics. 

Expanding the Interest Group Politics Research Agenda 

There will always be research gaps in the study of organized interest 
representation, as scholars attempt to keep abreast of a dynamic subject 
matter. New interests constantly emerge, old interests often disappear, or are 
redefined, and the organizational vehicles that represent interests must 
continually adapt to a changing social and political context. At present, a 
number of research topics are deserving of scholarly priority. 

There is no question, for example, that far more attention has been paid 
by researchers to the traditional membership group than to other organized 
interests important in the political arena, a major weakness of the literature 
in light of evidence that membership groups are a relatively small and 
declining proportion of the organized interest universe. My hope is that even 
social movements (usually studied by sociologists) and business corporations 
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(usuaJly studied by economists) will increasingly become subjects of politicaJ 
science inquiry, since sociologists and economists are typically concerned with 
issues other than representation. "Staff' organizations, such as public interest 
law firms, with their narrow funding bases and small cadre of activists, have 
so far gotten little attention. Despite SaJisbury's (1984) call for studies of the 
impact upon the policy process of institutions ranging from hospitals to policy 
research organizations to think tanks, such subjects seem not to attract 
political scientists. They should. And if states and localities, as many project, 
become the major policy battlegrounds during the next decade, studies of 
inter-governmental lobby organizations will take on increasing importance. 

I think it is also unfortunate that inquiry into the influence process in 
certain key policy sectors, such as defense and foreign policy, has been left 
largely to political scientists with policy specialties in those areas, and remains 
unattractive as a research subject to interest group specialists, most of whom 
have a preference for studying domestic policy. For example, the role of 
foreign country lobbies and domestic lobbies for foreign interests, while 
receiving much media and popular attention, has yet to attract political 
science researchers. I suspect that researchers have avoided such subjects for 
a number of reasons, including apprehension that any results or conclusions 
they might present would call into question their scholarly objectivity and not 
be given due academic recognition. The lack of research on either the 
Japanese or Israeli lobby provides an obvious example. While researchers 
gravitate disproportionately to available hard data, issues of broad controversy 
are avoided. 

Thanks to research conducted during the last decade (Walker 1983; 
Schlozman and Tierney 1986), we now have a pretty accurate portrait of the 
universe of organized interests and an understanding of how it has changed 
since the early 1960s. But assessing representation is more than merely 
recognizing the number and diversity of organized interests; it should also 
involve the comparative consideration of group and institutional resources 
(besides financial assets), including factors such as the skill, experience, and 
tenacity of organized interest representatives, the ability to mobilize followers 
for political purposes, and the ability to form coalitions with other special 
interests. Such dimensions are obviously very difficult to measure, and 
intensive field research may be the only data-gathering option. Despite the 
progress we have made, we are we are still at a pretty rudimentary level of 
understanding: we have far more knowledge of "scope" than of "bias" in the 
organized interest universe. 

Consider the depth of our knowledge of national-level lobbyists 
representing organized interests. While we do have a better understanding 
of the tasks they engage in than of the portrait presented three decades ago 
by Milbraith (1963), thanks to the research efforts of a number of scholars 
(Salisbury 1986: Schlozman and Tierney 1986), there is nothing comparable 
to the work of Rosenthal (1992) on state-level lobbyists, which explores some 
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of the more intangible aspects of successfully representing organized interests. 
Basic recruitment and career ladder studies along the lines of those employed 
by students of legislatures (Barber 1965: Schlesinger 1965) would tell us 
something about the makeup, motivations, and abilities of those that represent 
the interests, and would be a great aid in assessing the successes and failures 
of various organizations in the representation process. 

Let me comment briefly upon my own research interests which deal with 
demand aggregation concerns--particularly issues dealing with how groups are 
formed and maintained, explanations for the proliferation of groups, relations 
among interest organizations, and internal group decision making. Such 
concerns are at the core of representation, since they affect how citizen 
preferences are aggregated and translated through the mediating conduit of 
an interest group or other organized interest. 

I think it is fair to say that research on demand aggregation represents 
some of the most analytically and theoretically elegant scholarly work in all 
of political science. For example, the loosely integrated body of literature 
often referred to as incentive theory, ranging from formal models of the 
public choice theorists to empirical tests of why and under what conditions 
individuals join groups, provides much insight into understanding collective 
action issues. Incentive theory suggests that the successful development of a 
political group involves a mutually satisfactory "exchange," with both leaders 
and followers experiencing a net gain from organizational involvement, as 
leaders offer incentives to members in exchange for support (Salisbury 1969). 
Our empirically based understanding of individual motivations and the nature 
of benefit mixes that underlie group mobilization and maintenance is quite 
high, and I doubt many interest group scholars would single out research on 
collective action as an understudied area. A research subfield has essentially 
been created by those interested in the collective action problem from a 
public choice perspective (Mitchell and Munger 1991). 

But the very success of efforts directed toward understanding the nature 
of the calculus of group membership has had the inadvertent effect of creating 
a rather narrow research agenda on demand aggregation, leading scholars to 
focus upon a limited set of questions. Particularly weak is our understanding 
of resource acquisition by organized interests beyond membership dues, and 
the effect of variations in resource acquisition and funding mixes upon the 
nature of organizational representation. While it has become part of 
conventional wisdom to assert that many groups look outside of their 
membership for resources crucial to their survival (and that a large number 
of groups have no members at all), there is little research on the "other" 
exchange-the group entrepreneur /patron relationship. There is good 
evidence to suggest that patrons are more than merely passive sponsors 
responding to group requests (Walker 1983). Group mobilization can come 
from the top down rather than from the bottom up, and patrons-individuals, 
institutions, government agencies, or even other groups--are not neutral actors. 
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The impact of entrepreneur/patron relations upon group agendas is of 
crucial importance, if we are concerned with what interests are truly 
represented by particular groups and in assessing the scope and bias of the 
organized interest universe. Even in a membership group, resources from 
patrons afford the opportunity of freeing staff from dependence upon 
members, potentially affecting group priorities. While it has been argued that 
the existence of group patrons has had a positive effect upon the group 
universe by contributing to the countervailing power of public interest groups 
(McFarland 1992), it has also been argued that patrons have contributed to 
a narrowing of interests in national politics by channeling funds to 
"professional" rather than "activist" organizations (Jenkins 1985: Jenkins and 
Eckert 1986). Some empirical evidence exists to suggest that group strategies 
and influence techniques are affected by outside patronage (King and Walker 
1992). The growth of patronage may have contributed both to a proliferation 
of interests active in the policy process and unease about how really 
representative the organized interest universe has become. We need to know 
much more. 

I should also note that our knowledge of the group actors themselves is 
pretty limited, and we lack even basic, systematic background studies of those 
individuals involved in group mobilization and maintenance. The role played 
by "institutional personalities," such as Ralph Nader, Jeremy Rifkin of the 
Foundation on Economic Trends, or Arthur Simon of Bread for the World, 
remains to be explored systematically by scholars. With the exception of 
Wilson's (1973) general discussion of "organizing cadres" in the public interest 
sector, and Berry's (1977) survey of entrepreneurs in the same sector, there 
is no recent survey of group entrepreneurs, their backgrounds, and 
recruitment. Even less is known about the individuals representing the 
patronage entities, be they foundations, corporations, or government agencies. 

None of my comments should be taken to mean that we should abandon 
our further investigation of member/group relations. Even in this area, our 
research scope should be broadened. As Jane Mansbridge (1992) has 
suggested, if we want to know how group preferences are formed and 
modified, it is essential that we examine the internal group deliberation 
process, including the exchange of information and perceptions among 
members and leaders. Interests are seldom given. While there are some 
notable exceptions (McFarland 1984; Rothenberg 1988, 1992; Johnson 1987, 
1990), internal group politics are rarely studied in any depth. 

Another area which, at first glance, looks like it has attracted broad 
scholarly attention involves the role of organized interests in party and 
electoral matters. There is plenty of available research dealing with the PAC 
giving and spending patterns in elections (although generalization from this 
literature is difficult and the research agenda even here is far from complete). 
But anyone who examines a text on parties or interest groups has to be struck 
with how little recent research exists dealing with interest group/party 
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relations. For example, there are no recent studies comparable in their depth 
to Greenstone's {1969) or Eldersveld's (1964) analyses of organized labor's 
role in elections and the Democratic Party. 

Changing professional interests within the discipline are probably the 
major reason for the Jack of recent organized interest/party studies. The 
older generation of interest group scholars also had a strong research interest 
in parties, unlike the new generation of interest group researchers, whose 
specialty fields are more likely to be Congress, policy, or public choice. Even 
those who study P ACs are more likely to be electoral behavior scholars, 
rather than researchers who start from an interest group perspective. 
Departments of political science tend to be filled with narrow specialists-one 
is either a party specialist or an interest group specialist. The growth of the 
literature in both fields is so vast that it has become difficult to be research­
competent in both areas. 

Serious conceptual problems await those who wish to study contemporary 
party /interest group matters. Such relationships are difficult to disentangle 
in a world in which "organized interests" replace "interest groups" (often the 
group in question is an ad hoc, loosely knit entity of single issue activists), and 
what constitutes the "political party" is not very clear either (many believe 
today's party is best thought of as composed of its Senate campaign 
committee, its House campaign committee, its national committee, and the 
respective state party organizations). It could even be argued that 
contemporary national parties look (and to a degree are defined by law) as 
special interest groups of their own, whose major purpose is less to mobilize 
voters and aggregate interests, and more to raise campaign resources for their 
office holders seeking reelection ("incumbent safety" organizations). An 
electoral system based largely upon the ability of parties and their candidates 
to raise and rely upon financial resources from "special" interests inevitably 
clashes with the notion that parties are aggregators of broad interests, 
potential counterweights to the excessive demands of organized interests. At 
a minimum, much of what has become conventional wisdom in the profession 
about the relationship between the two types of mediating institutions is in 
need of reinvestigation, and probably revision. 

The organized interest/party research agenda is potentially very broad. 
The activist farmers, teachers, and members of organized labor, who in the 
1970s and 1980s played such important roles in the presidential nomination 
races in states like Iowa and New Hampshire, have yet to be studied from the 
perspective of group strategy, nor has the role of organized interests in the 
platform-writing process. What are the implications of the relations among 
the K Street lobby and Washington law firms and the two major parties, or 
the relations among Washington policy institutes and think tanks and party 
politics (for example, the role played by the Heritage Foundation in the 
Republican Party and the Reagan and Bush White Houses, or the Progressive 
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Policy Institute's impact upon Democratic Party decision-making)? We talk 
far too much about parties and organized interests as separate entities, often 
in competition. I suspect that research would reveal the relationship is much 
more symbiotic and collaborative, probably more so than most of us believe 
is healthy. Much work needs to be done here and none of it is likely to be 
easy. 

Conclusion 

Let me conclude by noting that the research agenda for those who study 
organized interests has always been diverse and is likely to remain so. While 
there may be some agreement about research gaps and understudied areas, 
we will still disagree over research priorities. Research is likely to continue 
to be ad hoc, scholars studying what interests them, constrained by limited 
resources. There are no magical new hard data sets on the horizon. As a 
consequence, I suspect our knowledge of representative issues dealing with 
organized interests will always be fragmentary, and scholarship will continue 
to lag rather than anticipate changes in the primary trends of national politics. 
It may simply be the nature of the beast. 
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Interest Group Research: 
Questions and Approaches 

Jolin Tierney 

Were it not for the checks and balances inherent to the workshop format, 
I would balk at presuming to address the question of where future interest 
group research should be directed, and how it might best be approached. On 
one level, as I'll reveal, I have my own preferences and biases on the matter, 
which I'm happy to elaborate to anyone willing to indulge me. But on 
another level, my honest view of the matter is that scholars should only care 
that the questions and approaches they pursue are valid, not how interesting 
they are to others. People only produce good research and writing when they 
explore questions they personally find engaging and use methods they find 
productive. And in any case, the whole question of what is intellectually 
interesting is quite (if not absolutely) subjective. Although some scholars may 
not to be very interested in, say, the litigious activities and courtroom 
strategies of organized interests, others find the subject utterly fascinating. 
There are, as George Bush (or Peggy Noonan) might put it, a "thousand 
points of light" on this particular research landscape, and people should follow 
their own lights. 

Having said that, however, I shall identify the areas of research and the 
kinds of questions that I would find interesting to explore, if I had sufficient 
wit, opportunity, academic acumen, and financial resources. And I also shall 
spell out the implications of such an agenda for research strategies-at least 
for my own research. 

I should start by noting that my own preference would be to have more 
research focusing on various aspects of interest articulation (and the impacts 
of it), rather than on questions lumped under the rubric of "demand 
aggregation," the latter having now become a well-worked if not necessarily 
over-tilled field. Because of the efforts of various scholars in recent years-­
Jack Walker (1991), Robert Salisbury et al. (1987, 1993), William P. Browne 
(1988), Kay Schlozman and John Tierney (1986), and others-we now have 
added empirical data to the theoretical speculations about various aspects of 
demand aggregation: the reasons for (and timing of) interest group 
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proliferation; the motivations for interest group membership and the problems 
groups face in attracting and retaining members; and the changing contours 
in the scope and bias of the pressure group community. And ongoing research 
by Kay Schlozman and her collaborators on citizen participation (see her 
paper for this workshop) promises to reveal still more about who joins what 
kinds of organizations. 

While our collective intellectual curiosity thus is leading to new 
understanding of who joins organizations and for what reasons, we haven't 
made the same advances in paying attention to processes of internal 
organizational decision-making. Two particular lines of inquiry intrigue me. 
First, how do organizations go about deciding what their interests are, and 
what policy goals should be pursued? In view of the centrality of this question 
to political science, it is striking that it has received relatively little attention. 
It gets at an axis of questions having to do with organizations' internal 
democracy, communications, staff control, "education" of members, and need 
to "show off' to certain constituencies in order to maintain their purposive 
allegiance--all especially problematic and interesting in organizations that have 
large, heterogeneous memberships encompassing widely divergent preferences. 

