VOICE AND EQUALITY

Civic Voluntarism in American Politics

SIDNEY VERBA
KAY LEHMAN SCHLOZMAN
HENRY E. BRADY

HARVARD UNIVERSITY PRESS
Cambridge, Massachusetts
London, England



Defining Political
Participation

itical participation affords citizens in a democracy an opportu-
y: to communicate information to government officials about
ir concerns and preferences and to put pressure on them to
pond. Americans who wish to take part politically have an
rray of options: they may express their views directly by commu-
ating with public officials or indirectly by attempting to infiu-
e electoral outcomes; they may give time and effort or contrib-

dollars; they may work alone or in concert with others; they
imay be active at the national, state, or local level. Since different
forms of political activity are differentially effective in conveying
formation or exerting pressure, it matters how citizens take part.
In this part of the book we lay the groundwork for both an
xplanation of why people are active politically and an under-
anding of what and from whom the government hears by look-
- closely at the nature and scope of participation in America. In
ihis chapter, we explicate somewhat more fully what we mcan by
fWoluntary political participation and how various kinds of activity

nto the democratic process. In the chapter that follows, we add
criptive detail about the many ways in which citizens take part.

a discussion that encompasses a wide variety of political activi-
diies, we go beyond a catalogue of the kinds of political acts to
to s:der other important aspects of the world of participation. We
ke into account the volime of activity—not only whether or not
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people take part in various ways, but how much they do. The
analysis of volume will allow us to elaborate the extent to which
various activities can apply pressure on the government, In addi-
tion, we use our unique data set to describe the subject matter of
political activity—the issues and problems that animate the vari-
ous activities in which citizens engage—and thus to shed new light
on the information that citizens communicate when they partici-
pate. In this way, we provide a richer picture of the state of the
voluntary participatory system in America than has heretofore
been available.

Voluntary Political Participation

Although we shall have frequent occasion to consider voluntary
activity in realms outside politics, our principal concern in this
book is the voluntary political participation of the American pub-
lic. Let us begin by discussing briefly what we mean by this. Our
purpose in this section is both to set out some of the analytical dis-
tinctions that allow us to differentiate voluntary political participa-
tion from other forms of human endeavor and to acknowledge the
fuzziness of the empirical boundaries that separate various do-
mains of activity. No matter how sophisticated our understanding,
however, what really matters are the actual measures. For exam-
ple, in contrast to what we do here, other analysts have defined
involvement in voluntary organizations to encompass membership
in a local church or to exclude membership in a union, decisions
that have implications for findings about the amount and distri-
bution of organizational affiliation. Therefore, as we proceed, it
will be important to make our measures explicit and point out the
discretionary decisions about the classification of specific activities
that sit on the borders of what are analytically distinguishable
domains.

VOLUNTARY POLITICAL ACTIVITY

By political participation we refer simply to activity that has the
intent or effect of influencing government action—either directly
by affecting the making or implementation of public policy or
indirectly by influencing the selection of people who make those
policies. By voluntary activity we mean participation that is not
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obligatory—no one is forced to volunteer—and that receives no
pay or only token financial compensation. Thus, a paid position
on a big city school board or a'Scnator’s re-election campaign staff
does not qualify under our definition.!

The distinction between voluntary activity and paid work is not
always clear. It is possible to serve private cconomic purposcs
through social and political activism. As we shall I sce, many people
seek to do well while doing good. They undertake voluntary ac-
tivity for which they receive no compensation—in their churches,
-in charities, in politics—in order to make contacts or otherwise
“enhance their jobs or careers. Eurthermore, for many of those who
jparticipate in politics, the pohcy 1ssues that animate their activity
have consequences for their pocketbooks. Conversely, many peo-
ple get involved in genuinely voluntary activity that is an extension
of their paid employment. For example, an accountant may lend
> his or her professional expertise as part of unpaid service on a
- hospital or museum board. Those who work for non-profits or
8 political organizations often extend their commitment with addi-

' tional volunteer work on behalf of the objectives pursued through
- their paid employment. In all these cases, the border between
voluntary participation and paid employment is blurry.

Finally, we focus on activity: we are concerned with doing
politics, rather than with being attentive to politics. Thus, we
exclude certain activities that might have been embraced by a more
encompassing definition. The umbrella of our definition, therefore,
does not extend to following political events in the news or watch-
ing public affairs programs on television. We have also excluded
communications—political discussions among friends, letters to

- 1. Max Weber distinguished between those for whom politics is an avocation and those
for whom it is a vocation. The former enter political life as cccasional politicians. who
i i“cast a ballot or consummate a similar expression of intention, such as applauding or
'protestmg in a ‘political” meeting, or delivering a ‘political’ speech, etc.”; the latrer make
ppolitics their major vocation. Max Weber, “Politics as a Vocation.” in Front Alaxy Weber:
iEssays in Sociology, ed. and trans. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1946), p. 83. We are intezested in those for whom politics is an avocation,
Tt s, of course, possible that some for whom politics is a vocation do not earn the bulk of
‘theu' income that way. However, as long as it is their main occupation, they fall outside of
our volunteer category. Senators Jay Rodkefeller and Edward M. Kennedy are full-time
professmnals, not volunteers, even though their income may not depend on a government
sa]ar)
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the editor, calls to talk radio shows—in which the target audience
is not a public official 2

POLITICAL AND NON-POLITICAL ACTIVITY
Although our main concern is with political activity, our survey
gathered extensive information about non-political voluntary ac-
tivity. The latter is crucial to our analysis because, as we shall see
later, it is central to understanding political participation. Indeed,
one of the main themes of this book is the embeddedness of
political activity in the non-political institutions of civil society.

The boundary between political and non-political activity is by
no means clear, an aspect of political and social life in America
that complicates the analysis of political and non-political partici-
pation. Voluntary activity in both the religious and secular do-
mains outside of politics intersects with politics in many ways.
First, as we shall see over and over, participation in these spheres
is In many ways a politicizing experience. For one thing, under-
taking activities that themselves have nothing to do with politics—
for example, running the PTA fund drive or managing the church
soup kitchen—can develop organizational and communications
skills that are transferable to politics. In addition, these non-po-
litical institutions can act as the locus of attempts at political
recruitment: church and organization members make social con-
tacts and, thus, become part of networks through which requests
for participation in politics are mediated. Moreover, those who
take part in religious or organizational activity are exposed to
political cues and messages—as when a minister gives a sermon
on a political topic or when organization members chat informally
about politics at a meeting.

Furthermore, the institutions that provide a context for non-po-
litical voluntary participation have a complex relationship to poli-
tics and public purposes. For example, churches and, especially,

2. We did measure these activities at the border of political activity and can investigate
whether the 60 percent of respondents who indicared discussing national politics and
national affairs, or the $2 percent who indicated discussing local community politics and
affairs, at least once a week, the 41 percent who watch some type of public affairs program
on television at least once a week, or the 4 percent who have called in to express their
views on a radio talk show are especially politically active.
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non-profit organizations undertake many activities—ranging from
aiding the homeless to funding cancer research to supporting the
symphony—that are also undertaken by governments here and
abroad. Indeed, the sharing of functions among a variety of pri-
vate, non-profit, and public institutions is one of the hallmarks of
the peculiar American political economy.?
Involvement in politics extends beyond the functional overlap
with public institutions, however. Many voluntary associations
and even churches get involved directly in politics, and their at-
t :mpts at influencing policy outcomes constitute a crucial source
of input about citizen views and preferences. Support of an or-
ganization that takes stands on public issues, even passive support
| support motivated by concerns other than government influ-
ence, represents a form of political activity. For many citizens it
m:ay be the main form of ;political participation—albeit often at
second hand. The substantial variation among organizations in the
tent to which they maintain an ongoing presence in politics and
mix political and non-political means of furthering their members’
interests presents a challenge for an inquiry like this one. Volun-
_tary organizations range from those like a local softball leaguc or
;garden club that eschew political involvement to those like the
Children’s Defense Fund or the Committee on the Present Danger
that are deeply involved in politics. Making matters more compli-
cated is the fact that nominal categories that are sensible to re-
spondents frequently inc!uide organizations having very different
levels of political involvement. For example, most of the organi-
zations that would fall under the rubric of “a hobby club, sports
or; country club, or some| other group or club for leisure time
activities” do not take stands in politics; the National Rifle Asso-
tion, however, is very active politically.
EA final source of ambiguity in differentiating political from
on-political participation is that the reported motives for activity
ay be at variance with the outward appearance of the act. For
xémple, many people who engage in activity the effect of which

f1s-ro influence either directly or indirectly what the government

N . :
Hdoes—who campaign for candidates, donate to corporate PACs,

3. On this theme, see Betiveen States and Markets: The Voluntary Sector in Comparatie
Perspective, ed. Robert Wuthnow (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1991,
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join organizations that take stands in politics, or sit on local
governing boards—cite non-political reasons for their participa-
tion. Among other things, they may indicate that they enjoy the
other people involved, that they want to take advantage of recrea-
tional opportunities or direct services provided by an organization,
or that they want to further their careers. Conversely, as we shall
see, some of those who take part in educational, charitable, or
social activities associated with their churches indicate that one of
the reasons for that activity is to “influence government policy.”*

The unclear distinction between political and non-political ac-
tivity is a fact of life:in American politics, a fact with significant
consequences for how politics operates. It is a fact that, at times,
also complicates our analysis since we wish to differentiate be-
tween the domains in order to see how they relate to each other.
Because it is so difficult to distinguish what is political from what
is not, we shall need to proceed cautiously.

What Kind of Political Activity?

Americans who wish to take part in politics can be active in many
ways. Studies of political participation traditionally have begun
with—and too often ended with—the vote. Although voting is an
important mode of citizen involvement in political life, it is but
one of many political acts. In this study we move well beyond the
vote to consider a wider range of political acts, including working
in and contributing to electoral campaigns and organizations;
contacting government officials; attending protests, marches, or
demonstrations; working informally with others to solve some
community problem; serving without pay on local elected and
appointed boards; being active politically through the intermedia-
tion of voluntary associations; and contributing money to political
causes in response to mail solicitations.*

4. A fuller explication of respondents’ retrospective interpretations of the reasons for
becoming involved in voluntary endeavors is found in Chapter 4.

3. Sidney Verba and Norman H. Nie explored some of these additional forms of activity
w Partwipation in America: Political Democracy and Social Equality (New York: Harper
and Row, 1¥72). Of the acuvities included in the present study, they discussed voting,
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This list covers many important ways in which American citi-
zens take part in politics. Morcover, within each of these activi-
ties, the possibilities proliferate. A citizen can, for example. do
campaign work in a primary or a general election; contribute to
a candidate or to a PAC; contact an clected or an appointed
official; or protest on a national, state, or local issue. Hence. the
range of acts about which we have information is even broader

than might appear at first glance.

Differences among the Political Acts

Political acts differ in a variety of ways. Rather than propose vet
another typology of political acts, we shall set out three main
analytical distinctions among those we study, distinctions that will
recur repeatedly throughout our analysis.” We focus on these par-
ticular distinctions becauseiwe think that they arc crucial to un-

* derstanding how different acts function politically. One distinction
focuses on what a particular form of participation requires of the

campaigning, individual contacting, and informal community activity. There is a larce

- literature on protest activity, a vategory not covered in Verba and Nie. See. for mstance.
- Samuel H. Barnes, Max Kaase, et al.,|Political Action: Mass Participation i Five Western
- Democracies (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1979).

6. Qur list of acts is, however, not exhaustive. Among the excluded activities that wouid
fall under our definition of voluntary political participation arc attempting to persuade
someone to vote a particular way and publicly supporting a candidate or & cause—to:
example, by wearing a button or displaying a bumper sticker. We were unable to exarmise
another form of participation—activify on referendum issues—because opportunitics fi
this kind of participation depend upqgn state laws governing ballot propositions and e,
thus, distributed unevenly. In addition, James C. Scott {Weapons of the Weak: Erervday
Formis of Peasant Resistance [New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983]) has written of the
variety of ways in which the powerless can assert themselves: by malingering. salnitae..
gossip, and humor. .

Although we did ask about protest, we did not ask specifically about forms vt proesi—
violent demonstrations, rioting, terrorism, illegal activities—that clearly remain outside ke
mainstream. Obviously, such activities would be difficult to ask about in a survey like ours.
Moreover, although not totally foreign to the American context, they are suiticiently rare
that it would be difficult to find sufficient cases for analysis—even if people were willing
to discuss such activities in an intervic;w.