The second question is, at least in my view, just as interesting, and equally 
surprising in terms of how little attention it receives: how do organizations 
decide what strategies and tactics to use in pursuit of public policy objectives? 
Thomas Gais and Jack Walker (Walker 1991) are among the few who have 
addressed this question pointedly. And, as they showed, the choices for any 
particular group will be dictated to a certain extent by factors, such as the 
degree of political conflict in its political environments, the group's 
organizational resources, the character of its memberships, and the principal 
sources of its financial support. Gais and Walker were homing in on a key 
set of questions, and more work should be done in this area. After all, even 
accounting for multiple constraints, the lobbyists and others in the 
organization who choose tactics-what to do in any situation--still have a fair 
amount of discretion. Yet we know remarkably little about how they exercise 
it and according to what sorts of decision rules, cues, or hunches. Why play 
the grassroots card in one case but not in a similar one? Why enter into this 
coalition but not that one? When do we litigate, and when do we schmooze 
instead? 

It's true that delving into those decision-making processes would be a 
challenging intellectual venture, given the almost infinite permutations of 
actors and situations. But such obstacles haven't prevented political scientists 
from exploring the processes by which legislators, executive officials, judges, 
party activists, or voters make choices, and the varied influences that guide 
them. I don't see why we can't spend more time asking the same kinds of 
questions of organized interests. Of course, doing so will require that some 
of us spend much more time and effort doing surveys as well as doing case 
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studies of individual organizations and even individual interest representatives. 
(More on this latter point later.) 

In addition to wanting to know more about how organized interests decide 
what to do, I'd like to see more research that fills gaps in our understanding 
of what they do. In terms of our fix on the big picture, we have somewhat 
better data than we had fifteen years ago, thanks both to several large surveys 
of recent years (Schlozman and Tierney 1986; Walker 1991; Salisbury et al. 
1987) as well as detailed examinations of particular kinds of political activities, 
such as direct marketing to raise money, recruit new members, lobby .public 
officials, and publicize issues (Godwin 1988). But by and large, the work in 
this area is highly fragmentary, and our knowledge has lots of gaps waiting to 
be filled. 

Researchers have devoted lots of attention to the role of organized 
interests in electoral politics (especially via PAC contributions) and, to a 
lesser extent, in legislative politics and policy-making (through direct lobbying, 
grassroots campaigns, and the like). But our handle on what goes on in the 
arena of executive agencies (and between agencies and top levels of the 
executive branch1} is appallingly weak, despite the crucial importance of what 
happens there for the overall policy process. To the extent that political 
scientists have explored the links between agencies and organized interests, 
the focus has been dominated over time (somewhat surprisingly, I think, in 
terms of its relative unimportance) by research on the forces generated by the 
"revolving door," or the exchange of personnel between executive agencies and 
particular industries. 

With the exception of a few outstanding studies of interest group and 
agency interactions in particular policy areas--one thinks immediately of all 
we learned from Jeff Berry's Feeding Hungry People (1984)-we have very little 
research that explores the many two-way streets and mutual-aid arrangements 
linking interest representatives with political executives, program heads, and 
others in the bureaucracy. More of this sort of work is needed if we are to 
understand the complex and subtle ways in which organized interests operate 
in executive branch settings. Such work would have dual benefits, illuminating 
not only an important arena of interest group politics but also the larger 
politics of executive policy processes. 

Just as there are particular institutional settings, such as executive 
agencies, in which our research on organized interest activity is in especially 
short supply, there are also imbalances in our attention to the role of 
organized interests in different policy areas. There are some areas, such as 
agricultural policy, where we are fortunate to have an assortment of 
thoughtful studies--by McConnell (1966), Browne (1988), Cigler (1986), 
Hansen (1991), and others--of farm group politics over time and in a variety 
of political and institutional settings, giving us an extraordinary handle on the 
dynamics of agricultural politics. While few other policy areas have 
attracted a similar concentration of scholarly attention, we nevertheless have 
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a growing accumulation of work that tells us a lot about organized interests 
across various policy and issue areas, such as women's rights (Costain 1991; 
Gelb and Palley 1982), health care (Tierney 1987; Laumann and Knoke 1987), 
water resource management (McCool 1989), trucking deregulation (Robyn 
1987), and chemical pesticide policy (Bosso 1987). 

But some important policy areas have received surprising little attention 
and are in need of much more study. The dearth of attention from interest 
group scholars is perhaps most glaring in the realm of foreign and defense 
policy. This is surprising both because of this policy area's centrality to the 
government and the economy, and because of the broad mix of political 
scientists generally attentive to this policy area. In any case (and for whatever 
reasons), there are many interesting research questions that deserve notice 
here. For example, we have an opportunity right now to study the ways in 
which the role of organized interests in a particular policy area not only 
affects policy outcomes, but is affected by the larger political and institutional 
settings. Changing political conditions around the world have undermined 
many of the old policy rationales supporting long-standing distributions of 
foreign aid, thus changing the prospects in Washington as well as of countries 
(and their hyphenated-American patrons) that benefit from that aid. 
Changing fiscal conditions in the United States also have had obviously 
significant impacts, lending a zero-sum character to the politics of both foreign 
aid and defense budgeting, pitting various claimants against each other in the 
struggle for dollars and making the political conflict in those issue areas more 
bitter and strident than it has been for a long time. Finally, changes in 
defense spending have brought into the increasingly vicious fray at the 
domestic pork barrel a passel of communities and firms that once prospered 
from military bases or weapons production and now are wanting. Such 
developments hold all sorts of interesting questions for interest group scholars 
to explore. 

Another tangential line of inquiry has to do with the increasing presence 
in Washington of foreign governments and businesses lobbying on behalf of 
their own interests or hiring American lobbyists--often former Members of 
Congress or former trade officials--to do it for them. In the view of many 
observers, the most disturbing specter of foreign political power has Japanese 
features. Critics of the "Japan lobby" assert that Japanese companies (and the 
Japanese government) spend tens of millions of dollars each year on 
Washington lobbyists, consultants, and public relations firms, infiltrating 
Washington's fragmented decision-making apparatus to such an extent that the 
Japanese hold considerable sway, especially over American trade policy 
(Choate 1990). Defenders of Japan's involvement in Washington politics 
argue that the case against the Japan lobby is vastly overstated, because 
Japanese lobbying is not much different from other kinds of interest 
representation in Washington, with competing interests often canceling each 
other out and having only marginal impact on policy--and that, in fact, much 
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of the Japanese lobbying has been counter-productive because of the negative 
publicity it has generated. 

While there may be disagreement about the importance of foreign 
lobbying efforts in Washington. it is certainly the case that the Japanese and 
others have established in Washington vast and formidable networks of highly 
regarded American advocates who have the kinds of skills, insider knowledge, 
strategically placed contacts, and far-reaching financial resources that typically 
spell access and influence in American politics. So far the journalistic 
literature on this development has eclipsed anything done by political 
scientists (at least to my knowledge). That imbalance should be rectified, in 
part so that the particular perspectives and concerns of our discipline might 
be trained on the subject. 

Notes on Research Strategies 

Like any of the other panelists for this workshop, I could go on and on 
with a listing of the kinds of questions I would like to see interest group 
research address. Instead, I would like to make some observations about the 
implications of what I have said above for the kinds of "research strategies" 
I think are most productive and useful in this subfield. (I put the term in 
quotes because I recognize that to some colleagues the sort of work I am 
about to describe hardly befits that dignified term.) These comments draw 
on my own research experience and preferences and are not meant to be a 
judgment of the appropriateness or value of other approaches. 

Like the others at this workshop, I have done lots of different kinds of 
research on organized interests (although I can't be accused of ever even 
bordering on formal deductive theory-building). Perhaps my most ambitious 
project was that undertaken with Kay Schlozman, resulting in our book 
Organized Interests and American Democracy (1986), for which we assembled 
several new data sets: a categorization of the nearly 7,000 organizations listed 
in the Washington Representatives (1981 directory) as having a presence in 
Washington politics either by maintaining an office there or by hiring counsel 
or consultants to represent them; a similar organizational census of the nearly 
3,000 political action committees listed in the PAC Directory as having been 
registered with the Federal Elections Commission as of the end of 1980; and 
our Washington Representatives Survey, a set of structured interviews with 
government affairs representatives in an "activity-weighted" sample of 175 
organized interests having offices in Washington. (Those interested in the 
complex issues involved in designing such a sample and an elaboration of the 
procedure itself may want to consult the appendix to that book). 

My own experience with that project-and my exposure through the 
literature to other large-scale studies of organized interests, such as those of 
Jack Walker, and Bob Salisbury and his colleagues-convinces me that this 
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sort of work is very useful in mapping out the forests and in helping to answer 
macro-level questions about political behavior in the interest group world. But 
when I reflect on which of my own research efforts have taught me the most 
about interest group politics (and how that dimension intersects with other 
realms of politics), my answer lies far from statistics, organizational 
categorizations, and even hundreds of structured interviews. Instead, my own 
"personal bests" in research (such as they are) have been of several other 
types, all of them quite separate from the world of large-scale surveys. 

First, I have learned a lot from having a series of lengthy, unstructured 
interviews with a handful of experienced lobbyists and interest group officers. 
In some cases, I have spent many hours, totaling a number of days, with these 
people, and in the course of our rambling conversations have acquired most 
of whatever subtleties there are to my understanding of group politics. 
Second, most of my contacts of this sort have occurred in the context of 
detailed studies of particular policy areas (postal affairs, health care, and 
public lands) and of particular organizations, not in the context of research 
focused on interest groups, per se. Finally, much of what I have learned 
about organized interests (especially about their behavior and impact) has 
come from interviewing people in other organizational and institutional 
settings--legislators and their staffers, political executives, and program 
administrators and their aides. 

From these experiences, I draw (for myself, if not for others) a few 
conclusions which I offer with the tentativeness and modesty they deserve. 
First, I believe we need much more "soaking and poking" in the interest group 
field. While large-scale surveys and the like definitely have their place, we 
could learn a lot more if more of us would spend more time "hanging around'' 
the organizations that represent interests. (I can't improve on the rationale for 
and methodological defense of participant observation offered by Richard 
Fenno, the premiere soaker-and-poker, in his appendix to Home Style.) Some 
of this may even take the form of seeking employment in such organizations 
in order to observe their behavior as a genuine insider. But that is not 
principally (or even ideally) what I have in mind. Rather, and more simply, 
I believe more of us need to devote effort to studying particular organizations 
in great detail. It's surprising how little such research there is in our field, 
extending not very far beyond the handful of good books we know well, such 
as McConnell (1966) and McFarland (1984). We learn a lot from such works, 
not only about the specific organization, but typically about many other 
aspects of political life. 

Extending this argument to its next level, I also would push for studies 
focusing on particular lobbyists and/or organization executives. Again, in view 
of the frequency with which our colleagues in the discipline offer analyses of 
individuals in Congress, the White House, or the courts, it's surprising that 
interest group scholars have eschewed this sort of focus. It's surprising also in 
view of what we could learn from such studies about organizational 
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entrepreneurship, for example, or about lobbying techniques. What has been 
done along these lines is the work of journalists, such as Elizabeth Drew 
(1983). I see no reason to cede this territory to reporters. 

Although there are a number of practical obstacles to such research 
(whether devoted to particular organizations or to individuals), I think they 
can be overcome just as they are in other settings, where the egos of those 
who would be studied go a long way toward subjugating whatever concerns 
they may have about privacy, confidentiality, and the like. There is also the 
obvious problem that there is no a priori reason for studying any one ( or 
some), rather than another (or others), no intrinsic reason to believe that any 
particular organization (or individual) is either important enough or typical 
enough to support theory beyond the confines of the individual case study and 
the ad hoc explanations derived from it. To that, I would say one has to start 
somewhere, and our chances of improving on group theory increase with the 
aggregation of careful and instructive cases. 

I also would like to see more interest group scholars train their sights on 
particular policy areas and the politics thereof. It seems to me that, 
paradoxically, we learn more about the impacts of organized interests on 
public policy by studying policy processes in all their complexity, rather than 
by focusing narrowly on what organized interests do. Research on the politics 
of public policy enables us to study organized interests in the context of their 
interactions with other elements of the political system, as they work to craft 
policies they prefer. This sort of research also holds the greatest potential for 
enhancing our understanding of the dynamism of group activities and 
fortunes-how and why they change over time, across institutional settings, and 
across policy areas. 

Part of the virtue of this sort of policy research is that it forces the 
investigator to keep an eye simultaneously on developments across a variety 
of fronts--in government institutions, in public opinion, in the economy, and 
in society generally. Not only is that healthy in terms of giving us a better 
sense of the whole picture, but it sensitizes us to the ways in which the politics 
of organized interests is bi-directional, with groups not only affecting other 
institutions and actors, but being affected by the larger political and 
institutional settings and changes in them. A good example of recent work on 
interest groups that is enriched by that sort of sensitivity is the new book by 
Mark Hansen (1991) on the farm lobby. As Hansen shows, the American 
Farm Bureau's longstanding access to and competitive advantage with 
lawmakers eroded in the 1950s and 1960s, as alternative sources of 
information and advice emerged, as rapid migration away from farms 
diminished agrarian voting strength in Congress, while urban legislators, 
pushed by consumer advocates, staked out more aggressive positions on 
American agricultural policy. 

In short, good research on organized interests and their public policy 
impacts requires scholars to be students of history, economics, political and 
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economic geography, and institutional change. This is no small order, but the 
payoffs will be great. 

Finally, I believe we are at a point where we might benefit from having 
more normative analyses of organized interest politics--more effort to sort 
through what is healthy and what is not about current interest group politics 
in this country. Here again, journalists certainly have been doing a lot of this 
recently, and again, I hate to see us leave the discourse to them. This 
normative analysis could occur not only at the broadest level--is contemporary 
interest group politics salutary for democracy?--but also at a more practical, 
or pragmatic level, addressing ongoing debates. One example is the growing 
controversy I cited earlier over the interest representation activities of foreign 
governments and foreign corporations, especially their hiring of large numbers 
of former officials of the United States government to lobby on their behalf. 
Many thoughtful observers believe that it is wrong to permit former top-level 
American officials, who gained their inside knowledge of policy processes at 
the taxpayers' expense and who have unparalleled access to decision-makers, 
to represent foreign governments and corporations in the halls of Congress. 
To put this now familiar argument in its baldest terms: if governments or 
businesses from Japan or Pakistan, for example, want to lobby the United 
States Congress, perhaps their agents should be their own, not someone with 
the familiar face and insider knowledge of a Carla Hills or Elliott Richardson. 