7. Discussions of the variety of political acts can be found in Verba and Nie. farticipation
in America; Lester W. Milbrath and M, L. Goel, Political Participation: How amd Why D1

: . People Get Involved in Politics?, 2nd ed. (Chicago: Rand McNally College Pub, Co., 19770

Jack H. Nagel, Participation (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 19871, and Barnes.
Kaase, et al., Political Action.
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activist in terms of the mix of resources of time, money, and skills.
The other two distinctions focus on the factors affecting what a
participatory act can produce in the way of response. Citizen
participation influences political elites by communicating informa-
tion about activists” circumstances, preferences, and needs and by
generating pressure—whether the promise of support or the threat
of opposition—to pay attention. The combination of what an act
requires and what an act can produce is basic to how participation
achieves—or fails to achieve—voice and equality in American
politics. Let us consider these distinctions more closely.

TIME, MONEY, AND SKILLS:

THE REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION

The first distinction among participatory acts is what is required
for activity—time, money, or skills. All forms of political activity
demand an input, of either time or money. Which one is required
is, as we shall see, significant in determining whose voice is heard.
Indeed, the contrast between time and money, one not usually
dealt with systematically in the empirical analyses of participation,
is one of the most important distinctions informing our analysis.
There is also variation in the extent to which participatory acts
demand skills. The citizen who goes to the polls, attends a dem-
onstration, or writes a check does not need to be especially articu-
late or well-organized or to be capable of exercising leadership. In
contrast, activists who contact public officials, work in campaigns,
serve on local boards, or work with others on community prob-
lems {or who accompany a contribution with a communication or
attempt to organize a demonstration) will be more effective if they
are skilled. We have no direct measure of how skillful respondents
are—tor example, how effectively they write or speak. We do,
however, have extensive measures of prior skills: the extent to
which respondents undertake in non-political contexts activities
such as writing letters and organizing meetings that permit them
to practice skills relevant to politics.

INFORMATION: SENDING MESSAGES
Participatory acts vary in the extent to which they convey infor-
mation about the circumstances and preferences of the participant.

Defining Political Participation 43

“As is well known, the vote is a rather blunt instrument for the
communication of what is on citizens’ minds. In contrast, a sign
carried at a protest can convey a precise message as to the sub-
stance of the issue at hand; a communication from an organization
can be even more detailed about the nature of the problem and
the action desired; and a direct contact from an individual o a
policymaker can add further information about the circumstances
of the individual. Electorally-based acts are ambiguous with re-
'spect to the information they carry. Campaign workers or con-
tributors may accompany their support with an explicit messagc
about their preferences, but|they may also remain silent and invis-
ible. At several points in our analysis, we distinguish information-
rich activities that allow the participant to transmit detailed in-
structions from other activities conveying less explicit information.

Ithough we infer the capacity of an act to carry information from
ts intrinsic nature, we also }have data about the issue concerns, it
‘any, that ammated such participation.

Even when the act itself does not convey a precise message, there
may be implicit information to policymakers in the politically
relevant characteristics of those who take part. Public officials
- know who is paying attention to what they do. When citizens with
identifiable, politically relevant attributes become visible through
i, political activity, they transmit information even if the act itscli—
" in particular, the vote—is not one that accommodates precise in-
structions.

i THE VOLUME OF ACTIVITY: EXERTING PRESSURE

~Political acts vary in the extent to which they generate pressure on
policymakers to pay attention. The ability of participatory input
.. to turn up the political heat depends upon many factors, including
&1l the position, security, resources, and psychologzcal makeup of the
' public official at whom it is aimed. Therefore, we cannot measure
it directly. However, we can—as has not been done in the past—
. measure a characteristic of political participation that is surcly
related to its capacity for clout: the volume of activity.

. Political acts vary in the extent to which it is possible, or cven
legal, to multiply the amount of participatory input. When it
-comes to the volume of political input, the vote is at one extrenie.
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Although Americans go to the polls more frequently and cast
ballots for more offices than do citizens of other democracies, in
any particular election, each citizen has one and only one vote. No
other political act has this characteristic. Indeed, all other kinds
of participation can be described as forms of multiple voting. A
citizen may contact many public officials, few, or none at all,
devote many hours to working in campaigns, few, or none at all,
donate many dollars to political campaigns and causes, few, or
none at all, and so. on through all the other activities.

Because the metrics are different—hours devoted to activity, dol-
lars contributed, communications dispatched, protests attended—
it is difficult to make comparisons across activities with respect to
the extent to which it is possible to increase the amount of activity.
Still, in spite of legal restrictions on the amount that an individual
can contribute to a particular candidate, it is clearly possible to
multiply the number of dollars donated to political campaigns and
causes to an extent not feasible with other forms of activity. The
ceiling imposed on contributions by campaign finance laws is
higher than the natural limitation placed on the number of hours
that can be devoted to electoral campaigns, writing letters to pub-
lic officials, community activity, serving on a local governing board,
or attending demonstrations by the fact that no one’s day has more
than twenty-four hours.

To a certain extent, augmenting the volume of activity produces
an increase in pressure on policymakers to respond. Although the
force of the collective vote outcome is definitive, a single vote has
little potential leverage. A candidate for office can ignore an indi-
vidual voter and suffer no consequences. The stakes are higher
when it comes to the campaign volunteer who works many hours
or the donor who has written a large check. Under these circum-
stances, the level of support may be sufficient that the individual
participant gains clout.

OTHER DISTINCTIONS

There are additional bases upon which to classify political acts
even though they do not form an important touchstone in our
analysis. We can, for example, differentiate forms of participation
that are ordinarily undertaken alone, such as contacting a public

Defining Political Participation 47

official or writing a check to a candidate or political cause, from
those that are typically performed in concert with others, smh as
attending a demonstration or serving on a local governing board.
Although this distinction is not one of our continuing concerns, it
will arise when we consider the gratifications provided by various
activities. In addition, we could distinguish unconventional from
mainstream activities. This distinction, about which much is made
in the literature, may not, however, be very significant for our
concerns.® At the outset, we should recognize that what is consid-

ered to be unconventional activity varies substantially with time
‘and place. Many of the citizen activities that arc routine in Amer-
ica and other established democracies occasion prison sentences

in authoritarian regimes. We do have, as we mentioned, one meas-
ure of what might be thought of as unconventional participation:
attending a demonstration, march, or protest. Given the variety of
groups and causes that adopt these tactics, however, we could
'argue that protest has, at this point, joined other forms of political
part1c1patxon as a relatwely mainstream activity. Although only a
'small proportion of the American public engages in protest, our
samphng technique allowed us to generate sufficient cases for
analysis of those who have protested within the past two years.

- Summary

In this chapter we have introduced a variety of forms of political
activity in which citizens can engage and differentiated them along
several critical dimensions.‘ Table 2.1 summarizes our argument by
‘showing for each activity its capacity for conveying detailed infor-
i mation, the extent to which the volume of activity can be multi-
plied, and the resources of time, money, and skills required for
effective participation. It is possible to quibble with the judgments
made. For example, it could be argued that the number of com-
munications to public officials can vary as much as the number of
‘hours devoted to campaigns. However, the broad outlines are
:.consistent with the prcced?ng argument.

8. See, for instance, Barnes and Kaase, Political Action, and Alan Marsh. Political Actin:
i in‘Europe and the U.S.A. (London: Macmillan, 1990).
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Table 2.1 The Attributes of Political Activities

Capacity for

Conveying Variation

Activity Information in Volume Requirements
Vore Low Low Time
Campaign Work Mixed High Time, Skills
Campaign Contribution Mixed Highest Money
Contact an Official High Medium Time, Skills
gl st H‘igh Medium Time
901‘11131 Community Work H;igh High Time, Skills
Member of a Local Board Hiigh High Time, Skills :
Affiliation with a Political Mixed High Time, Skills, Money}

Organization : 3
Contribution to a Polirical Mixed Highest Money

Cause

Political Parﬁicipation:
How Much? About What?

Journalistic accounts yield contradictory stereotypes of the citizen
in contemporary American politics.; Are Americans still the nation

It is interesting to note the extensive variation in the patterns
for particular activities. Two pairs of activities do exhibit similar
configurations: the two forms of community activity, working
informally with others and serving on a local governing board;
and the two kinds of financial contributions, to campaigns and to
political causes. Otherwise, there is tremendous diversity among
modes of activity along these three dimensions. This alerts us to
the fact that when we consider the wellsprings of activity, as well
as the gratifications attendant to it, we must consider not only
overall political participation but also particular activities with
distinctive sets of participatory characteristics.

of joiners observed by visitors fromnations with less participatory
cultures and fewer opportunities for citizen engagement? Or are
they too busy getting and spending to divert themselves from
individualistic pursuits in order to devote time, effort, or money
to common ends? Or are they so politically disaffected that they
- are disinclined even to get involved? Depending upon what is
being scrutinized—<itizen attitudes or behavior, voting or other
_ political activities, political participation or voluntary involvement
. in domains outside of politics—each of these seemingly contradic-
tory characterizations may, in fact,|be apt.
- In this chapter we describe political activity in America, clabo-
¢ rating the various kinds of activity iand considering their volume.
+ In addition, in order to assess whether there 1s a lot of, or a little,
- political activity we will apply several comparative yardsticks:
* comparing activity in the United States with that in other coun-
tries, activity today with activity in the past, and activity in politi-
- cal life with non-political activity. Finally, we will look at the
subject matter of political activity. This chapter presents a rich
- array of descriptive information. These data are intrinsically inter-
" esting as an elaboration of the state of participation in the United

49
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States. The data presented are also the raw material for the analy-
sis that tollows of the participatory process in this country.

Voting 71%
How Much Political Activity?
How many people are active in politics in any given year? Figure _
. . . Campaign Work
3.1 presents the proportion of respondents who report having
engaged in each of a variety of political acts. It shows substantial Campaign
variation across acts.! Voting stands out clearly as the most com- Contributions
monly reported activity: well over half the population indicates
‘aving voted in the last presidential election.? More intensive in-
volvement in the electoral process is much less frequent. Fewer Contact
. : . . . ontac
than one in four respondents reported making a campaign contri-
bution, and a much smaller share—fewer than one in ten—indi- Protest
cated having worked as a volunteer in an electoral campaign.
Interestingly, the more frequerit activities are ones outside of the
sphere of electoral activity. Almost half of the respondents {48
percent) reported being affiliated with—that is, being a member __Informal
. . g o Community Activity
of or making a contribution to—an organization that takes stands
in politics. These data testify to the important role of voluntary Attend Local
. . . Board Meeting
associations as a channel for citizen activity. Other relatively com-
mon modes of participation illustrate the importance of activity Board Membership
outside of formally organized institutions. Thirty-four percent of
the sample reported having initiated contacts with a government
official. In addition, about a sixth reported having worked infor-
Affiliated with
Political Organization
1. Tor the wording of political activity items, see Appendix B.1. g Attend Meeting of
2. As is always the case in surveys, the reports of voting are exaggerated: only about 50 .. 7" Political Organization
percent of the public vored in 1988. Qur figures are consistent with those obtained in other {
0 20 .40 60 80

public opinion surveys, including the American National Election Studies. See Warren E.
Miller and Santa A. Traugott, American National Election Studies Data Sourcebook,
1952-1986 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1989), p. 299, For a discussion
of the overreporting of turnout, see Ruy A. Teixeira, The Disappearing American Voter
1Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1992}, Appendix A.

For participatory acts other than the vote, there is no analogue to the local records that
make it possible to validate reported turnout. Although we would expect there to be
overreporting of other forms of activity, we have no independent measure of its dimensions.
Because other forms of activity are both less frequent than voting and less firmly attached
to notious of civic duty, it is possible that the problem is less severe for other activities than
it is for voring. For an analysis of the issue of overreporting and its consequences for the
study of participation, see Appendix D.

Percent Active

Figure 3.1 Political Activities. ;
ffective sample size is 2,517 weighted cases. See Appendix A for information
~about the sample.



52 Voice and Equality

mally with others in the neighborhood or community to try to deal
with some community issue or problem. The importance of infor-
mal activity is highlighted by the fact that fewer respondents
reported attending a meeting of an official local board in the same
rime period. Finally, much smaller proportions have served in a
voluntary capacity on a local governmental board or council such
as a school or zoning board, or attended a protest, march, or
demonstration on some national or local issue.?

Do these figures support an image of the American public as
active or passive? Whether the numbers arc high or low depends,
in part, on the standard of comparison chosen. Later in the chapter
we present comparative data of several kinds that help in making
an assessment. At first ‘glance, however, the proportions do not
appear to be high. There is no form of participation, aside from
voting, in which a majority of the public engages. It is worthwhile
to note, however, that, in a large country, even small proportions
of the population translate into a lot of people. Consider a rare
act: only 3 percent of respondents indicated serving as a volunteer
on a local governing board. Yet this means that several million
people, serving without compensation, assume a formal role in
running their local communities.