Political scientists ought to weigh in on such matters. This will mean that 
some of us will have to suspend our scholarly objectivity--our built-in "on the 
one hand, on the other hand" tendencies--and set forth some arguments. Our 
current disinclination or unwillingness to engage in the sorts of spirited 
normative debates that historically have animated analysis of factions robs us 
of a lot of the fun we could be having with our work in this field. 

Notes 

1. Consider, for example, the role played by organized interests in securing the 
intervention of Vice President Quayle's Competitiveness Council in the Environmental 
Protection Agency's implementation of the new Clean Air Act Amendments. 
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Interviewing Interest Group Personnel: 
The Little Village In the World 

Andrew S. McFarland 

As the author of three books largely based on interviewing interest group 
personnel, perhaps there is some knowledge I have to share with younger 
political scientists. Public Interest Lobbies: Decision Making on Energy (1976), 
Common Cause (1984), and Cooperative Pluralism rest on an aggregate of 160 
formal interviews (scheduled with appointments) I conducted myself, not to 
speak of hundreds of informal conversations I conducted in the process of 
observation. I hired no assistants to do this work; I did it myself, and thus got 
a lot of experience in interviewing lobbyists, members of lobbying 
organizations, and some of the targets of lobbying. 

This short paper cannot be a methodological or epistemological treatise. 
To me interviewing is a craft; one that is taught to a graduate student by a 
mentor. Consequently, I must confess I have read practically nothing about 
the methodology of interviewing, although indirectly I have been influenced 
by the ideas of Lewis Anthony Dexter (1970) on this topic, because he 
influenced Aaron Wildavsky, who was the one who demonstrated this craft to 
me.1 

However, the first-time interviewer may lack a mentor on the craft of 
interviewing or may want to gain additional perspectives on this topic. In this 
case, one should read 'The Open-Ended, Semistructured Interview: An 
(Almost) Operational Guide" by Dean Hammer and Aaron Wildavsky (1989) 
for a general treatment of the open-ended interview. This paper applies the 
perspective of Hammer and Wildavsky to the situation of the young scholar, 
who plans to interview interest group personnel. 

Perhaps the best aspect of the ''behavioral revolution" of the 1950s in 
political science was that it encouraged a sense of the importance of the 
scholar personally observing politics, and interviewing these participants in 
politics. Persons who did this, such as graduate students at Yale who 
participated in Dahl's Who Governs? study (1961), took pride in the 
inconveniences endured, and the effort exerted to go out and watch politics 
in action, while getting participants to talk about their motivations, goals, and 
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strategies. Young political scientists studying at Yale, such as Aaron 
Wildavsky and Nelson Polsby, did not think it was always necessary to ask 
repeatedly the same questions from an interview schedule to get statistical 
correlations or even percentage tables. In this, some of their friends studying 
Congress agreed (e.g. Richard Fenno and Lewis Anthony Dexter). 

Thus, directly from Wildavsky, and indirectly from others in this group, I 
got the idea of the interviewer as anthropologist. studying one of the 
numerous "little villages" of American politics. And the most important 
modus operandi of such interviewing is to get the "inhabitants" of the little 
village to talk freely. After several dozen such interviews, the "anthropologist" 
should be able to chart the customs and the social organization of the group 
being studied. It is preferable that the scholar not only conduct interviews, 
but also spend many hours "hanging around," unobtrusively observing a social 
system in action. 

Thirty years ago, the significance of such "field study" of politics was 
confirmed by its comparison to a supposed contrasting ignorance of power­
elite theorists, journalists, or ill-informed political reformers who had made 
all sorts of generalizations and normative reform proposals without talcing the 
trouble to observe the "little village" themselves (Polsby 1963a). The work of 
the political science students "in the field" was regarded as theoretically 
significant. as straightforward generalization without elaborate mathematics 
or argumentation, and sufficient to refute (at least to some) the conjectures 
and distorted anecdotalism of less careful observers. 

In his first 15 years of teaching, at least. Aaron Wildavsky, a member of 
the school just discussed, pushed his graduate students to do some 
interviewing themselves. In most cases, the graduate student would 
participate in a research project with Wildavsky acting as mentor. The 
student was instructed how to interview; he/she was also able to watch 
Wildavsky do it. It is no secret that Wildavsky has strong opinions, but he was 
disciplined by the norms of the behavioral revolution, a very real event to 
him, so he gave great stress to listening to the interviewee reconstruct his 
perspective on the world. Accordingly, he was able to write The Politics of the 
Budgetary Process (1964), an application of the incrementalist theories of 
Charles E. Lindblom in ''The Science of 'Muddling Through"' (Lindblom 1959) 
by using the methods of Fenno (1966). 

But due to the current nature of the political science profession, scholars 
without tenure had best be cautious about attempting to publish material 
solely based on interviews, describing and interpreting behavior in some "little 
village," without interview data in tabular form related to the testing of 
hypotheses. The non-tenured scholar, interested in the interpretation of 
politics in some comer of the political world, is best advised to report non­
statistical interpretations along with statistically analyzed data. But there is 
an element of balance--a well-done report of a field study of a "little village" 
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may be widely read and well-remembered. A description and interpretation, 
infonned by political science training, of such groups as Greenpeace, People 
for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, or a group of Ross Perot activists 
would likely receive a wide professional reading. 

Scheduling Appointments: The Bane of Interviewing 

In my opinion, scheduling appointments is the worst part of interviewing, 
while the actual process of conducting the interview is usually fun. An 
advantage to the "little village" approach to interviewing is that most of your 
respondents are concentrated in one place, such as in the headquarters of 
Common Cause, or are delegates attending a political convention, a Wildavsky 
favorite. This aspect of concentration of respondents obviously makes it 
easier to schedule appointments and meet with them. More difficult is 
interviewing in which several dozen subjects are located in different 
organizations and different places; much more elaborate introductions are 
needed, as well as more work to persuade them to be interviewed, because 
each does not know who you are. 

Even more difficult is interviewing which requires travel to several places. 
Here the young scholar should use common sense. If several locations are 
close together, as in doing interviewing in four cities in Wisconsin, the project 
may be practical (Woliver 1993). But the young scholar cannot do a 
geographically dispersed study on a scale larger than this without hiring 
assistants. 

In getting access, again the "little village" study is easier. The political 
scientist can probably find some person working in the interest group who is 
sympathetic to the idea of a study. The scholar interviews this person first, 
and then tries to get this first respondent to help schedule appointments with 
others, for instance, by personally introducing the scholar to other members 
of the organization. 

A different situation occurs when the scholar is a volunteer for the group 
or has otherwise shown sympathy towards it and is consequently already 
known to its members. In this case, there is less problem in arranging 
interviews, but the scholar may have difficulty in making a relatively unbiased 
scholarly report. 

Younger scholars may be in a position to travel to several places in the 
country and "crash" with friends, while they set up appointments to interview 
persoMel in some local interest group or political organization. Another 
gambit is that while traveling for some other purpose, it may be possible to 
schedule interviews with local interest group activists, although it is necessary 
to call ahead a week or 10 days to get an appointment. In this way, I 
interviewed local Common Cause activists in California, Arizona, and 



lnte,viewing Interest Group Personnel 49 

Massachusetts. But a national organization like Common Cause has regular 
governing board meetings, and perhaps an annual convention, and this is the 
best way to get a sense of the views of local activists. (There may be 
antagonism between local activists and national leaders, which is not readily 
expressed in formal settings, however. Often it is possible to learn more 
about such tensions in committee meetings, or hanging about in convention 
lounges or in the bar). 

In my opinion, it is best to approach a stranger in a new setting first with 
a letter requesting an interview, and then with follow-up phone calls to make 
an appointment. The scholar has a low priority on a busy schedule, and it is 
too easy not to take a phone call, or to state politely over the phone that they 
are too busy. A letter should be written on the stationery of some impressive 
institution, such as a university or a research institute. I would include some 
brief, innocuous statement about the purpose of the study. In addition, a vita 
should be included to demonstrate scholarly credentials. At the end of the 
letter, I stated that I would phone in a few days to try to arrange an interview. 
It is hopeful that they will call you first, and this will often occur. Having a 
telephone that is answered during business hours is thus a necessity, although 
an answering machine will suffice. 

The scholar must be prepared for rescheduling of the interview .time, 
perhaps more than once. Unfortunately, the scholar is last on the 
interviewee's list of priorities. About half the time, something else will come 
up, and the interview must be postponed. Further, respondents involved in 
political battles lead inherently unpredictable lives, as unexpected political 
emergencies are frequent (Redman 1973). The scholar should not interpret 
even multiple rescheduling as an attempt to evade the interview. Here 
persistence and a bit of aggressiveness are necessary to get the interview, and 
it is for this reason that it is necessary to be in the same city for two weeks 
to be relatively sure of getting an interview. 

There is one way of combining study techniques to get an interview. Most 
interest groups have on hand useful introductory literature about their 
organization and activities. In Washington, I liked to call an interest group 
about the availability of such materials, and then pick them up in person, as 
an excuse to visit the headquarters. Indeed, the very appearance of the office 
is part of the data of an interest group study-is it formal and plush, is it 
located in cramped quarters in a low-rent building, who do the employees and 
volunteers appear to be, and so forth. A pick-up of a group's materials can 
provide an excuse for a conversation with someone about the scholarly study, 
and hence lead to the scheduling of an interview. 

The "little village" school of interviewing, into which I was inducted by 
Wildavsky, tends to avoid interviews over the telephone, although this may 
have been a somewhat arbitrary result of the stress on personal observation 
in the late 1950s. Somehow I greatly prefer to interview face-to-face, but this 
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is not always possible, even if the subjects are concentrated in some place. 
Of the 160 scheduled interviews I conducted, about 10% were conducted over 
the phone and were scheduled in the sense that I may have written a letter 
explaining the reason for my call, and had to arrange a time to talk with the 
respondent. I know one political scientist who has the will-power to call 
dozens of interest groups to get the data on an entire universe of groups in 
a policy area, but very few persons are either motivated or forceful enough to 
do this. Telephone interviewing is especially necessary if one is doing some 
type of panel interviewing, or just informally checking back with someone to 
get their views on developing events. This is particularly necessary in 
repeated interviews with Washingtonians; either the scholar cannot get back 
to Washington, or some subjects leave the capital to return to their home 
states. 

Intruding upon someone and persuading them to give an interview is a bit 
aggressive for some scholars, but, by the same coin, it may be a good 
developmental experience for those of a shy nature. Remember, most persons 
really enjoy being interviewed, once the interview begins. It makes them feel 
important! I always tried to encourage this feeling on the part of the 
interviewee through complimenting them and expressing a deep interest in 
their activities, whatever they were. And actually, I was really interested and 
often impressed by my subjects and their responses. 

The work of scheduling appointments is emotionally difficult for most 
scholars, as their requests get delayed responses or even get turned down. 
Interviewing is more fun when it is done as part of a team or research project, 
when others are suffering similar blows to the ego, and a shared humorous 
attitude can alleviate the irritation and boredom. Also helpful is social 
support when a number of young scholars at a research institute are working 
on different interview projects at the same time, as has been the case for 30 
years in the well-known "bullpen" of the Governmental Studies floor of The 
Brookings Institution. 

Conduct of the Interview 

First, what is it that is asked? If asking a group a set of questions to get 
tables of data, notes must be taken in a certain way. But if the biggest 
concern is getting the informants to describe the "little village" constituting 
some organization, a few general questions may suffice, and some may prefer 
not to take many notes during the interview. My own interviewing was of the 
second type. I asked only a few lead questions, trying to get the respondent 
to talk freely, although sometimes I would ask follow-up questions to get the 
respondent to elaborate on points of special concern to me. 

My scheduled interviews at Common Cause were based on just one 
question: "What do you do for Common Cause?" or some variant, such as 
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"What is your job here at Common Cause?" In interviewing at seven public 
interest groups concerning their energy positions, I just asked them to tell me 
about their energy stands and how they decided them. Here, I would be 
especially interested in following up by getting a picture of how a group's 
membership or some constituency affected its decision making on energy 
positions. In interviewing participants in the National Coal Policy Project, I 
did prepare several questions beforehand, because I was more interested in 
their personal reaction to participation in this series of meetings to reconcile 
conflict among public interest groups and coal-related businesses. That is to 
say, if interviewing is directed towards the description of an organization, one 
can rely on piecing together quite a number of accounts, and the individual 
interviews can be less structured. On the other hand, if the interviewing is 
directed towards the views or opinions of individuals, then the interview must 
be more structured, because only one person has data about their own 
opinions. 

Interviewers disagree about the value of using a tape recorder. This 
device can be of great value, but does it tend to force some respondents to 
conceal their real ideas for fear of embarrassment or retribution? Does a 
tape recorder interfere with rapport in the interviewing situation by constantly 
reminding the respondent that this is not a conversation, but an interview? 
Those who use tape recorders generally observe that interviewees generally 
forget about the recorder after a few minutes. 

I never used a tape recorder, because my general technique is to make the 
interview seem like an enjoyable conversation. Then the question becomes: 
does an interviewer try to take detailed notes during the course of the 
interview itself? I was taught not to do this, but to transcribe notes 
immediately after the interview, as even taking detailed notes may force the 
interviewee to be guarded in his responses. I would, of course, make notes 
about important details, such as names and dates, although I might not even 
do this if I judged it would make the respondent nervous. 

If extensive notes are not taken, then the interview must immediately be 
written up from memory. In Washington, this means hailing a cab and rushing 
back to an office and typewriter or word processor. Those with facility for 
dictation might dictate a description of the interview into a tape recorder 
immediately after the interview. Another option might be bringing a lap-top 
computer and heading for a near-by office. 

Even if choosing to take extensive notes, a scholar must write them up 
immediately after the interview. Extensiveness of notes is a choice which 
varies with the quality of short term memory for conversations. My memory 
was very good, and this was one reason I took few notes. Indeed, I sometimes 
took UMecessary notes to reassure the interviewee that I was paying serious 
attention to his "lecture!" 

Again, there is disagreement between users and non-users of tape 
recorders. The tape recorder guards against emotional and cognitive biases 



52 Representing Interests and Interest Representation 

in recalling an interview, although it can be argued that the biased scholar is 
not going to lose his bias just by listening to a tape. Note takers argue that 
an interviewer does not need a mountain of data in a study, and that tape 
recorders produce so much data as to interfere with an overall comprehension 
of a situation or a point of view. Users of tape recorders, on the other hand, 
argue that a complete transcript reveals tones of voice, hesitancy, and small 
details that may assume greater importance while listening at leisure. 

My impression is that most participants in American politics and public 
administration, while they may resist allocating time for the interview, enjoy 
the process of giving an interview once it begins. Interviewees are usually 
asked to talk about something that is very important to them in a direct way 
that they usually cannot do on the job, and they usually find this to be very 
interesting. Interviewees are at the center of attention, especially so if they 
are not answering some set list of questions but are explaining what the "little 
village" looks like to them. This interviewer always tries to encourage this 
sense of self-importance of the interviewee by manifesting an extreme interest 
in the content of the interview, thereby building up the respondent's "ego" and 
desire to communicate perceptions. This entails the risk of the respondents 
over-emphasizing their own importance in the organization, but in the "little 
village" approach, the perceptions of one interviewee is checked against the 
reports of several other respondents. 

Women interviewers are sometimes in a special situation. The woman 
scholar may be less directly aggressive, and find it more difficult to get an 
appointment. But male subjects often especially warm up to female 
interviewers once the interview begins, although perhaps this runs some risk 
of distortion from a male trying to impress a female with his own importance. 
Attractive female scholars must be prepared to shut off an interview and to 
fend off proposals for dates, something that does occasionally occur. 

There is such a thing as an interview that goes too long, especially if the 
interview is conducted with someone who is not a key member of the 
organization. Note-takers can handle only so much data, and two hours of a 
tape recording is usually a case of over-kilt. I myself had problems recalling 
all the important points in an interview which lasted for more than an hour, 
and preferred the length of about 45 minutes. Two single-spaced typed pages 
of notes was about the maximum amount of information I wanted. 

Interviewing members of public interest groups is easier than interviewing 
other subjects, because most public interest group personnel are familiar with 
the idea of social science research, which is a social role they understand. But 
interviewing more radical movement supporters might sometimes be more 
difficult, because a movement outlook puts forth the notion that social 
scientists are immersed in a repressive system, and might actually turn over 
data to movement enemies. 

Quotation of interviewees provides another set of issues. I myself 
generally prefer not to quote respondents, finding this to be unnecessary in 



Interviewing Interest Group Personnel 53 

describing an organization. But in general quotations make a report more 
readable, especially if selecting colorful answers that make a point, as was the 
practice of such writers as Fenno (1966), Dexter (Bauer, Pool, and Dexter 
1963; Part 4), Polsby (1963b), and Wildavsky (1964). In the majority of cases, 
social scientists disguise the identity of quoted parties, as there might be a 
problem with threats of lawsuits if an interviewee takes offense at a quotation. 
In my third study, I quote some of the interviewees, because a referee felt this 
was important to the readability of the book. But I would prefer not to do 
this. 

My impression is that most political scientists don't discuss the issue of 
quotation with a respondent, thereby leaving open the possibility of quotation. 
Another course of action is to enhance rapport by assuring the respondent will 
not be quoted, but then the interviewers must stick to their word. Further, 
just bringing up the issue of quotation can make a respondent more guarded. 
Of course, there is the option of getting permission from the respondents for 
the use of any direct quotations in a publication. And to put things in 
perspective, few members of the general public read the research reports of 
political scientists. 

In my interviewing, I went to some lengths to appear to be knowledgeable 
about the general area of the interview. I spent a great deal of time being 
physically present at Common Cause headquarters, and managed to get the 
reputation of being well-informed about the organization. Accordingly, 
interviewees felt they had to be somewhat frank with me, in that I was too 
well-informed to take seriously superficial statements. 

To indicate my previous information, I sometimes used organizational or 
policy-area jargon in follow-up questions, such as ''where do you stand on the 
560 million level Price-Anderson cap'!" (1970s energy policy jargon). But in 
other situations, I would ask respondents to explain technical matters and 
strove to give the impression that I am a quick study. ("I don't understand the 
requirements for filing your budget with state governments under their 
regulation of charitable organizations. What kind of laws are out there?") 

It is probably better to interview important and busy figures last, after 
becoming well-informed about the organization. At that time, the 
organizational leader may have the impression also that the interviewer is 
well-informed, and the elite respondent may thus give the interviewer 
important information that could come from only this one person. John W. 
Gardner was about the last person I interviewed at Common Cause; by that 
time he knew who I was and did not try to slough me off. 

Two interviews a day is enough for me, and for most people. Interviewing 
is surprisingly demanding; it takes a lot of mental energy, including the effort 
of writing up an interview. This usually took me about 75 minutes for a 45 
minute interview. As Aaron Wildavsky once said to me, "Interviewing is hard 
work!" 



54 Representing Interests and Interest Representation 

Identifying with the Group Being Studied 

What if an interviewer becomes friendly with some of the "villagers," even 
with the "chief?" Is it possible to write an unbiased research report about 
friends? Much of this issue is dealt with by not referring to specific 
individuals. References to specific persons with names is journalistic style, but 
probably is not good social science style. In discussing an interest group, in 
a few years the names of individuals generally do not matter. Reference to 
names is, however, necessary to a limited degree if writing a 200-page book 
about one group, as I did, but such references usually need not be in a context 
of evaluation. Accordingly, this issue of friendship is mostly a problem of 
evaluating the work of a head of a group in a publication, because of 
extensive references to only group leaders. 

Another problem is biases resulting from support of the goals of an 
organization being studied. In my case, I do support the general platform of 
Common Cause in a context in which political parties get some public 
funding. Of course this general support enhanced the cooperativeness of 
Common Cause personnel in giving interviews. But when it came to writing 
up the work, my bias in favor of the group led to badly written sections in 
which I evaded issues posed by my bias. I believe that this problem was 
corrected in the process of writing several drafts over a period of five years, 
when, of course, I was mostly doing other things. 

While most readers consider my research to be favorable to Common 
Cause in the last analysis, the national organization has never promoted the 
book in any way, and actually has made a point of never mentioning its 
existence in its own publications. The national leadership of Common Cause 
apparently believes that the book does not portray the organization in the way 
that they want it to be portrayed. While reducing the sales of my book, which 
conceivably could have been used as a selective benefit for members, this non­
recognition indicates that in spite of my Common Cause membership, I at 
least do not present the bias of the organization itself. 

It can be said that the professional nonns of social science do have the 
good effect of reducing researcher bias. In my case, the passage of time in 
the professional review process and successive redrafts of the manuscript, 
although frustrating, did enable me to distance myself from the "little village" 
of Common Cause headquarters on "M" Street. 

My general impression is that most political scientists, who identify with 
the goals of a group they study, do try to distance themselves from the group 
and are very concerned that professional colleagues will view their research 
as objective. The effect of professional norms is largely in anticipated 
reactions, scholars concerned that manuscripts be rejected as biased and 
striving to anticipate such objections beforehand. Professionally refereed 
books normally take several years to prepare and redraft, and while to some 
extent this impedes the diffusion of ideas, it does have the effect of allowing 
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the interviewer time to distance himself emotionally from the little village, 
and thereby to write a less biased book. 

Conclusion 

Interviewing is an important scholarly technique which should not be 
forgotten in the wake of intellectually impressive modes of data analysis. 
Interviewing is a craft which is best learned from a mentor, and I have tried 
to pass along some techniques, most of which I learned from Aaron Wildavsky 
or from conversations with other interviewers working out of The Brookings 
Institution. 

All successful interviewers have learned one important thing. They cannot 
completely rely on a single person to get the best picture of some event, 
policy, or organization. In America today, those who agree to give an 
interview seldom lie, although they may consciously neglect to tell everything 
they know. The interviewee does tell the truth as it appears to him/her. But 
other respondents will provide somewhat different descriptions. The scholar 
must piece together the various interviews with direct observations and other 
information, perhaps gathered from documents. 

Scholars are all familiar with the idea of multiple perspectives on reality. 
At first it might appear that the experienced interviewer will become a cynic, 
not trusting any single account given by anyone. But the interviewer, in 
comprehending the reasons for the respondents' differing perceptions, has the 
opportunity to learn a great deal about human motivation. 

Notes 

1. While I learned interviewing from Aaron Wildavsky, this does not imply that he 
subscribes to all of the practices mentioned herein. Each who follows a craft has his/her own 
idiosyncracics. 
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Reflections on the Study of Interest Groups in the States1 

Virginia Gray 

David Lowery 

The empirical study of interest groups is mostly conducted at the national 
level: surveys of Washington lobbyists by Walker (1983), Schlozman and 
Tierney (1986), and Heinz, Laumann, Salisbury, and Nelson (1990) have 
taught us an enormous amount about what goes on in the nation's capital. 
Yet, there are fifty other capitals-in the states-where lobbying also takes 
place, and about which much less is known. Not until the 1990s did system­
atic empirical comparisons of state interest groups and lobbying begin to 
appear (Thomas and Hrebenar 1990; Hunter, Wilson, and Brunk 1991; 
Rosenthal 1992). 

We believe great potential exists for exciting empirical work at the state 
level. And we believe that such research should be guided by the same 
theoretical core that structures research at the national level. Our own 
research program attempts to do just that: to construct a system-level theory 
of state interest groups that is consistent with what we know about 
micro-level group processes. In this paper, we will first outline the theories 
that might be used in this endeavor. Then we describe the measures generally 
used in state politics studies of interest groups. We end with an evaluation 
of present research and directions for the future. 

Theories 

Interest group theory can be divided into two categories: theories of 
interest groups and interest group theories of politics, with the former being 
largely micro-level, and the latter being largely macro-level. Thus far, 
research on interest groups in states has been driven by the macro or 
system-level theories, rather than the micro-level theories. Among the system 
level theories, the most use has been made by far of David Truman's (1951) 
society-centered ideas to explain interest group behavior in the fifty states. 
One of this approach's central theoretical premises about state interest groups 
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is that interest group diversity and interest group power are governed by 
economic complexity. This proposition is derived from Truman's argument 
(1951:53) that a "complex civilization necessarily develops complex political 
arrangements. Where the patterns of interaction in a society are intricate, the 
patterns of political behavior must be also." 

Nearly every state analyst since has made the same claim. Zeigler 
(1983:111), for instance, notes that 'The most important aspect of a state's 
socioeconomic structure concerning interest groups is its level of complexity." 
He further argues that economic complexity is positively associated with 
interest group system diversity, and that diversity is negatively related with 
interest group power. In Politics, Parties, and Policy, Sarah Morehouse (1981) 
empirically links socioeconomic diversity to interest group strength. She finds 
that single-industry economies are dominated politically by that single interest. 
In contrast, diversified economies generate competing interests, and hence no 
single interest dominates these states. 

The difficulty in using Truman's concept of economic or socioeconomic 
complexity is its ambiguity. He only offers several quite general examples, 
and most of these concern specialization of labor. Morehouse comes closest 
to an operational definition via her measures of industrialization, social 
integration, and income distribution. In our work (Gray and Lowery 1991, 
1993; Lowery and Gray 1993), we define economic complexity by 
disaggregating it into economic diversity (the degree to which economic 
activity is concentrated or dispersed across multiple categories of economic 
and social activity), wealth (derived from Truman's implicit argument that 
wealth creates the opportunity for greater specialization, both in the demand 
for new products and in the capacity to meet those demands), and economic 
size (larger economies are inherently more complex than small ones). 

While Truman's work drives most of our macro-level analyses of interest 
groups in the states, it is not the only perspective that might be employed. A 
second macro-level perspective is potentially provided by the "State-centered" 
view of Evans, Rueschemeyer, and Skocpol (1985), which posits that the State 
is an autonomous actor, rather than the passive umpire in the interest group 
struggle. The State acts upon interest groups, rather than interest groups 
pressuring the government. This view also implies that citizen preferences can 
be changed or at least shaped by governmental action, as opposed to 
Truman's view that fixed preferences flow out of one's social position (see 
Clarence Stone 1992, on this point). In the empirical literature on interest 
groups, Jack Walker's work (1983) or Laumann and Knoke's in sociology 
(1987) comes closest to this perspective. Walker shows that patrons, often 
governmental ones, subsidize group formation. In this way, the State sponsors 
and fosters interest group pluralism. 

Statist theory has not yet, to our knowledge, been applied directly to state 
politics. However, it may be a fruitful alternative or supplement to the 
literature based on Truman's work. Surely government regulations and 
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programs spur group organization, and the possibility of state funding spurs 
local governments and school districts to organize. In the state of Minnesota, 
for example, this has become a major issue: state legislators wonder why they 
give money to local schools and cities just so they can hire lobbyists to come 
ask for more. Still, we think scholars should proceed cautiously along this 
path because most students of state politics view our state governments as 
weak, not as strong autonomous actors with great capacity. 

Turning to the other set of literature--the micro-level theories of interest 
groups--of course the most influential theoretical work is that of Mancur 
Olson (1965) on the collective action problem. His work and its intellectual 
progeny ( e.g., Moe 1980; Hansen 1985) have been enormously influential in 
the discipline but is largely ignored in state-level research on interest groups. 
In our work (Gray and Lowery 1991, 1993; Lowery and Gray 1993), one of 
our aims is to construct a system-level theory that is at least consistent with 
what we know about micro-level behavior. Particularly in our analysis of 
interest group system density, we try to show how various micro-level 
processes--positive economies of scale that preclude entrance of new groups, 
declining marginal utilities in the formation of new groups with functions 
overlapping those of prior groups, threshold economies associated with size 
for new interests, and positive economies of scale in the provision of selective 
incentives-might account for observed macro-level developments at the state 
level. But we have not explored these linkages directly; they remain 
theoretically plausible hypotheses. We hope that others will join us in this 
endeavor because we see this effort as having great potential payoff via its 
linkage of the micro- and macro-level theories. 