Probing Political Activity

The bare-bones data in Figure 3.1 cannot do justice to the rich
variation in the kind of activity in which citizens engage. As
mentioned earlier, political activities vary in the extent to which
their volume can be multiplied. Moreover, the complexity of the

3. To asking about political activity we were faced with a choice of a proper time frame.
Consistent with the recommendations of experts in polling {for example, Seymour Sudman
and Norman M. Bradburn, Asking Questions {San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1982]), we used
the past twelve months as the referent. In deference to the periodicity of the electoral
calendar, for électoral activities we asked about the most recent cycle beginning in January
of the last presidential election year. For two of the least frequent acts—serving on a local
governing hoard and attending a protest, march, or demonstration—we report data about
the proportion having taken part in the past two years. For a further discussion of time
trames, see Appendix B.1.1.

2
[oF)

Participation: How Much? About Whar?

i American political process proliferates the possibilities for ditfer-
ent kinds of participation.

THE VOLUME OF ACTIVITY
We pointed out in Chapter 2 that the vote is unique in that cach
citizen is limited legally to a single ballot for each election. For
: any other mode of participation, in contrast, the activist is free to
- multiply the volume of participatory input: contactors can get in
A= touch with government officials once or frequently; protesters can
- attend a single demonstration or many of them. The volume of

Bl activity is even more variable when it comes to giving time or

B or many hours, few or many dollars. We can elaborate the data
in Figure 3.1 by probing further the volume of activity.

ML We begin with clectoral activity, focusing on the amount of time
8- and money given to political campaigns. Table 3.1 shows, both
B for the whole sample and for activists only—that is, for those who
> gave some time or some moncy—the average amounts of time and
mone) contributed and the proportions making a substantial do-
!5 nation of time (five hours or more a week during the campaign)
B or money {$250 or more a year). This permits us to distinguish
‘ the level of commitment of the society as a whole, including those
- who are not involved at all, from the level of commitment of those
" who are at least minimally active.

. Considering the public as a whole, we find that the average
. American gave about 36 minutes a week and about $58 to cam-
paign activity during the 1988 campaign season. Only 4 or §
- percent of the public made what might be considered substantial
contributions—more than five hours a week or more than $250.
The picture changes somewhat when we consider the amount
& given by the activists, especially with respect to time. Although
i only a small share of the public works in political campaigns, those
- who do take part give substantial time during the campaign: half
~dedicate more than five hours a weck to campaign activiry: and
“ not insignificant proportions give more than ten, or even twenty,
hours per week during the campaign. On average, those who work
in a campaign devote seven and a half hours per week to it. Among
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Table 3.1 Time and Money Given to Political Campaigns

Among All Among Active

Respondents® Respondents®
TINME
Mean given per week 0.6 hours 7.5 hours®
%o Giving S+ hours per week Y% 499,+
MONEFY
Mean contribution per year $58 8247
Yo Giving $250+ per year - % 19%:

2. N = 2,517 weighted cases: see !;\ppendix A for information about the sample.
b, Among those who gave some time (N = 213 weighted cascs).
¢. Among those who gave some money (N = 593 weighted cases).

financial donors, the volume given is also not unsubstantial. About
one in five of the donors gives over $250, and the average contri-
bution is $247.% ‘

THE NATURE OF ACTIVITY

There are several other dimensions along which forms of partici-
pation can vary. For example, citizens who take part in electoral
activity can take part in primaries or in general elections or both.
Discussing the campaign to which they gave the most time and
effort in the 1988 electoral cycle, forty-seven percent of the cam-
paign activists indicated that it included both a primary and gen-
cral election, 30 percent a general election only, and 23 percent a
primary onlv. As shown in Table 3.2, fully half of the campaign
workers were active in a local campaign; the remainder were
divided evenly between national and state campaigns.’ Table 3.2

4. Ihere 15 also variation in how often citizens engage in such acts as contacting and
protasting. Those who get in touch with government officials tend to do so relatively often.
In the initial screener survey, only 19 percent of those who indicated having gotten in touch
with a public official within the past twelve months made only one contact, and 39 percent
indicated having done so four or more times. In contrast, those who report protesting are
likely to do so only once. Over half, 53 percent, of the protesters had done so only once,
and only 16 percent had done so as many as four times—even though the period covered
by our uestion was two years rather than just one.

5. The figures change somewhat if we consider only those respondents who hail from
the tourteen states that had a gubernatorial election in the period covered. In these states
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Table 3.2 Targets of Campaign Activity
Campaign
Campaign Work® Contributions
NATIONAI 22% 29%
President 12% 147
U.S. Senator 5 1o
:U.S. Representative : 5 5
22 39
X', Governor 6 2
tate senator 4 2
State representative i 10 12
Other state official ; 2 3
50 30
County official : 18 10
11 6
‘I'City councillor 10 ]
School board member : 8 3
Other city official 3 3
OTHER 4 2
ORKED FOR TICKET 2, .
C 100% 100%
(N =213} (N = 595
. a. Respondents who were involved in more than one campaign were asked about the
one to which they gave the most time and effort.

" b. Weighted cases: sec Appendix A for information about the sample.

also shows to whom campaign activists gave as well as for whom
they worked. Local campaigns recede in relative importance when
. it comes to campaign finance: 30 percent of those whose largest
**donation was to a candidate funded a local candidate; 39 percent
contributed to a candidate for state office; and 29 percent to a
: candidate for national office. '

" Aside from voting, more citizens initiate contacts with public
- officials than engage in any other political act. Contacts can go to
elected or non-elected officials and to officials on the national.

1 percent of the campaigners worked for a gubernatorial candidate. Because there were
ntests for the Senate in thirty-four states during the period covered, there is much less
hange when we consider respondents from these states only: 6 percent of campaign
“activists in these states worked for a senatorial candidate.
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Table 3.3 Contacts with Public Officials

A. Percentage reporting contacts with public officials during past 12 montbs:
NATIONAL

Elected official (or staff) 13%
Non-elected 8
STATE OR LOCAL
Elected official (or staff) 25
Non-elected 13
(N =2,517y
B. Most Recent Contact with a Public Official (among contactors):
NATIONAL 32%
President 2%
U.S. Senator 15
U.S. Representative 10
Other national i A
STATE ? 26
Governor 5 3
State senator . 8
State representative : 11
Other state ofﬁmal 4
LOCAL } 41
Mavyor ? 9
City councillor 10
School board member 5
Other city official 17
99%
(N =2855)

a. Weighted cases: see Appendix A for information about sample,

state, or local level. Table 3.3 presents data showing where these
contacts were directed. The figures in part A of the table indicate
that citizens are more likely to get in touch with state and local
officials than with national officials and with elected officials (or
members of their staffs) than with appointed officials. Part B of
Table 3.3 gives further information about these contacts (or, if
there was more than one in the past year, the most recent contact).
We can see the relative weight of contacts to local officials and
note the unexpected greater frequency of contacts to U.S. Senators
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than members of the U.S. House—a finding that does not hold at
the state level.®

» 1t is interesting to note, further, how widespread and significant
are networks of personal acquaintanceship in the process of citizen
contact. A third of the contactors in our survey reported that they
knew personally the public official with whom they got in touch.
i Again, the findings demonstrate the relative accessibility of local
fficials: the more local the office, the more likely it is that the
contactor personally knew the target of the contact. Sixty-ninc
percent of those who contacted the mayor’s office personally knew
the person they were trying to reach, compared with 16 percent
of those who contacted a U.S. Senator or Representative and 4
reent of those who contacted the White House.

ontacts also vary with respect to the scope of the concern. As
part: of the battery of items about any participatory act, we in-
quired whether there were any issues or problems that led to the
Weactivity and, if so, who was affected only the respondent or the
spondent’s family, the commumt), or the nation.” Contacting
was the only activity for whlch particularized concerns—that is.
concerns that pertain only to respondents themselves or their
immediate families—figure at| all importantly as an animus for
involvement: the subject of about one in five contacts at each level
of government was a matter ¢f particularized concern. Not sur-
prisingly, however, within any'level of government not all public
officials are equally likely to be the targets of particularized con-
tacts. The differences are especially pronounced at the national

" 6. In contrast to contacting, the much smallcr number of citizens who reported having
'-attended a protest, march, or demonstratipn within the past tiwo years were more likely to
pecify a national target. Forty-two percent of the protesters indicated that the issue ac
take in the protest {or most recent protest if more than one) was local in ch: aracter, 5{}
'percent that it was national, and 8 percent that it was international in scope. As we shall
:see later, the important role of abortion in protests has an effect on the focus of protest
ctivity.

. 7. In this way, we were able to delineate more accurately the scope of concern of
ndmdua]s who mentioned “Social Se;urlty or “high property taxes”—problems that
awypuld affect many people in circumstances similar to theirs, but could be cither particu-
‘ aristic or policy concerns. The actual question was somewhat more complex. See Appendix
B
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level, where none of the contacts directed to the White House, in
contrast to 62 percent of those directed to an official in a national
board or agency, involved particularized concerns.

Finally, we can elaborate the range of kinds of voluntary local
boards on which citizens sit. About one-quarter of the board
members are on elected boards and the remainder are appointed.
These boards cover the range of services provided within most
local communities, with school boards, general local councils, and
zoning boards as the most frequent types.

Affiliation ;vith Political Organizations

A final and important form of political participation—one that once
figured prominently in linterpretations of American politics®—is
involvement with the voluntary associations that represent citizen
interests in politics. The range of organizations that Americans can
join is vast. Indeed, the‘roster of known American organizations
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.

Organizational involvement intersects with political participa-

8. Following the approach originally put forth by Arthur Bentley, The Process of
Guvernment: A Study of Social Pressures (Bloomington, Ind.: Principia Press, 1908), ana-
lysts of Amcrican politics during the 1950s—in particular, David B. Truman, The Govern-
mental Process; Political Interests and Public Opinion (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951),
and Earl Latham, The Group Basis of Politics: A Study in Basing-Point Legislation {Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1952)—tended to view American politics in terms of the
interactions of a plurality of contending groups and to find their influence on policymaking
to be determinative. This perspective was criticized by, among others, Lester W. Milbrath,
The Washington Lobbyists (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1963), and Raymond A.
Bauer, Ithicl de Sola Pool, and Lewis Anthony Dexter, American Business and Public Policy:
The Politics of Foreign Trade (New York: Atherton Press, 1963). For contemporary views
sec, for example, Paul E. Peterson, “The Rise and Fall of Special Interest Politics,” in The
Politics of Interests: Interest Groups Transformed, ed. Mark D. Petracca (Boulder, Colo.:
Westview Press, 1992), pp. 326-341, and Robert H. Salisbury, “The Paradox of Interest
Groups in Washington,” in The New American Political Systems, ed. Anthony King, 2nd
version [Washington, D.C.: AEI Press, 1990), pp. 203-229.

9. Deborah M. Burek, ed., The Encyclopedia of Associations, 27th ed. (Detroit: Gale
Research Co., 1992).
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ion in complicated ways.* Most fundamentally, many voluntgr},'
“‘associations take political stands, and their attempts at inﬂue:ll(.:mg
,‘ bolicy outcomes constitute a crucial source of input about citizen
: views and preferences. Support of such organizations, even passive
support, thus represents a form of political activity. Ho'wevcr,.as
we pointed out in Chapter 2, the diverse organizations with wluch
Americans are affiliated vary substantially in the extent to which
their objectives and activities involve influencing political outcomes.

MEASURING ORGANIZATIONAL INVOLVEMENT

\ easuring involvement in organizations—especially involvement
n political organizations—is complicated. What appear to be }'f:’la-
ely technical decisions have implications for both the d;ﬁnmon
the subject and the results obtained. Several issues arise: how
define what constitutes organizational affiliation; how to deter-
mine whether an organization is political; and how best to elicit
full information from a respondent—by asking about organiza-
gitional membership in general or by presenting a list of organiza-
ttional categories and, if the latter; which categories to include. In
Appendix 3.1 to this chapter, we discuss our rationale for the way
we handled these dilemmas. To lsummarize briefly, we consider
Ereither membership or financial contribution to be evidence of
: organizational involvement. We define as political any organiz;—
tion that, according to the respondent, takes stands on pubﬁc
issues either nationally or locally. ;And we asked about a long list,
shown in Table 3.4, of twenty specific types of organizations. In
dition to this organizational census, we asked a longer scries ot
uestions about the single organization to which the respondent
Bloives the most time and money—or, if different, the organization
£.that is most important to the respondent, We refer to this battery

% 10. For a review of relevanr literature, see David Knoke, “Associations and Interest
Groups,” Annual Review of Sociology, 12 (1986): 8-9, See also_ Sidn.cy Verba :fnd Norman
Nie, Par'ricipation in America: Political Democracy and Social Equality (New York: Harper
and Row, 1972), chap. 11; Frank R. Baumgartner and Jack L. Walker, “Sgr\'e_\' Resear:lj
and :Membership in Voluntary Associations,” American Jowrnal of Political SLII{.’?FL'-L’-J/_
988.): 908-928; and Bonnie H. Erickson and T. A. Nosanchuk, “How an i‘\pOlmC‘{‘ll
Association Politicizes,” Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology 27 (1990):
06-219,
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Table 3.4 Types of Organizations

D.

M.

0.

P.

Service clubs or fraternal organizations such as the Lions or Kiwanis or a
local women’s club or a fraternal organization at a school

Veterans’ organizations such as the American Legion or the Veterans of
Foreign Wars

Groups affiliated with {the respondent’s] religion such as the Knights of
Columbus or B’nai B’rith?

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

Organizations for the elderly or senior citizens

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

Labor unions

Other organizations associated with [the respondent’s} work such as a
business or professional association, or a farm organization®
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
Non-partisan or civic organizations interested in the political life of the
community or the nation—such as the League of Women Voters or a
better government association

Organizations that support general liberal or conservative causes such as
the Americans for Democratic Action or the Conservative Caucus
Organizations active in supporting candidates in elections such as a party
organization

Youth groups such as the Girl Scouts or the 4-H

Literary, art, discussion, or study groups

Hobby clubs, sports or country clubs, or other groups or clubs for leisure
time activities

Associations related to where [the respondent] lives—neighborhood or
community associations, homeowners’ or condominium associations, or

block clubs
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- Table 3.4 (continued)

' Q. Organizations that provide social services in such fields as health or
service to the needy—for instance, a hospital, a cancer or heart drive, or
a group like the Salvation Army that works for the poort

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 PTA

Organizations that are active in prbvxdmg cuftural services to the

; public—for example museums, symphonies, or public radio or television
. Other organizations®

a. Instructions to interviewers specified that this category was intended for religiously
based fraternal organizations not associated 'with a particular congregation. It was not
intended to include activity within or conmbutlons to a congregation, which were
covered in a separate section of the quesnonnalre. As is 50 often the case in the world
of yoluntary action, the boundary is not alwa)s clear in particular cases.

'Some previous surveys of organizational mcmbershlp have considcred—erroncously,
Fin: our view—membership in a church or synagogue as a voluntary association
:membership. For a discussion of this issue and extensive bibliographical references, sce
iDayid Horton Smith, “Voluntary Action and Voluntary Groups,” Ammual Review of

i :Sociology 1 (1975): 249; and Aida K. Tomeh, “Formal Vo luntary Organizations:

- Part1c1panon Correlates, and Interrelationships,” Sociological Inguiry 43 (19731: 96.

& b. Respondents were instructed to include]their activity in any organizations of
:which their employers were members. For e ample, a corporate manager who is an
fofficer of a trade association would have recprded that activity in this category even
~!th0L_1gh it is the firm, rather than the respondent, that is the actual member of the
organization,
¢. For the ofganizations in categories Q-8 respondents were asked about giving time
as well as about membership and making dohations.

d. Instructions to interviewers specified thdt if respondents insisted upon a particular
categorization, their wishes were to be honoded. To the extent that respondents sought
assistance or were open to suggestion in placing organizations in categories, however,
terviewers were advised to suggest that respondents put an organization in the first

g ’category on the list for which it was appropriate when, as is often the case, it straddled
two categories.
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of detailed follow-up questions about the respondent’s most im- .5 Types of Organizations and Nature of Affiliation
portant organization at various points in the analysis. : N
Among those Affiliated"
HOW MUCH INVOLVEMENT IN POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS? Among All . %o 22y
. . . . . . Respondents® | % Give Organization

Organizational involvement is very widespread in America. In P % Attend  Money but  Takes Political
response to the list of organizations with which they were pre- % Affiliated”  Meetings No Meetings Stands
sented, fully 79 percent of the respondents reported organizational 18 ' 50 35 30
involvement—either membership or financial contribution—and 16 16 20 59
41 percent indicated four or more affiliations.” And many respon- 12 | 63 30 27
dents reported affiliation that is political in nature. Sixty-one per- 4 . 45 32 6l
cent of those indicating organizational involvement (or 48 percent 12 | ;g ;g (.’,;
of all respondents) are affiliated with an organization that takes 1 l 5 16 6
stands in politics. 23 66 13 59

This definition, of course, requires a rather low level of commit- dssue 14 | 20 65 93
ment as evidence of organizational involvement. We have more gn-partisan 3 60 21 39
detailed information on the degree of involvement. Of those indi- or Conservative ; ;8 Z; ;:
cating some kind of affiliation with at least one organization, 65 17 4 50 18
percent reported that they have attended a meeting within the past : 6 72 15 16
twelve months; 42 percent reported that they are active members, Sports, Leisure ! 21 32 17 18
that s, that they have served on a committee, given time for special ﬁb'ii"’ggéiios?;zz?e“ iﬁ ?2 ;; jg
projects, or helped organize meetings; 28 percent reported that, . 25 50 34 43
within the past five years, they have served on the board or been 13 14 71 25
an officer of an organization with which they are still involved. As 4 32 44 30
a mode of activity by which individuals take part in political life, 79 65 55 61
voluntary organizations are clearly a significant fa;tor. 2,517 weighted cases: so¢ Appendix A for infprmation abour the sample

Table 3.5 decomposes these aggregate ﬁgures into the twenty determine weighted case base for percentage attending meetings, percentage giving money
categories of organizations and gives a gOOd deal of basic infor- ding no meetings, or percentage indicating that organization takes stands in politics,

rcentage affiliated {in first column) by 2,517,
filiation: member or contributor.
L1. As is 50 often the case in survey research, when it comes to organizational involve-

ment, how questions are asked matters greatly for the results obtained. Our initial telephone
screcner 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 and whether any of them ever
take any stands on any public issues—either nationally or locally. Only 49 percent of
respondents indicated organizational membership in answer to the general question con-
tained in the screener, and a mere 8 percent indicated four or more memberships. Thirty
percent reported membership in an organization that takes political stands.

ation about the distribution of memberships and the nature of
involvement. It shows the proportion of the sample that is affili-
’te;:d with each type of organization (defined as being either a
member or a contributor to an organization). It also provides
formation about the extent of involvement, showing the propor-
on of those affiliated who attend meetings as well as the propor-
whose affiliation is limited to monetary contributions—that
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is, who give money but reported never attending a meeting. Finally, -
it reports the proportion of affiliates who said the organization

takes political stands.

Across the categories there is, not surprisingly, a broad range in
terms of the proportion of respondents who are affiliated, the
nature of the affiliation, and the proportion of those affiliated who
indicated that the organization takes political stands. We will
highlight a few of the many details. In terms of involvement, a 4
ncar majority, 44 percent, indicated affiliation with a charitable or
social service organization. In general, these are minimal affilia- &

.(ions with organizations such as the United Way. The bulk of
participation in charitable or social service organizations—nearly 3
80 percent—is limited to a contribution. At the other extreme, a
mere 1 percent reported involvement with an ideological organi-
zation that supports gencral liberal or conservative causes. This is,
once again, an example of what is basically checkbook member-
ship: nearly threc-quarters of the affiliates give money but never
£o to a meeting. Stmilarly, two-thirds of those involved in cultural

organizations and a majority of those involved in veterans’ groups
and youth organizations are donors but not members. At the other
extreme, at least halt of those involved in fraternal, religious,
non-partisan civic, literary, art, or discussion groups, hobby or
sports clubs, neighborhood or homeowners® associations; busi-
ness, professional, or farm groups, and unions indicated having
attended a meeting in the six months preceding the interview.
The variation in the share of those affiliated who indicated that
he organization takes stands on public issucs seems to reflect in
Q reasonable way the differing purposes of the various types of
organizations. Neatly all the respondents in a political issue or-
ganization, a general liberal or conservative group, or an organi-
zation that supports candidates—in contrast to fewer than one in
every five in a literary, art, or discussion group, a charity or social
service organization, or a hobby or sports club—reported that the
organization sometimes takes stands on public issues.!?

12, There 15 some question as to whether respondents, especially those whose commit-
ment iy limited, zeally know whether their organizations take stands in politics. Like
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grhus, the evidence is mixed as to whether Americans are a
Hon of gregarious organizational activists or have retreated to
rivacy and relative inactivity of checkbook participation. For
y:kinds of organizations, citizen involvement is limited to
titing checks. Many of these are the kind of charitable cause for
chi making contributions is a traditional form of im'ol\.-'em.em‘
theless, it is interesting that other organizations also fall into
ategory. Still, nearly two-thirds of those affiliated with an

‘in which political participation is' patterned. Is most of the
tical participation the work of a small group of activists, each

pothesis testers, they might make two kinds of mistakes: imagining organizational activity
h: politics v.here it does not exist or failing to know about it \vhen it dues Presumabh thc

eir failure to recognize the political activities of o rganizations. Irom time to time an
anization that has been prominent on the political scene is recorded as not taking stands
 politics.
‘In accounting for the perception of an orgam/auons engagement in politics, Frank
@ Baumgartner and Jack Walker suggest that the actively involved are more ].ll\Cl} to report
tan organization takes political stands {“Survey Rescarch and anhcrshlg n \‘olun@r}'
g ssociations,” p. 923). At first glance, our data lend substantial support to this contention:
ong those affiliated with at feast one organization, 70 percent of those who had attende +d
eeting within the past six months, but only 44 percent of those who had not, reported
ffiliation with an organization that takes political stands. However, these data do not m: ake
n) provision for ensuring that respondents—who. if affiliated at all, are likely zo be
ffiliated with more than one organization—are finding politics in the sanie organizations
vhose meetings they have attended. Indeed, when the data are disaggregated and analvzed
arately for each organizational affiliation, the relationship is much more modest: using
B the affiliation as the unit of analvsis, when respondents indicated attendance ar meetings,
E* they reported political stands in 44 percent of the cases; when they indicated no atiendance
t meetings, they reported political stands in 39 percent of the cascs.
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nothing beyond voting. Thus, just over one-third of respondents
do nothing in politics other than, possibly, go to the polls."” An-
other 9 percent engage in a single activity, and the remaining 57
percent undertake more than one political act, beyond voting.

We were also curious to know whether there are particular
people who do a lot of one kind of activity and nothing else, or
particular kinds of participation such that those who undertake
them are specialists in! that activity only. For example, if protesters
arc alicnated from the political process and convinced that main-
stream activity is useless in eliciting concessions from an unrespon-
sive system, we might expect them to concentrate on protesting and
eschew other forms of involvement. Similarly, some citizens might
specialize in informal community activity, preferring the neighbor-
hood as a locus of activity and avoiding partisan political cam-
paigns.

In fact, the data lend little support to the idea of such speciali-
zation. We have already seen that only a small proportion of those
who are politically active beyond voting engage in only one other
political activity. Nor are there particular activities for which we
find specialization. We might have expected protesters to be spe-
cialists, but the vast majority of them (93 percent) engage in some
other activity beyond voting. The same is true for other kinds of
activists as well.

We considered specialization from one additional, and quite
different, angle. For each activity we asked whether the focus—the
official to whom a contact was addressed, the issue at stake in the
protest, and so on—was local, state, or national. It turns out that,
while a substantial portion of those active beyond voting concen-
trate solely on local politics, there are very few specialists in
narional politics. Fully 92 percent of those who are in any way
politically active beyond voting engaged in some activity with a
state or local focus—for example, campaigned for a state or local
candidate, contacted a state or local official, or sat on a local
governing board. However, while only 8 percent of political activ-

13, Our detinition of what constitutes a voter is not a very demanding one. Anyone
wha voted in the preceding presidential election or who reported having voted in all or
most presidential or local elections is considered to be a voter.
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ists focused their voluntary efforts in politics exclusively on the
ational scene, 51 percent focused solely on state and local poliri.cs.
orty-one percent combined activity at the state or local level with
ational-level participation. In summary, then, there is greater
jcvidence for local specialization than for act specialization.