Measurement 

The measurement of group power at the state level has proceeded along 
three paths: aggregate indices, case studies, and mid-level analyses falling 
between these two dominant approaches. At the aggregate level, we have first 
the reputational indices done by Morehouse (1981) and more recently by 
Thomas and Hrebenar (1990). Based upon a close reading of the case 
literature, Morehouse classified each state according to whether its overall 
group system was strong (the group system dominates policy-making), 
moderate, or weak (there are multiple competing centers of power). 

Clive Thomas and Ron Hrebenar (1990) recently updated this typology. 
They relied on correspondents in each state to categorize the relative strength 
of the overall group system and to rate the relative effectiveness of various 
groups. Their project had the advantage of proceeding from a common 
definition of power (1990:141): "the extent to which interest groups as a 
whole influence public policy when compared to other components of the 
political system, such as political parties, the legislature, the governor, etc." 
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Based on this criterion, they identify the impact of the group system in all fifty 
states as either dominant, complementary, or subordinate relative to other 
actors. 

Table 7.1 provides a comparison between the two typologies. As you see, 
there is quite a bit of agreement between the two measures. Presumably the 
differences that exist are a product of economic and social diversification 
within states that occurred during the 1980s. States did move toward the 
weak end of the continuum as expected: previously 22 states were labelled 
strong, and now only 9 are rated strong. 

The group of experts, coordinated by Thomas and Hrebenar (1990:141), 
also rated individual group power where a group's power is defined as "its 
ability to achieve its goals as it defines them." They then compiled a list of 
the most influential interest in each state. School teachers' organizations head 
this list, followed by general business organizations and bankers' associations. 
No other interests were rated as powerful in more than half the states. Table 
7.2 shows that business domination has lessened over time; the array of 
interests is now much more similar across categories of overall group strength. 
These findings seem sensible, suggesting that their measures have face 
validity. Also, it reinforces the authors' assumption that the power of interest 
group systems is an enduring and stable characteristic of a state. 

We have attempted (Gray and Lowery 1991) to relate these two typologies 
to our analysis of density and diversity, with mixed success. We tentatively 
think that interest group power may be more dependent upon the nature of 
the group system itself than on the interest group system's relative position 
among political actors. This implies that Thomas and Hrebenar's attention 
to relative power may be unwarranted. It is also possible that reputations for 
interest group power are founded on the power of a few select groups (i.e. 
business), rather than on the broad attributes of the interest group system as 
a whole. Finally, our research suggests that the link between "real" power and 
the reputation for power may be tenuous during periods of rapid economic 
and social change, even though in the long run the two concepts are 
isomorphic. 

Besides these widely used reputational indices, we have objective 
measures derived from the lists of interest groups registered to lobby in state 
legislatures ( e.g., Gray and Lowery 1991, 1993; Hunter, Wilson, and Brunk 
1991). However, measures constructed from these data do not directly 
measure individual group power but rather infer it. Another approach at 
developing objective indicators of state interest group influence is the use of 
data on occupations (e.g., Olson 1982; Ambrosius 1989). The principal 
objection to such proxy measures is that they neglect the organization of 
interests. Numerical strength does not equal political clout. 

Turning to the other end of the continuum, we have case studies of 
interest group power in specific instances or with respect to specific policy 
areas. Few definitive conclusions about interest group power can be drawn 
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from these case studies, because they are idiosyncratic in their methods and 
analyses. 

Table 7.1 Comparison o[ Ranking of Overall Interest Group Strength 
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In the middle of the continuum are what we inelegantly call "mid-level 
analyses," where the analyst gathers information on interest group interactions 
with policy-makers on specific policies. Often these studies rely on surveys of 
agency heads or legislators about the influence of external actors, such as 
interest groups, on specific policies (e.g., Grady 1989a, 1989b; Ambrosius and 
Welch 1988). Measures derived from these data have the advantage of being 
direct measures of interaction, but do not ask all possible actors for their 
perceptions. Also, they are limited to a single time period and policy area, 
thus reducing generalizability. 

Another mid-level strategy is content analysis, developed by Gray and 
Lowery (1992). We analyzed newspaper stories about a particular policy over 
a period of years, using News bank. This allowed us to see which actors were 
present and how their roles changed over time, so that we could generalize 
about trends across states over time. But this procedure does not directly 
measure the power of specific groups relative to one another. 

Present State of Research and the Future 

While one could not describe the state politics field as "data-rich," it is still 
the case that we have relatively more data than theory. Three major on-going 
data collection efforts exist: Gray and Lowery's coding of all interest groups 
registered to lobby in state capitals during 1975, 1980, and 1990; Hunter, 
Wilson, and Brunk's coding of all lobbyists registered with state legislatures 
during 1985; Thomas and Hrebenar's compilation of state experts' reports 
from 1983-88. These measures are gradually entering the mainstream of state 
politics research through their use by various scholars. 

As we have indicated, we believe that much more work needs to be done 
on the theoretical end. For empirical work on state interest groups to have 
impact, it needs to be tied into the major theories used in the rest of the 
discipline. We believe the greatest payoff lies in bringing interest group 
theories developed elsewhere into state politics, rather than applying theories 
of state politics to interest groups. What we have in mind is comparable to 
what Erikson, Wright, and Mciver (1993) have done for public opinion in the 
states, creating a new data set and then applying theories of public opinion 
and representation to it, rather than relying solely on our conventional state 
politics theories (e.g., politics versus economics). 

With regard to future research projects, we need more historical research, 
looking at the development of interest group structures over time. Which 
groups have gained in power, which have lost power, and why? Why have 
different states developed different interest group systems? How have interest 
group tactics changed? How have tactics diffused across states? We have 
recently completed the coding of our 1990 data and already see some 
interesting changes. Figures 7.1 and 7.2 display some of the differences 
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between 1980 and 1990 in numbers of registered lobbying groups. As you see, 
the number of groups nearly doubled, while the composition of groups 
changed only a bit. H we could do such analyses over a long time period, we 
believe a number of intriguing patterns would appear. 

Figure 7.1 Comparuon or the Elements of State Interest Group Systcms--1980 &. 1990 
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In addition to historical (or at least over-time) research, we need more 
in-depth case studies. Bob Salisbury used to say that one should never study 
interest groups without studying public policy. At times we forget this, and to 
our peril. We need to ensure that we are not studying groups in the abstract 
but with reference to some concrete events or some specific policy or set of 
policies. Case studies in single states or comparative case studies across states 
would accomplish this objective. 

Notes 

1. An earlier version of these remarks was delivered at a Roundtable on the Study of 
Interest Groups in the American States: Current Status and Future Directions, Annual 
Meeting of the Western Political Science Association, San Francisco, March, 1992, 
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Voluntary Organizations in Politics: 
Who Gets Involved? 

Kay Lehman Schlozman1 

Among the aspects of American democracy most frequently cited as 
contributing to its distinctive character are the number and diversity of its 
voluntary organizations, and the propensity of Americans to join them. 
Tocqueville's comments on the subject are almost legendary. More recently, 
the perspective that once placed interest groups at the heart of American 
politics has undergone revision. Empirical studies demonstrate that, because 
membership in such occupationally related organizations as trade unions and 
professional associations is very high in many northern European nations, 
especially the Nordic democracies, Americans are not necessarily the most 
likely to be members of organizations.2 Furthermore, political scientists have 
become aware that voluntary groups constitute only a single piece of a very 
complicated puzzle: membership groups are not the whole story of organized 
interest politics, and organized interest politics are not the whole story of the 
policy process in America. 

Although we must qualify a perspective that was at one time surely 
overstated, it would nevertheless be foolish to deny the continuing significance 
of voluntary organizations in American politics. Indeed, it is probably not an 
exaggeration to argue that democracy on a national scale is unimaginable 
without a vigorous and independent associational life, and that American 
democracy is unparalleled in the variety of its voluntary organizations and the 
range of their concerns. 

Unfortunately, the available empirical resources for studying citizen 
participation in voluntary associations are limited. Although we now have 
several decades of longitudinal data about citizen activity in electoral politics-­
partisan commitments, vote choices, level of campaign involvement and so on 
-we have no archive that would allow us to track in analogous detail 
Americans' involvement in the realm of group politics. Many of the questions 
that are raised about electoral politics-the nature and amount of citizen 
activity, the extent to which those who take part are representative of those 
who do not, its impact on public outcomes--are germane to the arena of group 
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politics. However, our systematic data about organizational membership and 
activity are very rudimentary indeed.3 

The Citizen Participation Study 

In the context of a larger study of voluntary activity in America, Sidney 
Verba of Harvard University, Henry Brady of the University of California at 
Berkeley, Norman Nie of the University of Chicago, and I have collected 
detailed information about organizational participation. In our survey, we 
asked a lengthy and complex set of questions in an attempt to map the terrain 
of citizen involvement in voluntary associations. This paper reports on the 
thinking behind our approach and gives some preliminary results about the 
dimensions of organizational affiliation in America. Because the domain of 
organizational activity is so complex, and because the results depend so 
significantly upon what instruments are used to gauge organizational 
involvement, more space will be devoted to nuts-and-bolts issues of 
measurement than ordinarily would be the case. 

The Citizen Participation Study uses a large-scale, two-stage survey of the 
American public to focus on voluntary activity, not simply in politics but also 
in churches and organizations. The first stage consisted of a 15,000-case 
random telephone survey of the American public. These short, screener 
interviews provided a profile of political and non-political activity as well as 
the basic demographic information. We then conducted longer, in-person 
interviews with 2,517 of the original 15,000 respondents weighing the sample 
so as to produce a disproportionate number of both activists as well as 
African-Americans and Latinos. 

Our initial telephone screener included a general question about 
membership in organizations, "for example, unions or professional 
associations, fraternal groups, recreational organizations, political issue 
organizations, community or school groups, and so on." Respondents who 
indicated membership in any organizations were asked how many. The 
follow-up interviews included an extensive battery of questions about 
organizational involvement. 

Measuring Organizational Involvement 

Measuring organizational involvement is complicated. What appear to be 
relatively technical decisions about measures in fact have implications for the 
very definition of the subject. Hence, it is necessary to ask two questions, the 
answer to neither of which is obvious: What kind of organizations? What 
kind of involvement? 
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The range of organizations that Americans can join is vast. Indeed, the 
roster of known American organizations (Burek 1992) fills several fat volumes 
and includes organizations as well-known as the Girl Scouts and as little­
noticed as the U.S. Hang Gliding Association. What is more, such a listing 
does not begin to include the myriad locally-based organizations that escape 
the attention of those compiling a national register. 

These voluntary associations vary substantially in their relationship to 
politics. For some organizations, for example, the National Abortion Rights 
Action League or the National Taxpayers Union, political goals are intrinsic 
to organizational objectives, and a high proportion of organizational activity 
is directed towards influencing political outcomes. Other organizations, for 
example, a local bowling league or a fraternal organization like the Elks, have 
little or nothing to do with politics. Between these two poles is a long 
continuum encompassing organizations having quite different levels of 
political involvement. Some, for example, labor unions, maintain an ongoing 
presence in politics and combine political and non-political means of 
furthering their members' interests. Others, for example, the March of Dimes 
or the American Association of University Professors, take part in politics 
more sporadically when an issue of concern arises. 

To translate this stunning organizational array into terms comprehensible 
to survey respondents is a tricky task. If they are asked a straightforward, but 
general question about membership in organizations, respondents are unlikely 
either to know exactly what is meant or to be able to recall instantly all the 
organizations to which they belong. Therefore, in order to direct their 
attention and to jog their memories, it is essential to provide respondents with 
a fairly detailed list of kinds of organizations, a list that is long enough to be 
inclusive but not so long as to induce sleep. In addition, the list must use 
common-sense categories that respondents can recognize but be constructed 
to permit aggregation into analytically more meaningful categories. 

Care must be taken not only in defining the categories but also in placing 
them in the order in which they are to be asked. Many organizations--for 
example the National Medical Association (a professional association of black 
physicians), the Lutheran Youth Fellowship, the Catholic War Veterans, and 
the Buddhists Concerned for Animals--legitimately fit into more than one 
category. It is necessary to make discretionary decisions about the preferred 
category for such organizations. These decisions, in turn, become the basis 
for ordering the categories on the list: the list should be constructed so that 
the preferred categories for the ambiguous cases are ranked higher with 
accompanying instructions to interviewers to the effect that, unless the 
respondent objected, an organization that falls into more than one category 
should be placed into the first category for which it is appropriate. 

Another difficulty in measuring organizational involvement is that 
membership, in the usual sense in which one joins the Masons or the 
American Medical Association, is not a pre-requisite for organizational 
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involvement. Besides card-carrying membership, there are two other avenues 
to organizational involvement. First, citizens can support an organization 
simply by writing a check-to a charity like the Heart Association or United 
Way or to a political organization like Environmental Defense Fund or the 
Foundation for Handgun Education-without ever becoming members. As is 
well-known, in an era in which organizations take advantage of computerized 
mass-mailings and cheap long-distance rates to raise money, organizational 
affiliations that are confined to making financial contributions are increasingly 
common. Furthermore, it is possible to give time in an organizational setting 
without any kind of formal membership. Many non-profit institutions utilize 
the labor of volunteers, who are not members in any ordinary sense. Tutoring 
children in an after-school program, ladling in a soup kitchen, arranging a 
benefit for the art museum, and sitting on the board of the hospital all entail 
donating substantial time in an organizational context without constituting 
membership. 

These concerns were behind the battery of items about organizational 
involvement.4 To discern organizational affiliations that are not memberships 
in the ordinary sense, we inquired about making financial contributions and 
giving time as well as about membership. To establish whether an 
organization is politically engaged for each organization mentioned, we asked 
whether it sometimes takes stands on public issues-either nationally or 
locally. And, to encompass the astonishing range of American voluntary 
associations, we asked about no fewer than twenty types: 

A. Service clubs or fraternal organizations, such as the Lions or Kiwanis or a local 
women's club or a fraternal organization at a school 

B. Veterans organizations, such as the American Legion or the Veterans or Foreign 
Wars 

C, Groups arrwated with [the respondent's] religion, such as the Knights of 
Columbus or D'nai B'rith5 

D. Organizations representing [the respondent's) own particular nationality or ethnic 
group, such as the Polish-American Congress, the Mexican-American Legal 
Defense and Education Fund, or the National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People 

E. Organizations for the elderly or senior citizens 
F. Organizations mainly interested in issues promoting the rights or welfare of 

women-an organization, such as the National Organization for Women, or the 
Eagle Forum, or the American Association of University Women 

G. Labor unions6 

H. Other organizations associated with [the respondent's] work, such as a business 
or profossional association, or a farm organization 7 

I. Organizations active on one particular political issue, such as the environment, 
or abortion (on either side), or gun control (again on either side) or consumer's 
rights, or the rights of taxpayers, or any other issue 
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J. Non-partisan or civic organizations interested in the political lire of the 
community or the nation--such as the League of Women Voters or a better 
government association 

K Organizations that support general liberal or conservative causes, such as the 
Americans for Democratic Action or the Conservative Caucus 

L. Organizations active in supporting candidates in elections, such as a party 
organization 

M. Youth groups, such as the Girl Scouts or the 4-H 
N. Literary, art. discussion, or study groups 
0. Hobby clubs, sports or country clubs, or other groups or clubs for leisure time 

activities 
P. Associations related to where {the respondent I lives-neighborhood or community 

associations, homeowners' or condominium associations, or bloclc clubs 
o. Organizations that provide social services in such fields as health or service to 

the needy-for instance, a hospita~ a cancer or heart drive, or a group like the 
Salvation Army that works for the poor8 

R. Educational institutions-local schools, (the respondent's! own school or college, 
or organizations associated with education such as school alumni associations or 
school service organizations like the PT A 

s. Organizations that arc active in providing cultural services to the public-for 
example, museums, symphonies, or public radio or television 

T. Other organizations9 

These categories, which were designed to be readily understood by 
respondents, often combine organizations with similar substantive focus and 
very different organizational characteristics. Although these organizational 
categories are useful for illustrative purposes, it is often more illuminating to 
consider analytical dimensions than actual organizational category. 

For each organizational category for which a respondent indicated 
involvement, the respondent was asked the number of such organizations and 
a series of follow-up questions about the organization ( or, if more than one 
in the category, the organization in which the respondent is most involved), 
including the actual name.10 

How Much Organizational Involvement? 

As is so often the case in survey research, with respect to organizational 
involvement, it matters greatly for the results obtained how questions are 
asked. Only 45 percent of respondents indicated organizational membership 
in answer to the general question contained in the screener, and a mere 8 
percent indicated four or more memberships. When shown the extensive list 
of kinds of organizations during the follow-up interview, fully 79 percent of 
the respondents reported organizational involvement-either membership or 
financial contribution-and 41 percent indicated four or more affiliations.11 
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This definition, of course, requires a rather low level of commitment as 
evidence of organizational involvement. Of those indicating involvement in 
at least one organization, 65 percent (or 51 percent of all respondents) 
reported that they have attended a meeting within the past twelve months; 42 
percent (or 34 percent of all respondents) reported that they are active 
members, that is, that they have served on a committee, given time for special 
projects, or helped organize meetings; and 28 percent (or 22 percent of the 
total) reported that, within the past five years, they have served on the board 
or been an officer of an organization with which they are still involved. 

Figure 8.1 decomposes these aggregate figures and gives information 
about involvement in twenty categories of organizations. Not surprisingly, 
involvement ranges broadly across these categories. A near majority, 44 
percent, is involved with a charitable or social service organization, often by 
virtue of having given a financial contribution; a mere 1 percent reported 
involvement with an ideological organization that supports general liberal or 
conservative causes. There is substantial variation across these categories in 
the proportion of those involved whose affiliation is confined to having made 
a contribution. Two-thirds of those involved in charitable and social service 
organizations and a majority of those involved in veterans' groups and youth 
organizations are donors but not members: while at the other extreme, nearly 
all who are involved in literary, art, or discussion groups, hobby or sports 
clubs, neighborhood and homeowners' associations, business, professional, and 
farm groups, or unions professed membership. 

Figure 8.1 also presents, for each kind of organization, the proportion of 
those affiliated who indicated that the organization sometimes taJces stands on 
public issues-either locally or nationally. Sixty-one percent of those indicating 
organizational involvement (or 48 percent of all respondents) are affiliated 
with an organization that takes stands in politics.12 Lower, but still substantial, 
proportions reported greater commitment: 29 percent of all respondents said 
that they had gone to a meeting; 18 percent are active; and 11 percent are on 
:he board of an organization that takes stands on public issues either 
1ationally or locally. Naturally, there is tremendous variation across the types 
1f organizations, variation that seems to reflect in a reasonable way their 
'iffering purposes. Nearly all the respondents in a political issue organization, 

general liberal or conservative group, or an organization that supports 
mdidates--in contrast to fewer than one in every five in a literary, art, or 
'.scussion group, a charity or social service organization, or a hobby or sports 
ub--reported that it sometimes takes stands on public issues. 

There is some question as to whether respondents, especially those whose 
mmitment is limited, really know whether their organizations take stands 
politics. Like hypothesis testers, they might make two kinds of mistakes: 
agining organizational activity in politics where it does not exist, or failing 
know about it when it does. Presumably, the latter error wnnltl h .. --
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F"agure 8.1 Involvement in Various Kinds of Or~tioos 
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common than the former. Reading actual interviews, which contained the 
names of organizations mentioned by respondents, provides some evidence of 
their failure to recognize the political activities of organizations. From time 
to time, an organization that has been prominent on the political scene is 
recorded as not taking stands in politics. 

In accounting for the perception of an organization's engagement in 
politics, Baumgartner and Walker ( 1988:923) suggest that the actively involved 
are more likely to report that an organization takes political stands. At first 
glance, our data lend substantial support to this contention: among those 
affiliated with at least one organization, 70 percent had attended a meeting 
within the past six months, but only 44 percent of those had reported an 
affiliation with an organization that takes political stands. These data do not 
make any provision for ensuring that respondents--who, if affiliated at all, are 
likely to be affiliated with more than one organization--are finding politics in 
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the same organizations whose meetings they have attended, however. Indeed, 
when the data are disaggregated and analyzed separately for each 
organizational affiliation, the relationship is much more modest: using the 
affiliation as the unit of analysis, when respondents indicated attendance at 
meetings, they reported political stands in 44 percent of the cases; when they 
indicated no attendance at meetings, they reported political stands in 39 
percent of the cases.13 

Who Is Involved? 

To the extent that voluntary associations provide one important, though 
not the only, avenue for the direct representation of citizen interests before 
the government, it is critical to know who is involved. Social scientists have 
long been aware that socio-economic status is related both to involvement in 
voluntary associations and to political participation.14 Focusing directly upon 
the organizations (many of which are not voluntary associations) that are 
active in politics, students of organized interest politics have shown the 
implications of this relationship for the set of interests that are represented-­
demonstrating the continuing relevance ofE.E. Schattschneider's (1960) well­
known observation about the upper-class accent of the chorus in the pluralist 
heaven." 

The data from the Citizen Participation Study are fully consistent with 
these observations. As shown in Figure 8.2, those with high levels of 
education and income (among whom organizational affiliation is virtually 
universal) and, to a less extent, Anglo-Whites and men-in contrast to the less 
well-educated and well-heeled, African-Americans, Latinos, and women-are 
especially likely to be involved in organizations. Interestingly, each of these 
tendencies is exacerbated with respect to involvement in organizations that 
taJce stands in politics: the gaps between the well-educated and the less­
schooled, the rich and the poor, Anglo-Whites and minorities, especially 
Latinos, and men and women are even more pronounced when it comes to 
organizations that are politically engaged. In addition, the differences among 
groups defined by ethnicity or gender are only partially the result of 
differences in education. Except at the highest levels of education, a gap 
remains between men and women and between Anglo-Whites and African­
Americans and, especially, Latinos.16 

Since the same logic is used to explain the over-representation in both 
voluntary associations and political activity of those with high levels of 
education, it is interesting to speculate as to why the advantaged are even 
more likely to be involved in organizations that take stands in politics than in 
voluntary associations more generally. There are alternative plausible 
explanations: that the well-educated have different tastes in associations and, 
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thus join not only more, but different kinds of organizations; or that they join 
the same kinds of organizations as everyone else, but are more likely see ( or 
imagine) political relevance than their less well-educated fellow members. 

The data seem to lend more support for the first alternative, that the well­
educated make distinctive choices when it come to organizations. In the 
follow-up survey, college graduates constitute 25 percent of the respondents 
and 30 percent of those who are involved in at least one organization. 
Because they are more likely to be members of or donors to multiple 
organizations, they account for 40 percent of the organizational affiliations. 
These affiliations are not, however, distributed evenly across the various 
organizational categories. Their representation is relatively low in veterans' 
associations (in which they are 22 percent of those involved}, senior citizens' 
groups (25 percent), and unions (27 percent). In contrast, they are especially 
over-represented in several kinds of organizations: those, such as museums 
or symphonies, providing cultural services (for which they account for 57 
percent of those affiliated); literary, art, discussion, or study groups (57 
percent); and business, professional, and farm groups (55 percent). Indeed, 
an even more striking pattern is found for all of the kinds of organizations for 
which those affiliated, regardless of education, are likely to report 
organizational stands in politics--those supporting general liberal or 
conservative causes (63 percent), civic groups (62 percent), women's rights 
organizations (51 percent}, candidate and party organizations (47 percent), 
and single issue organizations (42 percent). In the aggregate, college 
graduates constitute nearly half (47 percent) of the affiliations in these five 
categories. 

There is less evidence for the other potential explanation-that the 
increased likelihood of the well-educated reporting that the organizations with 
which they are affiliated take stands in politics is related to an ability to 
recognize political salience in contexts where their less well-educated fellow 
members do not. The various categories differ, of course, in the extent to 
which the organizations drawn under each rubric take stands in politics. 
Considering only those involved with organizations in each category, however, 
there seems to be no systematic tendency for college graduates to have been 
more likely than others, in the same kinds of organizations who have less 
formal education, to indicate that the organization takes stands in politics. 17 

What we have seen confirms the findings of others who have 
demonstrated that the organizational input into politics is skewed towards the 
well-heeled and the well-educated. It is sometimes argued, however, that 
what matters for the representation of political interests is not what kinds of 
people are active, but what kinds of messages the policy-makers hear. 
According to this line of reasoning, what is significant for representation is not 
the demographic characteristics of activists, but their opinions on public 
issues.18 The Citizen Participation Study permits us to take this logic one step 
further. Even if the attitudes of those active in politically relevant 
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Figure 8.2 Organizational Involvement of Demographic Groups 
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organizations are representative, there is no guarantee of any link between 
their opinions on a wide range of issues and their organizational affiliations, 
and analysis of the organizations active in politics suggests strongly that some 
kinds of opinions get much weightier political representation than others. 

In our study, we focused on one set of obviously politically salient 
constituencies, those who indicate that someone in their household receives 
various kinds of government benefits. We asked respondents in households 
receiving each kind of government benefit, whether they had taken various 
political actions with respect to that benefit, including joining an organization 
dealing with that program. As shown in Figure 8.3, those who receive several 
kinds of non-means-tested entitlements (Social Security, Medicare, or 
Veterans' Benefits) are much more likely to belong to an organization dealing 
with that program than are those who receive means-tested benefits (AFDC, 
Medicaid, Food Stamps, or housing subsidies).19 In short, with respect to one 
important set of constituencies, the economically disadvantaged are dearly at 
a disadvantage, when it comes to organizational representation. 

Figure 8.3 Belong lo an Organiz.ation Related to Benefit Program 
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Summary 

This paper has outlined the concerns that animated the collection of 
detailed information about Americans' participation in voluntary associations. 
Using a lengthy list of types of organizations, and including financial 
contributions and donations of time as well as memberships of a more 
traditional sort, we found organizational involvement to be very widespread 
among American citizens. These data confirm what dozens of previous 
studies in many contexts have demonstrated: that those with higher levels of 
education and income are more likely to be affiliated with organizations. We 
have seen, however, that this pattern is even more pronounced when it comes 
to organizations that take stands in politics: the well-educated are particularly 
likely to be involved in politically relevant organizations, a regularity that 
seems to derive from the distinctiveness of the kinds of organizations in which 
they choose to become involved, rather than from any tendency to be more 
likely to perceive an organization as political, or to be more organizationally 
active than their fellow group members of lower educational attainments. 

Students of American politics are blessed with several decades of 
longitudinal data about the electoral habits and choices of American citizens. 
Perhaps this brief glimpse of what we can learn from careful surveys has 
demonstrated that we should collect analogous information about 
organizational affiliation on an ongoing basis. 

Notes 

1. The author would like to thank the National Science Foundation, the Spencer 
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, and the Hewlett Foundation for generous support. 

2. With respect to organizational membership, Americans fall in the upper-middle ranks, 
behind the Scandinavians and ahead of, for cllalllple, the Italians and British. Sec, among 
others, Smith (1975:250); Wilson (1981:132-144); and Dahl (1982:67-68). 

3. In their 1967 survey of political participation in America, Sidney Verba and Norman 
H. Nie (1972) asked about organizational activity. Their questions were replicated in the 1987 
General Social Survey. The list of organizations used by Verba and Nie, unfortunately, does 
not contain a category for political issue groups and, generally, gives short shrift to the kinds 
of organizations that arc active in politics. Gallup has asked a fairly general question about 
organization membership from time to time. The Gallup question excludes union membership 
and docs not include a list of types of organizations. As we shall sec, the failure to cue 
respondents with a list has implications for the proportion of who indicalc organizational 
membership. 

4. The approach outlined here is similar to that employed by Frank R. Baumgartner and 
Jack L. Walker (1988), who brought many of these concerns to the construction of a battery 
of items about organizational involvement that was used on the 1985 pilot lo the National 
Election Study. Although they did not inquire about donations of time without formal 
membership, they asked about contributions as wcU as membership and used a list of ten types 
of organizations that bad been designed to provide categories for the political issue and citizen 



Voluntary Organizations in Politics 79 

advocacy groups that have become increasingly prominent in American politir.s since the 1960s, 
Unfortunately, their questions were not included in the subsequent full National Election Study, 

5. Instructions lo interviewers specified that this category was not to include activity 
within or contributions to a congregation, which were covered in a separate section on church 
activity. Some previous surveys or organizational membership have considered-erroneously, 
in our view--membership in a church or synagogue as a voluntary association membership. for 
a discussion of this issue and extensive bibliographical references, see Smith (1975:249) and 
Tomcb (1973:96). 