HECKBOOK PARTICIPATION
It;gmay be useful to consider one kind of activity specializatifm‘—
heckbook participation—somewhat further. Throughout this in-
f;uiry we shall be concerned with the distinction between modes of
ctivity that demand contributions of money and those that re-
quire giving time. As we shall see when we consider changes in
fthe amount of political activity over the last two decades, one
f,qde of participation that sc:ems to have increased is making
campaign contributions. Rapidly rising campaign costs, the en-
anced role of paid professionals—rather than amateur volun-
ers—in managing campaigns, and the development of sophisti-
ated telephone and mass mail techniques of raising moncy luw‘c
conspired to augment the role of the citizen as a writer of chcc.ks.‘“
s we shall see throughout this book, making contributions is, in
'Emany respects, distinctive as a.mode of citizen activity. chu if
money were to replace time as the primary mcdiulj of citizen
input, the consequences for politics would be substantial. .
Has America become a nation of contributors whose political
activity is limited to giving money rather than time and effort? The
data do show a great deal of checkbook participation. If we con-
sider the proportions who donate time or money or both to po-
lisical campaigns, we find that ﬁ‘nany more people give only money
ithan give only time or give a ciombination of time and money. Ot
ose who take some part in political campaigns, there are more
than twice as many people (69 percent) who limit their involve-
ment to check writing than there are people who give only time
5_1' who give both time and money. (Twelve percent of the cam-
aigners give time but not money, and 19 percent give both.) [t.ls,
tin fact, difficult to give time without also being expected to give
S

! I i i Crq o Tannues
ik 14, Corresponding changes are taking place in the world of non-profirs and chantic

putside politics, as well.
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money—but the opposite is not true. For many people, political
activity consists of giving money and nothing else.!s

How Much Participation?
Some Benchmarks of Comparison

Although the language used so far gives clues to whether we
consider the amount of political activity we have uncovered to be
alot or a little, there is clearly no absolute answer to the question
of whether Americans are active or passive. We can get some
purchase on the issue, however, by considering some comparative
benchmarks. One point of reference is the comparison between
the United States and other democracies. Another is variation over
tme within the United States. A third standard by which political
participation in America can be measured is one less often referred
to, the level of volunrary activity in organizational and religious
domains outside of politics.

In making these comparisons, it is critical to understand the
extent to which the particular results, although not their broad
outlines, depend upon-the definitions used. [t is not simply that,
as always, question wording has implications for survey resuits.
In addition, the placement of the threshold of activity—that is,
how much activity is necessary before it is counted as activity—has
consequences for how much activity we find. Finally, the unclear
boundaries between various realms of voluntary activity compli-
cate the matter. As we have indicated, we differentiate political,
sccular non-political, and religious domains of voluntary partici-
pation. These three domains interpenetrate in ways that are sub-
stantively important but that render indistinct the borders berween
them. Findings about the rates of activity, therefore, depend upon
how this complex terrain i divided and which kinds of voluntary
acuvity fall under which rubrics, As we proceed, we shall attempt

_— —m

13 1f we were to consider alf political activities. including those where giving money js
not usually an option—contacting officials, informal community activity, protesting, and
the like—we would have o qualify our conclusion somewhat. If we consider all political
acts bevond voting—most of which demand time but not money—we find that more than
twice as many citizens give time only to politics than give money only.
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E to make clear the definitions that underlie our findings and the
possible implications of those definitions for the results.

icipation i ' ive
Participation 1n Cross-ll\lanonal Perspect

Figure 3.2 provides data for cross'rnati.onal comparisdm}, 31:0(;&(;:1?
- the proportions of citizens in the Um.ted SFatcs gnd (} ol

industrialized democracies who engage in various kin s 0 po l;i—
- activity. The data confirm a point often ma.dc about.cglzen F:..(:‘ics
cal activity: the United States lags far behind pthg CITI‘O(,‘?L ﬁ
when it comes to voting turnout. Ho‘wever, this d1ffere-nfulc 15. 1t1]< ‘
evidence of generalized American :laziness, but r.atl?er. re ?cts ir:::
- peculiarities of American institutions—vgt;r registration Iyﬁ(]l;l ¢
ments and the weakness of American pohtlca'l _partles.:is 'af,e? S !
mobilization.'* When it comes to the other ploihtlcal actiy ltlt,bbSCl‘(:}\l‘;]-
in Figure 3.2—campaigning, gtten.dmg pohucgl m;:i:eln.nlgs,_ N anm_
ing active in the local community, and contac.t%ng 0 le‘i. s Amert
cans are as active, or substantiallx more active, than t.ltlZ(‘Zl. s -
where. The differences in community activism anq contac.]t‘ii::gl ’aéo
especially striking, with Americans two or more times as likely

be active.”

Changes over Time
|

! Longitudinal data tell a confusin% story abput polmcalA Szlr]tslc:f::l;
tion in America. We might be led to (?OHE'[’adICtO[‘)' cxplelctail s Wi
respect to changes in political participation. Qn one hanc ,1 vcli ‘Of
few decades have witnessed a remarkgb!e increase }ln. le W(\)uld
educational attainment within the Am'crlcan .pgbllc, W ;1c h vould
?suggest concomitant increascs in poAlmcal.a.ctlvlty!. O.n t 1[f (;ltd 1(;],0(1
is common to observe that American citizens have al,a oned
politics over the past several decades. This perspective is buttressec

by public opinion polls showing that Americans are alienated from

6. See G. Bin ll;]l]l l(i\\.el T American V¢ g i 3 yarati ctive, Amert-
i 3 : A in Comparative Perspec ’
. ing I J 1 Vo P f

itical Sci 7 : 2337,
can Political Science Reviesw 80 {1986} 2. » » [ o
“mll"o'l'he proportions active in the United States differ somewhat from other data in ¢
17,

it ' iffi n time,
chapter because the data come from a different study at a different point | e
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politics and fed up with politicians.”* Of a piece with this nter-
f{Dretation of political withdrawal are the well-known data on the
cline of electoral turnout in America. From a recent high of 63
Eipercent in the 1960 election, voting in presidential clections dimin-
! zéshed gradually to the point where it was just over 50 percent in
811988 before rebounding somewhat in 1992.* As is sometimes
ointed out, many more eligiblc voters abstain than vote for the
inning candidate.
ata about a wider range of political acts suggest thar the fallott
oter turnout may not be part of a general erosion in political
marticipation. Table 3.6 presents the data from Verba and Nic's
Larticipation in America study in 1967 and from the National
Opinion Research Center’s 1987 General Social Survey (GSS) that
plicated the 1967 questions on the proportion of the public
gaging in various political acts. The basic message is onc of
tinuity. The data point, once again, to the well-documented
line in voting turnout. However, they also indicate that the
op in turnout has not been accompanied by a general decrease
Icitizen activism. In 1987, citizens werce about as likely to report
volvement in electoral politics—persuading others how to vore.
orking in a campaign, or attending a political meeting—as they
1ad been two decades before. The frequency of two activities has

Voting

DAusm’a

Campaign Work [IB [E|Netherlands
B United Kingdom
.West Germany
.United States

Contact

Community Work

Attend a

Political Meeting increase in the proportion reporting having contributed to a

tical campaign and a decrecase in the share mentioning mem-

0 20 ‘ : ) .
40 60 30 100 8. Among the many examples, see Seymour Martin Lipset and William Schacider, The

Percent Active

Figure 3.2 Comparative Activity Rates: Five Countries

.\Otllllrluj f\d\ cra]gL ‘Otﬁng rates: Calculated for elections after 1945 fexcept for the
Setherlands where the vote is for elections after 1967 \

herlands . or 1 1967 when compulsory voting wa

]a) :ixlz;ageuj.. From .I\ or Crewe, “Llectoral Participation,” in Democracy at the %ollss ed
): urler, .-fmsnn Ranney, and Howard Penniman {Washington, D C: American
Lnterprise lnstitute, 1981), pp. 234-237 e
Ity]rhfnr ackivity rates; Saﬁmuel H. Barnes, Max Kaase, et al., Political Action: Muass
drticipation in Five Western Democracies (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1979) pp .541 542

e ') » . - .

“The Puzzle of Participation,™ in The New Anterican Political System, ed. Anthony
ig; Paul R. Abramson and John H. Aldrich, “The Decline of Electoral Participazion in

njted States,” American Political Science Revicwe 76 (1982): 502-521: Lee Sigelman,
b“;"/oling and Non-Voting: A Multi-Llection Perspective,” Awerican Journil of Politi-
clience529 (1985): 749-765; Ruy A. Teixeira, Why Americans Don't Vote: Turnout
"t';'e.in the United States, 1960-1984 (New York: Greenwood Press, 19871 Carol A.
] and Robert C. Luskin, “Simple Explanations of Turnout Decline,” American Politi-
gience; Review 82 {1988): 1321-1330; Warren E. Miller, “The Puzzle Transformed:
ining ! Declining Turnout,” Pofitical Behavior 14 {19921: 1-43: and Teixeira, The

A3

earing American Voter.
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Table 3.6 P

ercentage Engaging in Fourteen Acts of Participation, 1967 and 198

~
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i i c s in the
The over-time data are consistent with recent changes in t

e S en in-
nstitutions that mobilize citizen activity and represent citizen

p RETRRNY - reflect, In
Absolute Relat t terests. What we see at the level of the individual may 1cﬂ<:ut7
Specific Activiey 1967 1987 Change Chang ; : . : : f political parties and invigo-
: . art, the widely discussed decline of po fects as well @
VOTING B ration of interest groups. However, it p;obgbly. reflec e
Regular voting in presidential 66 58 -8 —13 : arallel transformation of both sets of ms“tun()‘ns,dwl](u 'l : :
elections 3 . . : At ave redefined the role o
,'\I\\'a:'s vote in local elections 47 35 =12 -4 ionalization and professllonallzatlo}l lnvfe‘h ks and letters. The
’ ; itizen activist as, increasingly, a writer of checks s coomi-
AMPAIG . . s ications and the co
( ‘\;:\Illsl\ll’l(d?()thers how to vote 28 32 +4 + rise of mass mail and electronic communications a ittees dovetail
Crsua ‘ ; 1 . .. 14 ot mini > ¢
Actively work for party or 26 27 +1 tant rise of citizen groups ;nd fohncal a?g; ri(‘)v Concems amone
candidate . vith. an enhanced responsivencss to CO.IlS 1 st l "ontCV.t
. Attend political meeting or rally 19 19 0 ! c:léctorallv insecure ]cgislatO[S}tO provide an institutional ¢ g t
Contribute money to party or 13 23 +10 +7% o 0 ' f citizens who contact governmen
andidate : for growth in the proportion ? The obverse of these
c ; : IS : N i i . 1he obverse
Member of political club 8 4 ~4 - bificials and make campaign contributions. ' s as local organiza-
developments, the relative weakening of partics t it embers
CONTACT i L h s ral i osion orf the
Contact local official: issue-based 14 24 +10 ‘_ itions, is reflected at the citizen l('ﬂej mOIEiftliCCzlf clubs.
Contact state or national official: 11 22 +11 +10g iwho are members of local party or p ariance with data pre-
issue-based : i1i--The data in Table 3.6 are somewhat at vari sen. On the
Contact local official: particularized 7 10 +3 isented by Steven J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen. he
Contact state or national official: 6 7 +1 b : i ot that encompasses a much l;ugell
icularized 'basis of an impressive data set tha estricted set of
prrhelarize number of time points but a somewhat more restricted A
COMMUNITY tivities, they report a more general decline in activity. Th(’l.l ldam
Work with others on local problem 30 34 +4 +13 ac N : q - ing 1967 and 1987 with re-
Active membership in community 31 34 +3 +10 :are consistent with Fhe data ‘Lompam}bg o although thev note.
problem-solving organization ¥ ispect to the increase in campaign contribu ’ ’
Form group 10 help solve local 14 17 +3 +2]

prohlem

& a5 others do, a decline in giving in the late 1980s.*" The sharpest

Soterce: 1967 data, Verba and Nie,
Qpinion Research Center,

bership in a political club. The former nearly doubled while the
latter was cut in half,

Participation in America,

data file. 1987 dara, National
General Social Survey.

When it comes to non-electoral political participation, the GSS
data point in directions that are not inconsistent. While local com-
munity activity rose slightly, the proportion indicating having con-
tacted local or national government officials increased much more
substantially. Both proportionately and absolutely, the growth was
largest for issuc-based contacts—that is, contacts about matters of
public policy rather than particularistic concerns. Nevertheless, the
latter have risen as well, especially on the local level.

idifference between the data in Table 3.‘6 and Rosenston;;iz:lll:i
éHansen’s data concerns citizen contacts with vgovlcmment 0 gn )_1;
‘While Rosenstone and Hansen report a degl‘hnc in thc [,l)r'(_)pf))l “()r‘
\jvriting to Congress, Table 3.6 indicates an increasc in t 1‘L pl[;islmm
tion contacting government officials, an increase that is .u.().l[ stent
with the available information from the recipients of such co
i‘:;lunications.lz

| ica (New York: MacAlillan,
| 120 Mobilization, Participation, and Democracy i America (New York: Mac

g PN, ] ] inance: AMyths and
19 231)’ Onpthis point, see also Frank ]. Sorauf, uside Campaign Finance: Ayths anc
Reaiit}es (New Haven: Yale University Prcss,. 1992), ujlmP- L. e oo
L 22. Congressional offices report a major increase in the flow of such ¢ e
A . The ¢ of M oot
S;ze Orval Hansen and Ellen Miller, Congresstanal Opf’:mzons: ”,"L R;,:[(1 r:!' Inw_ e
sion-Making in Congress (Washington, D.C.: Center for Responsive Politics, 1957

)
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Unfortunately, accurate longitudinal data are not available for
another important form of political participation, involvement in
political organizations. However, observers of interest groups in
Washington have documented an unambiguous increase in the num-
ber of organizations active in national politics and the birth of
many new citizens’ groups.?* While the number of organizational
involvements has presumably risen with the number of active
organizations, it is less clear how actively engaged members are in
staff-run organizations that require of members only the commit-
ment of writing a check.