6. Some previous surveys have omilled labor union membership on the theory that union 
membership is not genuinely voluntary. In important respects, however, unions behave like 
other voluntary associations and lo omit them is to overlook an important source or group 
affiliation-and, for many union members, the only group aflI!iation••both in the U.S. and in 
other democracies. Besides, even in non-right-to-work states, it is possible to construe unions 
not as coercing membership, but as controlling access to a highly valued selective benefit, a job. 

7. Respondents were instructed to include their activity in any organizations or which 
their employers were members. For example, a corporate manager who is an officer or a trade 
association would have recorded that activity in this category even though it is the firm, rather 
than the respondent, that is the actual member of the organization. 

8. for the organizations in categories 0-S, respondents were asked about giving time as 
well as about membership and making donations. 

9. Instructions to interviewers specified that if respondents insisted upon a particular 
categorization, their wishes were to be honored. To the extent that respondents sought 
assistance or were open to suggestion in placing organizations in categories, however, 
interviewers were advised to put an organization in the first category on the list for which it was 
appropriate when, as is ortcn the case, it straddled two categories. 

10. Using available references, we later cleaned and coded these organization names, over 
6,000 entries. Although we deferred to the wishes or respondents when an organization could 
legitimately be placed in more than one category, there were many cases in which an 
organization landed in what was clearly the incorrect classification. These errors were 
corrected. As part of this process, we coded additional information, for example, whether the 
respondent indicated affiliation with an organization concerned about a particular issue such 
as the environment or a particular demographic group, such as the young or Latinos. We even 
coded affiliations with certain organizations commanding large memberships and, thus, noted 
the 131 members or donors to public radio or television, the 243 members of PTAs, and the 
182 members or the AARP. (These arc weighted cases. The actual numbers or cases arc 
higher). 

11. We should note that the 79 percent figure obtained by using the detailed list of 
organizations puts the United States on a par with the levels or organizational involvement 
reported by Dahl (1982) for Sweden. The sensitivity or results to question wording. however, 
suggests that cross-national comparisons must be treated with caution. 

12. As mentioned, our strategy was to ask about only one organization in each category 
for which a respondent indicated membership or contribution. In so doing. we may have 
missed involvement in organizations that take stands in politics. for example, a respondent 
who is on the board or the local senior dti7.cns' center would probably have chose to report on 
that activity over membership in the American Association or Retired Persons. However, the 
latter is deeply embroiled in public controversies while the former might concentrate on the 
direct delivery of services, For this category at least, this respondent would have been recorded 
incorrectly as having no politically salient organizational involvement. Forty percent or those 
who reported that none or the organizations with which they were involved took stands in 
politics ( representing 15 percent of respondents indicating organizational involvement and 12 
percent of all respondents) had multiple organizational affiliations in at least one category. 
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13. When the data arc broken into organizational categories, the relationship between 
attendance at meetings and perception of political relevance is sometimes reversed. For 
example, among those involved in senior citizens' organizations, only 40 percent or meeting 
attenders, as opposed to 67 percent of those who have not been to a meeting, reported political 
stands. Whal lhls may reflect is a situation in which lhc particular organizations that attract 
members to meetings arc, in fact, less active in politics than those that do not. The American 
Association or Retired Persons, an organization that is a vigorous political advocate for senior 
citizens, has millions or relatively passive members. A local senior citizens group, whose 
purpose was primarily social, would be more likely to generate attendance at meetings, but less 
likely to take stands on public issues. 

14. For extensive bibliography on the correlates or involvement in voluntary associations, 
see Knoke (1986). Extensive references to the literature on political participation and, in 
particular, the role of socio-economic status in political participation can be found in Bennett 
and Bennett (1986:185 fi). Among others, Wolfinger and Roscnstone (1980) and Jennings and 
Niemi ( 1981) provide explanations for the universal relationship between socio-economic slat us 
and all forms of political activity. Verba, Schlozman, Brady, and Nie (1991) explain lhls 
relationship in terms or the concrete rcsourccs--for example, money, verbal facility, and 
politically relevant skills-that accrue to hose who have high levels of education and prestigious 
occupations. 

15. Schlozman and Tierney (1986) catalogued the nearly 7,000 organizations that arc active 
in Washington politics and found that the pressure system is biased towards the well heeled, 
especially business. 

16. The data upon which these assertions rest are contained in Tables 8.1 and 8.2 of the 
Appendix. In terms of political participation more generally, Latinos, even Latino citizens, arc 
less active than Anglo-Whites or African-Americans, a deficit that is related not only to their 
disadvantage with respect to the various political resources that derive from socio-economic 
position, but also to their lesser proficiency in English and to the relative absence of 
compensatory opportunities to develop politically relevant skills in Catholic, as opposed to 
Protestant, churches. On these themes, sec Verba, Schlozman, Brady, and Nie (1993b). 

17. The data arc shown in Table 8.3 of the Appendix. It should be noted that, for many 
or the organizational categories, the number or respondents having no high school diploma who 
reported involvement is very small. The figures for those of limited education should be, 
therefore, be interpreted with caution. 

18. For a consideration of lhls contention with respect to political participation more 
generally, sec Verba, Schlozman, Brady, and Nie (1993a). 

19. The absence of organizational representation for one group of beneficiaries of 
government largesse, those in households receiving student loans, is striking. It should be noted 
that the student loan program is, in ract, means-tested. Since those who receive student 
loans are much more likely to be middle-class than arc the beneficiaries or the other means• 
tested programs, student loans have been grouped with the non-means-tested government 
benefits. 
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Appendix 

Table 8. 1 Organizational Affiliation by Education and Race/Ethnicity 

No High School 
Diploma 

Percent affiliated with an organization 

Latino 
African-American 
White 

32 
53 
60 

High School 
Graduate 

49 
64 
76 

Some College 

68 
87 
87 

Percent affiliated with an organization that takes stands in politics 

Latino 
African-American 
White 

11 
11 
23 

20 
28 
46 

32 
55 
52 

Table 8.2 Organizational Affiliation by Education and Gender 

No High School 
Diploma 

Percent affiliated with an organization 

Men 
Women 

61 
51 

High School 
Graduate 

76 
70 

Some College 

86 
86 

Percent affiliated with an organization that takes stands in politics 

Men 
Women 

23 
18 

45 
39 

58 
45 

College 
Degree 

85 
96 
97 

69 
72 
73 

College 
Degree 

95 
97 

71 
71 

81 
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Table 83 Perception of Organizational Involvement in Politics by Education 

No High School High School Some CoUcgc CoUege 
Diploma Graduate Degree 

Fraternal 26 25 35 32 
Veterans 61 50 66 64 
Religiously affiliated 9 30 31 25 
Nationality /Ethnic 55 55 57 70 
Senior cllizc:ns 39 66 56 71 
Women's rights 72 70 70 87 
Union 42 70 68 70 
Business/Professional 75 53 52 63 
Political issue 82 91 92 96 
Non-partisan/Civic 41 46 70 62 
Liberal/Conservative 1()() 100 93 
Elcctoral/Parly 100 96 89 94 
Youth 4 13 26 20 
Discussion/Study 22 7 19 
Hobby/Sports 14 15 21 18 
Neighborhood/Block 25 47 54 52 
Charitable/Service 14 11 15 22 
Educational 7 46 50 40 
Cultural 66 23 32 22 
Other 22 13 19 54 

Percent of those involved reporting that organization takes stands in politics 

References 

Baumgartner, Frank R., and Walker, Jack L. 1988. "Survey Research and Membership in 
Voluntary Associations." AmericOII Journal of Political Science 32:908-928. 

Bennett, Stephen Earl, and Bennett, Linda L.M. 1986. "Political Participation,• in Samuel 
Long, ed, Annual Review of Political Science. Pp. 157-204. Norwood, NJ: Ablcx 
Publishing Corporation. 

Burck, Deborah M, 1992. The Encyclopedia of Associations. 27th ed. Detroit: Gale 
Research Co. 

Dahl, Robert A. 1982. Dilemmas of Pluralist Democracy, New Haven: Yale University Press. 
Jennings, M. Kent, and Niem~ Richard. 1981. Generations Olld Politics. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press. 
Knoke, David. 1986. "Associations and Interest Groups." Annual Review of Sociology 12:1-21. 
Schattschneidcr, E.E. 1960. The Semisovertig,r People. New York: Holt, Rinehart and 

Winston. 



Voluntary Organizations in Politics 83 

Schlozman, Kay Lehman, and Tierney, John T. 1986. O,ganized lnteruts and American 
Democracy. New York: Harper and Row. 

Smith, David Horton. 1975. "Voluntary Action and Voluntary Groups.• Annual Review of 
Sociology 1:247-270. 

Tomeh, Aida K. 1973. "Formal Voluntary Organizations: Partidpation, Correlates, and 
Interrelationships." Sociological Enquiry 43:89-122. 

Verba, Sidney, and Nie, Norman H. 1972. Panicipation in America. New York: Harper and 
Row. 

Verba, Sidney, Schlozman, Kay Lehman, Brady, Henry, and Nie, Norman H. 1991. "Resources 
for Participation." Paper prepared for delivery al the 1991 annual meeting of the 
American Political Science Association. 

______ . 1993a. "Citizen Activity: Who Participates? What Do They Say?" 
American Political Science Review 87:303-318. 

______ . 1993b. "Race, Ethnidty, and Political Resources: Participation in the 
United States." British Joumal of Political Science. 23. 

Wilson, Graham K. 1981. lnterest Groups in the United States. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 

Wolfmger, Raymond E. and Rosenstone, Steven J. 1980. "'7so Voru? New Haven: Yale 
University Press. 



PART TWO 

Applied Perspectives 
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Comments by Practitioners 

Mildred A. Schwartz (Workshop Organizer): 

The second part of our workshop on interest groups shifts to practitioners, 
those people directly involved in the activities we associate with such groups. 
My invitation to our speakers explained that they would have an audience of 
political scientists. We should be pleased that our speakers felt it would be 
worthwhile for them to participate in this kind of session. They indicated a 
willingness to talk to you about what they do and to answer your questions. 
Perhaps we have been helped in getting such cooperation by the fact that 
several of our speakers also have academic experience. In all cases, we are 
very appreciative that these people were willing to take time from their busy 
schedules to be with us. 

Let me begin by introducing each of our speakers in the order in which 
I'll call on them. The first is James D. Nowlan. who is here as the 
representative of the Illinois Taxpayers Association. I should add that Jim is 
a good friend, a former colleague, and also a political scientist. Brenda 
Harrison is the director of state government affairs for the American Dental 
Association, which has its headquarters here in Chicago. Next I will call on 
Dr. Bruce Douglas, who will speak about his work with the Illinois Coalition 
Against Tobacco. Bruce is a dentist by profession, and while be has taught 
in the School of Public Health at the University of Illinois at Chicago, I 
recruited him for this workshop before I knew of his connection with the 
academic world. Our fourth representative is Ann Irving, who works with the 
Citizens' Utility Board, also known as CUB. Aida L Giachello also has an 
academic connection, as a current faculty member in the Jane Adams School 
of Social Work at UIC. Her presence here today is independent of her work 
role. She was instead invited to tell us about her involvement in the 
Southwest Community Congress. 

As you may already discern from my introductions, I deliberately invited 
spokespersons from a variety of interest groups. I wanted to have them range 
from national to local groups, and from large formal organizations to small 
and more informal ones. I hope I have succeeded in bringing together some 
significant examples of what we include in the concept of interest group. 
Perhaps the one interest group you notice to be missing is organized labor. 
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I had wanted to include a representative from a labor union, but a regular 
meeting of the Illinois Federation of Labor happened to coincide with this 
workshop and consequently no one was available. 

I have asked our speakers to prepare a brief comment, describing their 
organizations and what they do in them. In my invitation to them, I suggested 
that they describe what their group stands for, who it represents, and the 
strategies that are used to get its message across. 

James Nowlan (President, Taxpayers' Federation of Illinois): 

Thank you, Mildred. The Taxpayers Federation of Illinois has 
counterparts in most of the other states. Our organization was founded 50 
years ago by the "captains of commerce" in Illinois, such as Robert E. Wood 
of Sears and Montgomery Ward , Thomas Donnelly, the printer, and Douglas 
Stewart, head of Quantro. Basically, they formed the organization with two 
objectives: (1) to keep tax rates as broad-based as possible, consistent with 
a progressive strain of interests; and (2) to insure an efficient economy and 
a generally good government, however that might be defined. The 
organization has 501C{4) status, that is, we are organized to receive 
contributions that are not taxed. We also have a 501C(3) group for which we 
seek charitable foundations' support for studies, such as this one just out, 
titled "RX for Medicaid." In the study, Bob Mandeville, a former state budget 
director, sets out some policy prescriptions for the state of Illinois on that 
challenging policy area. 

Over the years, the organization has evolved into one that basically 
advocates rather broad public positions on taxation and budget performance 
issues. Over time, the nature of the organization has changed, but the 
benefits are, to use the political science terms, collective in nature to the 
business community at large. We've also had to develop special benefits for 
individual members, particularly special services related to tax policies and 
rule-making through the State Department of Revenue. Our organization and 
staff can serve individual members that may not want to become embroiled 
by name with the Department of Revenue. We also provide special benefits 
to individual members through our work providing general intelligence about 
what is going on in the state capitol, and by providing specific information 
when the objectives are consistent with the values of our organization. We 
have about 250 business members who provide support for a budget of about 
$600,000 per year. 