Although we are not in a position to make any kind of definitive
cvaluation of these discrepant data, several conclusions do seem
possible. Since 1960, there has been an unambiguous decline in
voter turnout. At the same time rates of other kinds of political
participation have not eroded so sharply. Indeed, over the period
some forms of activity—making contributions to electoral cam-
paigns and political organizations and, probably, contacting public
officials—have actually increased. As for the remaining kinds of
participatory acts, the trajectory is less clear. However, what is
unambiguous is that, in toto, political activity has not grown at
rates that we might have expected on the basis of the substantial
increase in levels of educational attainment within the public.?*

Voluntary Activity outside of Politics

A final way to evaluate Americans’ engagement in political activity
1s to compare it with their involvement in voluntary activities out-
side of the political realm. The broad terrain between the individ-
ual and family, on the one hand, and the institutions of public
authority, on the other, is populated by an abundance of non-po-

Stephen L. Franezich, Write Your Congressman: Constituent Comnunications and Repre-
sentation (New York: Praeger, 1986).

23. See Jack I.. Walker, “The Origins and Maiatenance of Interest Groups in America,”
American Political Science Review 77 (1983): 390-406; and Kay Lehman Schlozman and
Juhn T. Tierney, Organized Interests and American Democracy (New York: Harper and
Row. 19861, chap. 4.

24. See on this, Norman H. Nie, Jane Junn, and Kenneth Stehlik-Berry, Education and
Catizenship in America {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcoming).
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litical institutions connected with almost every aspect of life: a
multitude of voluntary associations that never get involved in
politics as well as the rich array of churches and other religious
institutions. ;

Non-political activity is widespread—indeed, more widespread
than political activity—in America. The data in Figure 3.3 make
: this clear. Fully 68 percent of the respondents in our survey re-
ported affiliation—either miembership or contribution—with an
organization that does not take'stands in politics. Morcover, citi-
zems are active in these organizations. Among those who are
ffiliated with non-political organizations, more than half indi-
cated having attended a mecting in the past ycar; one-third re-
-ported being active members, that is, serving on a committce,
. giving time for special projects, or helping organize meetings: and
g 22 percent reported having, within the past five vears, served on
-the board or been an officer of éan organization with which thev
re still involved. |

The analogous figures for rc[ig’ious involvement show an equiva-
lent level of commitment. Fully 69 percent of our respondents
either consider themselves members of a local church, synagogue,
or other religious institution or attend services regularly in the
same congregation. Only 13 percent of respondents never attend
religious services; in contrast, 32 percent attend ar least once a
week, and 57 percent at least once a month. Furthermore, those
‘who are affiliated with religious institutions tend to be active.
Thirty-six percent of church members {or a quarter of all respon-
dents) reported having given tirhe within the past year to cduca-
tional, charitable, or social fctivities associated with their
churches—over and above attending services.

. 1Figure 3.3—which also contains data from the screener survey

fi 125, As with political activity, there is some likelihoud that non-political activity is
Bitexapgerated. Analyses of religious affiliation and attendance suggese systematic overrepore-
ing in these domains. See Kenneth D. Wald, Lvman A. Kellstede, and David . Leege.
&?‘Church Involvement in Political Behavior.,™ in David C. Leege and Lyman A. Kellstedr.
{ixeds., Rediscovering the Religious Factor in American Politics (Armonk, N.Y.: M. L. Sha rpe.
1993), chap. 6; and C. Kirk Hadaway, Pennv L. Marler, and Mark Chaves. “What the Palls
Do;n’t Show: A Closer Look at U.S. Church. Attendance™, Amerscan Socioiugical Revicu:
1(1993): 741-752.

i
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Affiliated with

Non-Political Organization ® 68%

Attend Mecting of
Non-Political Organization

Attend Church Serv‘ces '
Once a Month or Mr)re a

Attend Chu[:ch
Services Weekly?

Give Time to Church Work?

Church Contribution?
hurch Contribution 62%

Give Time to
Charitable Workb

Charitable Contribution b 66%

0 10 20 30 40 350 60
Percent Active

70 80

Figure 3.3 Non-Political Activities.
a. N = 2,517 weighted cases: See Appendix A for information about sample.
b. Screener sample: N = 15,055,
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n contributions of time or money to charity—shows clearly that
¢ level of participation in these forms of extra-political voluntary
ctivity is quite high and is more or less equivalent across the
omains of church, secular non-political organization, and char-
* In addition, beyond nominal membership, Americans are
more likely to make financial rl,omributions than to donate time.
is generalization, which holds for contributions to rcligious
.Lnstltutions secular non- politidal organizations, and charities, i
ggne to which we shall return flcquently The figures about rhe
irelative importance of giving monc; are consonant with data that
Khow——on the basis of a varlctly of indicators ranging from PTA
;mcmbcrshlps to participation [in bowling leagues—a decline in
on-political connectedness.”
!,,‘A, comparison of Figures 3. 1Jand 3.3 underlines several themes.
?, erall, a higher proportion oﬂ citizens take part in non-political
n pohtical activities. More rmzens reported giving some time
: i:o church related or charitable actlvmes than indicated contacting
! ’-égovernment official or working informally on a community
£:problem, two of the most frequent forms of political participation
béyond the vote. Comparing attendancc at meetings of political
and non-political organizations 'we see a similar pattern. Likewise,
by a substantial margin, more citizens give some money to charity,
cular non-political oxganizatlon or a religious institution than
1bute to a political campaign or a political orgamzatlon—-and
'year in question was a presidential election year.
The Igreater comrmitment of itizens to non- -political \oiuntal}

i 26. The questions about chant) asked in general about time spent or money contributed
‘the past twelve months to “charitable|or voluntary!service activitics . . . in some yay
Ip others.” Because a great deal of charitable effort emanates from religious institu-
ans;,;we specifically asked about donations of time or morey other than those made in
hitrch There is, therefore, a great deal of uveriap between the activity referenced by these
u€ 10115 and [[13[ COVede tn the eXtellS ve section OH VUluH[ﬂ[" Orgarllzatlons i the
'Llow-up interview. !

27, Robert C. Putnam, “Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital,” forersal
4 /'Denm;nuy 6 (1995} 65-78. \

21281 Estimates by other surveys of the a ount of vol untary non-political activity in the

nited States vary widely. Sce Appendix Bl2.¢ for a discussion.
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Table 3.7 Time and Money Given to Political and

hurch or charitable work, their involvement during the campaign
Non-Political Activity

son appears to be more intense. Those who work in a campaign
‘give more time during the campaign: on average, they devote seven
?and half hours per week, and|half dedicate more than five hours
er Week to campaign activity. The weekly commitment of time is

Campaign " Charity Church

AMONG ALL RESPONDENTS®

TIME * . aller for those who are actlv in charity or church work. How-
Mean piven per week 0.6 hours 1.7 hours 0.9 hours .the figures for religious and charitable voluntarism are still
% giving 5+ hours per jweek 4% 8% 6% ;

substanual—espec1ally since the figures for the time spent on work

MONEY !

A soc1ated with a church or charity represent the weekly average

Mecan contribution per year $58 $191 $402 § h hile th hWﬁ Y fP e yt tﬁ
% giving $250+ per year 59, 16% 31% e entire year, while the figure for campaign activity is the
age per week during the | Icampalgn only. Among financial

AMONG ACTIVE RESPONDENTS s, in contrast, those who Imake charitable or church contri-

TIME® tions give on average more }than does the average member of
Mean given per week 7.5 hours 4.5 hours 3.1 hours’ fmuch smaller group of campalgn contributors—with those
% giving 5+ hours per \week 49% 23% 20% o cgntrlbute to church gwmg more than twice as much as those

MONEY* : z _ 0 c?ntrlbute either to campaigns or to charity.

Mean contribution per year $247 . $283 $634 g These data underscore a wiell-known fact about the public:
% giving $250+ per year 19% 24% A% olitics is not at the heart of the day-to-day life of the American

D6 ople. Beyond the domains df work and the family, which are
Fhe’rnam concerns of most people, politics takes a secondary place
church and to other voluntiry activities. Although Americans
: elatively active in politics, the bulk of voluntary participation
from Table 3.1 on the amounts given to political activity and B0 this country takes place outside of politics.
compares them with the amounts given to charity and church. : Lo ,
Considering the public as a whole, we find a sharp difference in BINON-POLITICAL ACTIVITY IN ¢ROSS-NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
the level of resources dedicated to charitable and church activities, ' r,l o~ natlonai data underscore these themes. Americans are known
on one hand, and political campaigns, on the other. With respect lomefs and assoc1at10nal life in Ame1 ica is probably unpaua[
to time, the average American gave about 36 minutes per week to
campaign activity during the 1988 campaign season but about 102 oncerns We have aheady seen that-wnh the exception of voting
minutes per week to charitable activity and 54 minutes per week :
to church activities throughout the year. A parallel—but much
sharper—distinction holds for financial contributions. In that elec-
tion year, the average American gave over three times as much to
charity—and seven times as much to a religious:institution—as to
political campaigns.
The picture changes somewhat when we coqmder the activists
only, especially with respect to time. Although a smaller share of
the public takes part in political campaigns tﬁlan gives time-to

a. N = 2,517 weighted cases: see Appendix A for information ‘about sample.
b. Active respondents are those who give some time. See Appendix B.1.
c. Active respondents are t%xose who give some money. See Appendix B.1.

s OJf other democracies are n‘o more active, and in some respects
gless active, than Ameucans As shown in Flgure 3 4 this ten-
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;only are they more likely to be members, but they are correspond-
gly more likely to do work within these organizations.” Thus.
nce again, we sce evidence both of the relatively high levels of
:participation in the United States and of the strength of the non-
spolitical voluntary sector. Because of the intrinsic significance of
ivoluntary action outside politics, and because of the complex re-
lationship between political activity and voluntary participation in
other domains, we shall return to these themes over and over as
e proceed.

v.

Voluntary Association Religious Organization
Percent Members Percent Members

United States ~6% United States

Northern Ireland 66% Northern Ireland

Denmark 62% Netherlands

Netherlands 62% Republic of Ireland

Republic of Ireland Great Britain

Great Britain Spain

The Ameriqan Public: A Profile

West Germany West Germany

Belgiuin Belgium : 0 spite of the contemporary image of Americans as a nation of
Japan §/passive spectators mesmerized before their television screens, these
ltaly Omparatwc metrics suggest that there is a great deal of voluntary
ctmty in the United States both within and, especially, outside

Biholitics. The activity may be’

Spain
Japan

France Denmark
intermittent and peripheral to Ameri-
!

[taly France

0 20 40 60 80

. 29. Because of the complexity of IYIESC domains. the absolute numbers derived from
urveys about voluntary participation! are dependent upon the predise referent of the
uestion. The reader may note that the fara from our study contained in Figure 3.3 indivae
that almost one-third of Americans reported doing some work in their churches—uover and

Percent Doing Work

United States United States

Northe Northern Ireland 14%
orthern Ireland ! above attending services. The Gallup study reported in Figure 3.4 indicates that about o
Denmark Spain n four Americans does work for a religiously connected organization. The discrepancy
) reﬂects differences in the focus of the questions, Similar discrepancies emerge {rom data
Netherlands Netherlands

ut participation in voluntary associations. Robert Dahl cites cross-national data show
ing that, because membership in such L{CLupﬂi()ndll) related organizations as pm[uwm
assoctanons and, especially, trade unions is very high in many northern European natinns,
pamcularlv the Nordic democracies, Americans are not the most likely to be members of
rgaqnzanons See Robert A. Dahl, Dilenumas of Pleralist Democracy: Autonomy s,
control (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982), pp. 67-68. See also Graham K. Wil

Republe of ireland Republic of Ireland

Cireat Britain Great Britain

West Germany West Germany

Belgium Belgium Jnterest Groups in the United States (New York: Oxford University Press. 1981+ pp. 132-
. 44, and Schlozman and Tierncy, Orgmmml Interests and Americant Demacracy, pp. 39-63,
Spain healy “There seems to be no dispute, however, about the number and variety of assocations o
Japan Japan United States and the particular American propensity for involyement in non-cconomic

s gamzauons Moreover, the 79 percent figure for organizational affiliation (hoth political

France France and noa-po litical) obtained by using our detailed list of organizations puts the United States
Jtaly Denmark L a par with the levels reported by Dahl for Sweden. The sensitivity of results 1o quest:on
Ebyording, however, suggests that cross-national comparisons must be treated with caution.

20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 f rtis, Grabb, and Baer provide data from a number of countries that show a very high

el of religious involvement in the United States. They offer, however, some gualifications
thg view that Americans are at the top in terms of membership—especially active mem-
ship—in general. See James E. Curtis, Edward G. Grabb, and Douglas E. Bacr. “Volun-
y- Association Membership in Fifteen Countries: A Comparative Analvsis™. Americas
ciological Review 57 (1992): 139-152.

Figure 3.4 Comparative Activity Rates: Voluntary and Religious Organizatic

Sewrce: Gallup Poll, 1981, Survey Conducted for the Leisure Development Center.
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cans’ basic concerns, but it is activity nonetheless. The amount of
activity, however, does not necessarily tell us how many activists
there are. For many activities, especially the more difficult political
acts, the percentage who have been active is quite small. Only in
voting, attending church, and making cash contributions to chari-
ties and religious institutions is a majority of the public active. If
activity were clearly hierarchical—that s, if all those who engaged
in an activity carried out by a smaller proportion of the population
could be counted on to engage in those activities carried on by a
larger proportion—we might find a fairly large proportion of the
population engaging in no voluntary activity, either political or
non-political, and a small proportion accounting for the major
share of the activity by taking part in multiple ways.

It makes sense, then, to see how members of the public sort
themselves into types of activists. Figure 3.5 provides an overview
of the distribution of the public across the three domains of
voluntary activity: political, religious, and secular non-political.
We have used the following definitions of activity in each of the
domains:

Political. Engaged in at least one political act beyond voting.

Secular non-political. Member or contributor to a non-politi-
cal voluntary organization or charity,

Religious. Gave time to church activities (beyond attendance
at services) or gave money to church {beyond school fees).

This is a quite inclusive definition. Anyone who belongs to a
non-political organization or has written a check to a church or
to a charitable or political cause is considered to have crossed the

30. Political activity includes: worked in an electoral campaign; made a campaign
contribution; contacted a public official; attended a protest, march, or demonstration;
served without pay on a local community governing board or attended meetings of such a
board on a regular basis; worked informally with others to deal with some cotnmunity
tssue or problem; is a member of or made a contribution beyond dues to an organization
that takes stands in politics.

Secular non-political activity includes: member of or contributor beyond dues to an
organization that does not take stands in politics; spent time on charitable or voluntary
service activities to help others or contributed money to charitable or voluntary service
acovities and organizations (outside of church).

Chureh activity includes: spent time on educational, charitable, or social activities asso-
viated with church (aside from attending religious services); contributed to religion (aside
trom school tuition).
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Secular Non-Political Only

Religious and Secular
Non-Political

Political and
Secular
Non-Political

Political and
Religious

Political, Secular Non-Political, and Religious

religious, organizational, or political lifc. Using this definition, we
{ihd only a very small proportion of the public, 5 percent, to be
totally inactive.™

it 31, This group is genuinely inactive. Not only do they nor take part m anv of the
. . L R i L
ctivities subsumed under the umbrella of the definition, but they are much less likely than
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Considering separately the three domains of voluntary activity,
we find the following: 65 percent of the sample reported some
kind of political activity beyond voting; 64 percent some kind of
activity in a religious institution beyond attendance at religious
services; and fully 85 percent some kind of secular non-political
activity. What is more, most of these activists do not confine
themselves to a single domain of involvement: a mere 2 percent of
the sample indicated political activity only; 5 percent reported
church activity only; and 10 percent sccular non-political activity
only, At the other end of the continuum, 41 percent of the respon-
dents reported at least some activity in all three domains.

The Subject Matter of Political Activity

Surveys often ask about the difficulties respondents face in their

personal lives, the problems they believe face the nation, or the '#§

issues they considﬁ important in an election. However, no survey
before the Citizen Participation Study has inquired about the
issucs that animate citizen activity. In our survey, we asked about
the subject matter of political activity. These data give us a unique
opportunity to enrich our understanding of what is behind volun-
tary participation. Each time a respondent reported having taken
part in political activity, we asked whether there were “any issues
or problems ranging from public policy issues to community,
family, or personal concerns” that led to the activity. For the 63
percent of participants across all political activities who replied
that there was such an issue, we followed up with an open-ended
question about the content of those concerns and a closed-ended
item about who was affected.”? We received a range of replies, the
bulk of which, 86 percent, contained recognizable public policy
issues.* In terms of who is affected by the issue or problem, across

other members of the public either to vote or to attend church services regularly. Half of
the inactive group as defined in the text is totally disconnected from voluntary activity in
that they reported neither voting in 1988 nor going to church regularly nor any other
activity, If one were looking for true isolates who take no part in political, religious, or
organizational life, it would be this group, which constitutes 2.4 percent of the public.

32. See Appendix B.3. If more than one issue or problem was listed in response to the
open-cnded item, the closed-ended question was asked about the first one mentioned.

33. The 14 percent of responses that did not contain recognizable policy issues were
distributed as follows. A small proportion—4 percent across all the political activities—
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all political activities—except for contacting public officials—the
overwhelming majority of participants indicated that the issuc at
: stake affected others beyond themselves and their familics. About
‘one-fifth of those who contacted a public official indicated thar
the activity was aimed at an issue limited to the individual and his
or, her family. Otherwise, most political activity is described—in
gproportions that reflect quite reasonably the nature of the activ-
ity—as affecting either the ‘entire community or the entire nation.
The point is worth underlining. Political activity, in general, is not
Babout personal problems but about public issues.

Reading the verbatim responses indicates that respondents can
ake these kinds of distinctions. Appendix 3.2 to this chaprer
ontains a random sample of responses about the issues and prob-
ms behind four kinds of contacts: those to local officials detined
y{respondcnts as affecting either the whole community or them-
ves and their families; and those to members of Congress de-
fined by respondents as affecting either the whole nation or them-
iselves and their families. These are unexpurgated “word bites,”
transcribed as recorded by interviewers: we have not filled in the
Y'obvious blanks, spruced up the grammar, or, most important.
@< corrected miscategorizations in respondents’ self-codings. These
answers give us confidence that respondents can distinguish quire
well—although not perfectly—Dbetween particularistic concerns and
%ltters of policy and between issues affecting the whole commu-

H

understanding of the nature of these policy concerns. We coded
thg verbatim responses into the following categories, which reflect
he dominant policy concerns of citizen activists:™

ould not be coded cither because the respondent was confused and inaroiculate or because
l.“’z interviewer was sloppy in recording and editing. Another 10 percent represented
oherent and “codeable™ problems or concerns that did not constitute public policy issucs.
xamples include the following statements describing the issues or problems hehind cans-
jpaign work:
jTo see New York have its first black mavor.
. My husband was running for office. He was the best-qualified candidate.
4 : \We needed another conservarive.

34. Let us clarify a few aspects of the coding. First, a single political acz may have bee
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Basic buman needs: various government benefits (welfare,
AFDC, food stamps, housing subsidies, Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid); unemployment (either as an eco-
nomic issue or in terms of the respondent’s own circum-
stances); housing or homelessness; health or health care;
poverty or hunger; aid to the handicapped or handicapped
rights.

Taxes: all references to taxes at any governmental level.

Econontic issues: local or national economic performance;
inflation; budget issues or the budget deficit; government
spending; other economic issues.

Abortion: all references to abortion, whether pro-choice, pro-
life, or ambiguous.

Social issues: traditional morality; pornography; family plan-
ning, teenage pregnancy, sex education, or contraception;
school prayer; gay rights or homosexuality.

Editcation: educational issues (school reform, school voucher
plans, etc.); problems or issues related to schooling of fam-
ily members; guaranteed student loans.

Enviromment: specific environmental issues {e.g., clean air,
toxic wastes) or environmental concerns in general; wildlife
preservation; animal rights.

Crime or drugs: crime; gangs; safety in the streets; drugs.

International: relations with particular nations or to foreign
policy in general; defense policy or defense spending;
peace, arms control, or international human rights

1ssues.

It should be noted that the categories differ with respect to
whether they encompass respondents who disagree with one an-
other. Those mentioning abortion have sharply differing opinions
on the issue. In contrast, those mentioning the environment tend
to agree in favoring environmental preservation. Those opposing

inspired by more than one issue concern. The contactor who expressed concern about i
*public housing, teenage pregnancy, and the child care bill” would have been coded as -
mentioning three separate issues. In addition, these categories are not exhaustive. [ssue "
coteerns ranging from gun control to local cconomic development for which we have codes

lhave been omitted from this list because they were mentioned b}' so few activists.
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environmental regulation would be more likely to express their
concern by citing an issue like the need for economic development.
For each political act for which a codeable policy concern was
expressed, Table 3.8 summarizes the subject matter. The entries in
the cells represent the proportion of those activists discussing any
codeable policy concern who mentioned, among other things, an
issue that fell under the rubric‘of one of the above categories. In
interpreting Table 3.8, it is critical to recall that the data reflect,
in part, the era and the place in which the survey was conducted.
If we had collected data two décades before, different issues—tor
example, the war in Vietnam or civil rights—would have figured
prominently, especially in conjunction with acts such as protesting.
Moreover, the data clearly represent the American political agenda.
he prominence that activists give to the issue of abortion, for
instance, would presumably not have appeared had the data been
collected elsewhere.
: The data make clear that d1ffcrcnt modes of political participa-
tion serve as the vehicle for carrying different kinds of messages to
-public officials in ways that might not have been fully anticipated.
Because there is so much variation among participatory acts in the
Issue concerns they convey, we shall examine cach act separately.
Electoral Activity, Reﬂectmg the common wisdom that informs
lectoral politics today—that is, that matters related to economic
erformance are dominant—nearly half of the voters who gave a
odeable policy response discussed economic issues or taxes. In-
erestingly, the concern about the economy and taxcs that voters
bring to the polls does not cxtend to other forms of activity.
ctivists are less than half as likely to report these concerns in
onnection with other kinds of participation, including other acts
related to elections. Indeed, only 12 percent of campaign workers
'Clted economic concerns and 7 percent mentioned taxes. Bevond
these issues, voters identified a variety of others: more than a quar-
gr cited educational issues, presumably in connection with local
ections; and nearly one in six discussed abortion. With respect
| workmg In campaigns or making campaign contributions, no
one set of issues took precedence and a variety of issues were cited.
; he data illustrate a point we shall make many times: the danger
generallzmg from voting to other participatory acts. Votes ap-
fpear to'turn on the cconomy much more than do other acts.

=L
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Table 3.8 Issues and Problems behind Political Activity (percentage mentioning particular issues)

Community

Electoral Activity

Activity

Protests

Contacts

Money to
Candidate  Organization Particularized Local National Local National Informal Board

Campaign Money to

Work

Vote

11

10

25

14 19

11

Human Needs

Taxes

10

13

14

13

18
13

20
17

Economy®
Abortion

0
0

29

2]

45

17

ol
ol

18

Social Issues*
Education

29

i5

1L

19

26

28

16

10 18

15

22

9
7
1S
00

Environment

~
ol

11

Crime, Drugs
International

Weighted N:

0

39

351 53

77

1920

272

147

138

53

97

7

a. Among those respondents who mentioned a codeable policy concern when asked about the issue or problem connected with their

activity.

b. Not including taxes.

<. Not including abortion.
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 Contacting Public Officials. More than any kind of activity,
contacting is distinguished by the control the participant can ex-
E - ercise over the timing of the activity and the content of its message.
+'In Table 3.8 we differentiate among contacts on a particularistic
ssue, on a community issue, and on a national issuc. In descending
Iorder of frequency, the partluularlstlc contacts focused on three
i'matters: basic human needs, taxes, and education. It is intcresting
fithat, in comparison to all of the more “public” modes of partici-
patlon particularized contacting is the most likely to convey con-
cerns related to basic human needs—even though concerns about
such needs can be framed as policy issues like homelessness or
spending on welfare instead of particularistic concerns like the

: ﬂronment and basic human needs.

! _,' :Protesting. As with contacting, the subject matter of protests
b differs substantially depending on whether the issuc 1s scen as af-
fectmg the community or the nation. With respect to issues atfect-

ﬁb]ects of protests on issues| affectmg the nation. We were not
épared, however, for the extent to which abortion forms the
subject of demonstrations about issues affecting the nation: nearly
half the protesters on issues affecting the nation mentioned abor-
on as the subject. Of them, nearly three-quarters, 72 percent,
old pro-life views as registered on a seven-point scale measuring
ftattitudes roward abortion.

gl Community Activity. Those who engaged in informal commu-
ity activity mentioned a variety of issucs, the most frequent of
hich were crime and drugs. The issues identified by members of
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local governing boards—educational and environmental concerns—
reflect the boards on which most of them sit, school boards and
zoning boards or park commissions.