We perceive our organization as having influence, not power: influence 
in the sense that we are perceived to be a credible, objective, non-partisan 
source of information about taxation and related public policies. Thus, we see 
our role as charting a slightly different course than one influencing the policy 
outcomes of the moment, such as attempting to induce legislators to vote 
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differently than they might have voted otherwise. We have operated through 
a large number of publications that go to some 3,000 persons who are central 
to the policy community of Illinois: the media, legislators, executive branch 
staff, business leaders, and relevant academics. We try to amplify our 
publications through extensive opinion essay writing. For example, I'm 
marketing a piece based on the Medicaid publication that I mentioned before. 
I will take it to The Chicago Tribune first, and if they don't accept it, I will go 
to all of the daily newspapers in the state. I brought a few samples of our 
monthly publication, titled ''Tax Facts," the lightest one of which is dry as 
unbuttered toast. It is basically a series on the legislation we support, bills 
that would be of particular interest to our tax executive members. Inside is 
my regular column; in this issue, I do a "day in the life" of our lobbyist, Joan 
Parker. 

We do build coalitions with other organizations. I'll close with an 
illustration of coalition building at the moment. There is an issue called 
"classification of property or personal real estate." This is an important issue 
for business organizations that have billions of dollars in machinery and 
equipment currently classified as personal property, and thus exempt from our 
property taxes. There is real concern that court decisions will have the effect 
of redefining machinery and equipment as real estate property, which will be 
taxable like building and land. We are developing a coalition with the 
Manufacturers Association, with the state Chamber, and other business­
related organizations to see that the statutory language confirms that the 
machinery equipment is to be considered personal property, and not real 
estate property. 

Brenda Harrison (Director, State Government Affairs, American Dental 
Association): 

The American Dental Association (ADA) represents approximately 
140,000 dentists across this country, accounting for about 76 percent of all 
American dentists. We are interested and dedicated to serving both the 
public and the interests of the dental profession, and I think we do that well. 
We have a unique tripartite membership structure that has been tested in 
court and upheld. In order for members to belong to the national level, they 
must belong to the state and local dental society. I have observed this 
structure at the state and national levels for some years, and it seems to 
function well. We are one of the few groups that operates in this way. 

We have a 418 member House of Delegates which sets our policy. These 
are dentists that are elected through their state associations. The number of 
delegates per state varies with population. We also have a board of trustees 
consisting of 16 dentists drawn from 16 different geographical districts across 
the country. The board of trustees serves as our managerial body: it hires the 
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executive director, who is then responsible for all our employees. We have 
a staff of about 400 employees. But I can tell you that there is more internal 
politics within the American Dental Association, than there is outside. We 
would be a great case for someone who would like to do a study of intra­
group problems. 

We have a number of membership benefits, including scientific research; 
we do that little notice on your toothpaste that says, "approved by the ADA." 
We also provide financial and legal services for our members, and a variety 
of practical management services as well. But the most interesting thing to 
you and to me is, of course, our legislative division. This division consists of 
two branches. One is our Washington office which actually lobbies Congress. 
We have four lobbyists who are out there every day on the Hill. In addition, 
we have a state government affairs division in my department which was 
created back in 1985. Licensure is a state function and many decisions that 
affect the practice of dentistry are made at the state level, and the national 
association decided that it better find out what was going on in the states. My 
department arose naturally from the tripartite membership structure. 

We primarily perform two roles, one substantive and one strategic. First, 
we work with all of our constituents or state societies, and we attempt to 
encourage them to either support or oppose legislation that is consistent with 
the ADA policy which was set by the House of Delegates. We also monitor 
approximately 30 different issues of interest to dentists in all SO states across 
the country, so we look at some five to six thousand pieces of legislation 
every year. We are able to identify the trends that we see, and then alert all 
of the states involved of the issues they may be facing. It used to be, 15 years 
ago, that the big states, such as California, New York, Illinois, Texas, and 
Pennsylvania, would initiate the most issues. But today we are finding that 
something may happen first in New Hampshire or Delaware. Once an issue 
is identified, we develop resource materials that will be useful across the 
country. 

Second, we work individually with each state dental society on its 
particular legislative issues. The state societies run the gamut in terms of 
sophistication. For instance, the Californians have great departments of 
legislative affairs, with a couple of lobbyists on board and extensive support 
staff. On the other hand, the smaller states might have an executive director 
serving as administrator, lobbyist, washroom attendant, and whatever else 
needs to be done. In those small states, we provide a variety of services, 
ranging from drafting legislation to analyzing bills to providing research. In 
addition, we allot time to educating dentists on how to become politically 
active. Dentists traditionally have not been very political. They decided that 
government should not intrude upon their kingdom, which was their office. 
But as you may know, over the last couple of years dentistry has been a 
subject of considerable controversy. AIDS and amalgam fillings have been 
recent topics of television shows and newspaper stories, and the coverage bas 
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not always been positive. Such attention translates into legislative issues at 
the federal, state, and local levels. So a lot of our effort is spent getting to 
dentists, educating them on the political system, and telling them that they 
really need to be involved or live under the laws of those who are involved, 
and who might have desires different than dentists. Part of this effort is made 
in conjunction with our political action committee. 

Bruce Douglas (Illinois Coalition Against Tobacco): 

I was asked to speak as the state chairman of the Illinois Coalition 
Against Tobacco, an organization which exists in the state of Illinois, and in 
somewhat different forms, in practically every other state and at the national 
level. I have the unique advantage of my son having been one of the 
directors of the National Coalition on Smoking and Health, and therefore I've 
had an opportunity to work with a "real chip off the old block." We were 
snuffing out cigarettes as long as 25 or 30 years ago, when this room would 
have been a horrendous mass of smoke. And one of the things I told my son 
years ago, which happily was repeated recently by the United States Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, Louis Sullivan, is "It is immoral for civilized 
societies to condone the promotion and advertising of products which, when 
used as intended, cause disability and death." This is a profoundly important 
statement that everyone in this room can appreciate. There is no longer any 
debate as to whether cigarettes and other tobacco products are dangerous to 
the health of the person using them or whether second-hand smoke harms 
non-smokers. Only the tobacco industry questions these scientific and medical 
facts, and that is only because of the industry's concern with the bottom line, 
not health. 

Now, I am not going to get off on an advocacy tangent, but rather I am 
going to talk about the lobbying on this issue, and the complicated and 
difficult task of fighting one of the most monolithic enemies that mankind has 
to deal with, the tobacco industry. As a little David, we have been fighting 
a Goliath from the political, socioeconomic, professional, and scientific 
perspectives at least since the release of the landmark Surgeon General's 
report in 1964. The Illinois Coalition Against Tobacco is a coalition of a 
number of groups. We represent the Chicago and State Heart Associations, 
the Chicago and State Lung Associations, the Illinois State Dental Society, the 
Illinois State Medical Society, the American Medical Association, the 
Diabetes Association, the Parent-Teachers Association, and other related 
groups. Whom did I leave out? The State Cancer Society: the most powerful 
and influential voluntary health agency in America does not belong to the 
Illinois Coalition Against Tobacco. This gets us to a very important point: 
the difficulty in organizing a coalition founded on the premise that we all 
agree on something, and we all know where we're going. The State Cancer 
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Society doesn't work on its own, of course, and its absence from the Coalition 
weakens the effort against the tobacco problems. 

For example, to get laws passed to make cigarettes unavailable to minors 
is a direct contradiction to what the tobacco industry is trying to do. The 
tobacco companies don't want the minimum-age laws enforced, because they 
know that almost all new smokers come from the ranks of teenagers who 
replace the 1,200 smokers who die each day in the United States. Effectively 
taking on this $55 billion-a-year industry in the political trenches in Springfield 
and elsewhere requires a cooperative, unified effort. Having the Cancer 
Society go its own way due to non-productive in-fighting among health groups 
obviously makes this task more difficult. 

The tobacco industry is perpetrating an immense immorality by spreading 
tobacco products all over the world. We even have to go to Thailand, 
Taiwan, Japan, and China to try to counter what the American tobacco 
industry is doing, because finally we are beginning to win the battle here at 
home through the political process. And that's what lobbying in the context 
of a coalition member is all about, both at the state and the federal levels. 
The United States Congress has proved not to be the fastest-acting legislative 
body in the world on the tobacco and health issue, even though it involves a 
product that kills hundreds of thousands of people each year in this country, 
and that has made the victories at the local and state levels that much more 
significant. 

You've all seen the statistics. More people die directly from smoking 
cigarettes than the combination of those killed by auto accidents, AJDS, 
alcohol, murders, suicides, fires, heroin, and cocaine. And, despite that fact, 
the United States Congress moves very slowly. What happened at the 
Republic National Convention and the Democratic National Convention? 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, Louis Sullivan, drove himself batty 
at the Republican Convention trying to point out that the tobacco 
manufacturers were running more breakfasts and more dinners, while giving 
out more money at the convention than any other single lobbying or interest 
group at that event. They were at the Democratic convention, too, by the 
way, but not as in great abundance for reasons that I and Jim might disagree 
about. We sat in the Illinois legislature on opposite sides of the aisle. I 
consider myself to be a liberal Democrat, and frankly, in that context, it is 
easier to take on these public interest, do-good causes. What I am saying is 
that to lobby on behalf of a single-issue interest group that is opposed to the 
perpetuation of an evil is a heart-rending experience. 

The people on the other side are only concerned with money and 
business. As only can happen in our great democracy, the rights of the 
individual are pursued to the exclusion of the health and welfare of everybody 
else in the room. We are always in danger of losing. We are in danger today 
because the political clout that we once had is waning. The Lung Association 
is starting to worry about TB again and therefore, our coalition is weakened. 
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We have people who agree with us but who are not helping with the cause. 
The Illinois Coalition Against Tobacco has had some success, but we have to 
keep up the fight. 

Ann Ining (Citizens Utility Board): 

The Citizens Utility Board (CUB) was created to represent the interests 
of small business and residential utility rate-payers in the state of Illinois. It 
is a very focused organization. Most of our staff time and our budget is 
devoted to opposing and litigating rate cases in front of the state regulatory 
body, the Illinois Commerce Commission, and when necessary, in the courts. 
We also have full-time lobbyists, and we lobby at the state level in the interest 
of the utility rate-payers. And we also provide counseling for individuals, 
members and non-members alike, who have specific personal problems with 
utilities. 

We were created in a rather unique way, through a state-wide movement 
that put a referendum on the county ballots in 1983. Essentially, the question 
was "do you think there should be an organization that will represent the 
interests of the utility rate payers?" The response was an overwhelmingly 
''yes." Although the referendum was not binding, the state legislature formed 
the Citizens Utility Board. There is actually a CUB section in the Public 
Utilities Act in Illinois. 

The act created a specific structure for the organization. It has provided 
for a board to be elected by members on the basis of congressional districts 
in Illinois. So we currently have a 22 member board, which will change soon. 
At the same time, we were given this mission and no funding. We were to be 
membership-funded, and we were at that time given the ability to put 
membership inserts in utility mailings, so that when people received their 
utility bills, they also got a request to join an organization that would advocate 
against the utilities. The utilities then appealed to the Supreme Court and 
won, arguing that they should not have to advocate against themselves. So we 
now have the ability to piggy-back on to state mailings. Again, the recognition 
being is we represent the interest of all the utility rate-payers, and increasing 
the membership base means that current members of the organization have 
to provide fewer funds to do our work. We have about 150,000 members 
state wide. Currently we have a staff of 10 people and a board of 22 people. 
The staff executive director is hired by the board, and the staff executive hires 
the staff. We have a very active membership, and my job as an organizer is 
to involve the membership in both the rate cases and also in legislative 
organizing. We are continuing to grow in our membership base. We hope 
to do more educational and informational work particularly in the area of 
conservation. 
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Aida Giachello (University of Illinois, South West Community Congress): 

I was asked to speak about one of the many organizations that I am 
involved with at the grassroots level. I decided to speak about the Southwest 
Community Congress (SWCC). For those of you who are not from Chicago, 
the SWCC is located in the southwest side of the city of Chicago. Our area 
is bounded to the west by Midway Airport, to the south by Ford City 
Shopping Center, to the east, Ashland Avenue, and to the north, 47th Street. 
I got involved in the SWCC because I live in the neighborhood, and I wanted 
to be actively involved in all the issues affecting the community. Despite the 
fact that I belong to many national and local organizations, it is most 
rewarding to be involved in a local organization with a very broad base. We 
have business people, bankers, leaders of block clubs, church representatives, 
and other community organizations. 

The SWCC organization has been around since 1969. We were operating 
in the basement of a church group in the neighborhood until 1987, and when 
I became the President, I was able to get additional money and better space. 
We don't have a fax machine yet, and we just recently got a computer. We 
are really operating with very limited resources, with a budget of less than 
$100,000, and four full-time staff. Most of the work is done through 
volunteers and effective organization. We have about 186 member 
organizations. We have an executive board consisting of 19 representatives 
of the membership. 

We work on different critical community issues. We primarily target areas 
dealing with education, health care, housing, economic development, and 
youth leadership development. The organization has an annual meeting with 
the entire membership. And there we submit resolutions, modify the 
constitution, and set priorities for the following year. Every month, we have 
what we call "Senate Meetings," where all of the representatives of 
organizations come together. Policy decisions are made there, and we keep 
the members up to date about what we are doing. The information that we 
share is very valuable; it is interesting to see how community grassroots 
residents can define their problems and come up with solutions that are both 
meaningful and effective. 

Let me highlight a couple of things. We were able to establish a new 
organization against racial violence. We originally came together because that 
area of the city has been known for racial difficulties, with a whole history of 
segregation and abuse. Martin Luther King was there in the 1960s marching 
against racism. One of the purposes of our organization was to deal with 
racial violence and tension as the community composition began to change. 
Currently, there is an increasing number of other racial and ethnic groups 
such as Hispanics, Blacks, Arabs, moving in. Our mission is to try and bring 
them together and minimize the prejudice traditionally found in the 
community. Also, we have been instrumental in getting Midway Airport open 
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to traffic and thus creating economic opportunities for our residents. We have 
been involved in creating a pre-purchasing counseling program for people who 
want to buy homes there. 

If you are really serious in conducting research activities at the local level, 
you must begin by going where the action is-that is, getting involved in 
grassroots organizations, where not only will you be able to learn more about 
these kinds of issues, but how they are solved. You will also have the 
opportunity to share your own expertise and knowledge with your neighbors. 
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