THE SUBJECT MATTER OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY: A SUMMARY

Qur findings about the subject matter behind political participation
are a reflection, in part, of the particular time when the survey was
conducted, but several general conclusions are possible about the
many and varied issues to which activists referred. There is a division
of labor among political acts in terms of the substantive messages
they carry to policymakers. The subject matter of these messages
usually appears to be linked to the appropriate act. For example,
the kinds of issue concerns mentioned by particularized contac-
rors—a personal tax problem, help for a relative—could hardly be

dealt with in the context of another form of participation. In #
addition, there are differences in the subject matter of activity 3

directed at local, as opposed to national, officials—differences that
are clearly related to the substance of local and national politics.

Beyond that, however, the different concerns associated with

different political activities are somewhat surprising. For example,
there is no particular reason to have expected that crime and
violence should have ranked so much higher on the agenda of
informal community activists than of protesters or contactors with
community-level issue concerns, or that voters should have been
so much more attuned than campaign workers to economic issues

and taxes. With respect to the findings about voting, it seems that 4
voting is unique when it comes to the issue concerns behind -

it—=just as it is unique in so many other ways.

Another striking finding is how much participation, across ac-
tivities, is inspired by the issue of abortion. Those who protested
on an issuc affecting the nation were especially likely to have
mentioned abortion, but other activists also cited abortion as an
issue. In contrast, concerns about basic needs weigh heavily among
the issues mentioned in conjunction with the activity that is least
concerned with the making of general policies, contacting on par-
ticularistic issues. Activity aimed at influencing policy—as opposed

to the handling of a particular case—is much less likely to convey §

a message about basic human needs. This is most notable in

relation to protesting. Although it is purportedly the mode of 3§
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participation available to those with few resources, it is striking
§ that issues of basic human needs were mentioned so infrequently
In connection with protests,

Conclusion

Along with the preceding one, this chapter provides a preliminary
«conceptual map to the terrain of voluntary political participa-
on—activity that is undertaken without threat of coercion or
romise of financial compensation and that has the intent or effect
f influencing what the government does. Although this is a do-
main of human endeavor that can be distinguished analytically,
e empirical boundaries that define it are in reality quite fuzzy:
| practice, it is not always easy to differentiate what is political
from what is non-political; what is done without financial reward
from what is done in the expectation of future career enhance-
ment; or what is activity from|what is evidence of psychological
k. involvement with politics.
+ We employed several comparative standards in order to get
some purchase on the question bf whether the amount of political
B activity in the United States is a lot or a little. Although Americans
are less likely than citizens of other democracies to go to the polls,
they are otherwise as active, or more active, than citizens clse-
where. However, when one uses the comparative standard of the
Alevel of participation in the scctlar and religious domains of vol-
untary activity outside politics, the level of political participation
n the United States looks less |impressive. Americans give more
ime and money to charity andto their churches than they do to
litics. The data underscore the important role of non-political
§ secular and religious institations in the United Statcs,

Appendix 3.1:
Measuring Organizational Involvement

we indicated, measuring organizational involvement raises com-

x 1ssues.™ One issue is whether to ask about organizations in

'35, For the organization questions, sce Appendix B.1g. For a fuller discussion of the
ue of measuring organizational affiliation as well as for an explication of the measures
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general or to present a more detailed list of types of organizations.
We did the latter and asked about a long list of types of organi-
zations, twenty categorics in all. These types—for which examples
were given to jog the respondent’s memory—covered the full range
of kinds of organizations to which individuals can belong. The
categories, presented to our respondents on a card, were selected
to make sense to respondents. Since these categories were designed
to be readily understood by respondents, they often combine or-
ganizations with similar substantive focus, but very different or-
ganizational characteristics. Although these organizational catego-
rics are usetul for illustrative purposes, we shall ordinarily find it
more illuminating to consider analytical dimensions than actual
organizational categories, The list as presented to our respondents
is shown in Table 3.4.

Another issue in measuring organizational involvement is the
definition of affiliation with an organization. Membership, in the
usual sense in which one joins the Masons or the American Medi-
cal Association, is not a prerequisite for organizational involve-
ment. Besides card-carrying membership, there are two other ave-
nues to organizational involvement. First, citizens can support an
organization simply by writing checks without ever becoming
members. In an era in which organizations take advantage of
computerized mass mailings and cheap long-distance rates to raise
moncy, organizational affiliations that are confined to making
financial contributions are increasingly common. Moreover, it is _
possible to give time in an organizational setting—by, for example,
volunteering in a hospital or a school—without any kind of formal
membership. Thus, in order to discern organizational affiliations
that are not memberships in the ordinary sense, we inquired, for
each of the twenty types of organizations, about membership and -
about making financial contributions as well as, where appropri-
ate, giving time,*

Finally, we had to deal with the fact that organizations fall along
a long continuum in terms of the extent to which their goals and
activities are politically relevant. Organizations that resemble one
another in many respects—substantive concerns, organizational
forms, the amount and kinds of support emanating from mem-
bers—may differ substantially in the level of their involvement in
i politics. What this means is that the boundary between political
and non-political organizational involvement is very indistinct,
and an important form of political participation is difficult to
Bidistinguish from analogous voluntary activity that is not germane
opolitics. Especially when an organization combines political and
on-political means of furthering members’ goals and interests,
hose who are affiliated may not be motivated by political con-
Ins or attentive to its political activities. Still, their support of
t!}c organization constitutes a;significant, though perhaps latent,
nd of political action. In order to establish whether an organi-
iization is politically engaged, \%e relied on the perceptions of our
respondents. For each organization mentioned, we asked whether
t sometimes takes stands on ‘public issues—ecither nationally or
locally. We define as political any organization that, according to
he respondent, takes stands on public issues.

Appcfndix 3.2:
Examples of Open-Ended Responses on the Subject
of Citizen Contacting

- CONTACTS TO LOCAL OFFICIALS ON A PARTICULARIZED ISSUE

Mosquito problem in standihg water on my strect.
It was a personal concern. The water department had me

10 brought many of these concerns to the construction of a battery of items abous
anizational involvement that was used in the 1983 pilot to the National Flection Stady,
though they did not inquire about donations of time without formal memibership, :hc'}
. ’}(pd abour contributions as well as membership and used a list of ten types of organiza-
B tans rha.t had been designed to provide categories for the political issue and cirizen
5 dvocacy: groups that have become increasingly prominent in American politics sinve the
[1960s. Their results are reported in “Survey Research and Membership in Voluntary
pssociations.” Unfortunately, their questions were not incleded in the subsequent toil
ational Election Study.

used to determine both organizational involvement and whether organizational involvement 3
entailed political activity, see Kay Lehman Schlozman, “Voluntary Associations in Politics:
Who Gets Involved?™ in Representing Interests and Interest Group Representation, ed.
Wilham Crotty, Mildred A. Schwartz, and John C. Green (Lanham, Md.: University Press
ob America, 1994).

6. A similar approach was employed by Frank R. Baumgartaer and fack L. Walker, |
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down for $2,500 for a 4-flat building with only 5 people
and I sent this problem to him . . .

My husband was in the process of getting a taxi license from
the city, problems with bureaucratic process.

Permit for a family outing.

A Dbetter job. That’s it

A problem with the dock at our cottage. We needed his help
to get the Dept. of Natural Resources to move quicker so
we could rebuild our dock.

That I don’t get my mail correctly. It has zip codes & address
correct but still'doesn’t send my mail and I do a lot of mail
contact. |

Damage to our property from neighbors, lack of gutters.

Change of schools for my two boys.

Crime; yes, we have a family business and it was broken into
and that’s why I contacted the mayor to see what could be
done to prevent it from happening.

I had a complaint. I had a complaint about another business.
It was not political.

Was getting information about a rehab program. Housing re-
habilitation.

Assessment. Property assessment.

Policy issuc, being evicted, having the town help you make de-
lays.

This had to do with zoning laws in the borough. Nothing
else.

To fix my driveway—school bus turns around in it.

B. CONTACTS TO LOCAL OFFICIALS ON A COMMUNITY ISSUE

A plan to redevelop our area with large skyscrapers of mixed
use.

Appointment of commissioner of health.

Transter a principal of a school to another school—did not
want this to happen.

It was the drug problem in this building and on the block.

Transportation issue.

Community problems; planning and gang violence.
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A community project for AIDS.

About zoning problems in Glendale.

The public policy issue involving the entire community. The
realignment of school district boundaries as it relates to

~ race in Pasadena.

- Community, economic development, housing, more improve-
ments in plans for, ideas by who, that's about it.

- Getting permits for buildings.

- We had a lot of problems with trash in my neighborhood
and I wanted some help to get it cleaned up.

Drugs, housing, poverty, more community participation, creat-
ng new programs for kids, recreation centers.

want to improve Chinatown.

CONTACT TO A SENATOR OR REPRESENTATIVE
ON A PARTICULARIZED ISSUE

‘I needed help with a refugee. I work with refugees. That’s it.
Some problems with the IRS, that was enough.

Apply for temporary remdénce in the U.S.

Compensation for a relativie; gov’t agencies could help; sev-
eral environmental and health issues that are coming for
vote; that’s it.

Passes to Government bu1ld1ngs

5, - Social Security problem f011 my mother.

%/, The problem with the IRS. To do with taxes. My personal
taxes. My error but I didn’t know it. IRS wouldn’t listen to
£ me. :

B4 1 was bidding on building a U.S. Marshall’s holding facility
i and contacted them to get a list of the bidders.

| i Boundary dispute with theistate. The state said part of our
%1 house was on state-owned property.

.1Poor mail service. That’s it. It took me 5 days to get vour let-
ter mailed from Columbus, Oh. to Ft. Wayne. That’s too
long.

- Personal problems. Just personal.

»We couldn’t find my Vietnamese kid’s green card and he had
to go to immigration.

i E i

£ LRt i A e
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[ had to ask him to send birthday greetings to a relative who
turned 100.

Personal concern. Concerning the taxes on cigarettes and
beer and a new post office. That’s it.

I was looking for information about a book I needed.

. CONTACT TO A SENATOR OR REPRESENTATIVE

ON A NATIONAL ISSUE

Policy—environmental concerns.

Women’s rights to choose.

Public housing, teenage pregnancy, the child care bill.

Banking, something to do with putting a cap on interest rates.

The oil industry.

This was a post-card campaign to the congressman stating I
did not want my tax $ to go to Defense.

U.S. Senator about Pro-choice.

Abortion.

Fl Salvador. Our continuing high level of support for the miki-
tary in El Salvador; a million and a half a day and my con-
cern about that.

Art censorship.,

Amendment to the constitution protecting the flag. I am
against it, I wrote the White House.

Involved in the U.S. govt.’s refusal to participate in an interna-
tional resolution regarding the improvement of worldwide
air quality.

The legislation before Congress regarding Israel—Jackson
Bannock Act, 400 million deficit.

El Salvador’s persecution and ousting of Bishop Garcia.

Public policy issue, has to do with agricultural imports per
my board position as University of Illinois trustee.

The Clean Air Act; | wanted it to pass and be strengthened;
that’s it.

The treatment of veal calves; it was about the veal calf protec-
tion act.

Interpreting Political Activity:
A Report from Activists

In this chapter, we bring our analysis closer to the world ot
olitical participation as experienced by the activists. Social scien-
ts often deal with the issue‘of what leads a person to engage in
some activity in terms of a sta‘tistical relationship between various
characteristics of the individual and the conduct in question. In
Part III of this book, we adopt this strategy—using a large array
of social and psychological characteristics to explain political ac-
tivity within the framework of a complex causal analysis. Here we
:approach the problem more directly by asking respondents to tell
i tus why they were active. How do they understand what animated
¥ Tthelr activity? What did they expect to achieve from it? This
i {gpproach provides a richer undcrstandmg of the meaning ot po-
»lmcal participation to those "T ho take part.
. The common characteristic uniting the activities about which
-we are concerned is that they. are voluntary. Nobody is forced to
engagc in them. While social norms may support citizen involve-
'ment in its various forms, thev hardly make it obligatory in the
: prdmary sense of the word. Moreover, this is, by definition. activ-
‘lty that is not paid. Under the circumstances, it makes sense to ask
Wh) people invest their time and their money in voluntary activi-
ies. In this chapter we do just that: we not only ask zw’)) people
articipate—a question that underlies a large portion of this book—
but we ask them to tell us. We explore voluntary activity from the
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