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Model V: Popular Politics Paradigm

Introduction

The complex processes that initiate and structure govermment policy

deliberations, force these deliberations to a decision, and transform a

decision into actual changes in the "state-of-the-world" allow numerous
1

opportunities for influence to be exerted by non-governmental "groups"

of all kinds. At each stage of the process, the behavior and attitudes of
"ordinary citizens" may have some impact on all future stages. Sometimes
clusters of public opinion or overt public agitation may stimulate government

attention in a new policy area. Then, articulate non-governmental groups will

cluster around policy deliberations seeking to persuade government officials

to adopt their point of view. The success of these groups in enlisting allies
among government offiﬁials and/or agitating and organizing public opinion may
force the deliberations to end in a favorable decision. If the decision is
unfavorable, the non-governmental groups may try to alter or subvert the
decision by interfering with the implemenfation efforts of governmental
organiéations. Finally, for at least some governmental decisions (e.g.,

wége and price settlements in the Steel in&ustry), the non-governmental groups

become critical tools of government policy. Their voluntary activity becomes

".the cutting edge of government'policy in shaping the world.

- The numerous opportunities for influential appearances by non-
governmental groups in governmental policy processes imply that some governmental

outcomes can only be explained or predicted accurately when an analyst is

sensitive to the behavior of non-governmental groups and their impact om the

. 2
government machinery that produces governmental outcomes. The presumption

is that this impact is achieved through dependencies of the governmental
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machinery on non-governmental groups and individuals. Thus, an analyst must

be seﬁsitive to the peculiar interdepéndencies that exist befween.parts of

the governmental machinery and non-governmental gfoups. The objective of

the Popular Politics Paradigm is to provide an explicit framework for analyzing
the conditions within the government and among non-governmental groups

that structure the character and eventual result of their interdependence.

Basic Unit of Analysis: Policy as the Result of Interdependencies Between
Governmental and Non-Governmental Organizations
and Individuals

Governmental outcomes are often critically affected by the interests
and behavior of non-governmental "groups'" and individuals. The interests
may be self-consciously and actively expressed, interpreted more or less
accurately by other active groups, §r nearly inarticulate. The behavior

may be organized or unorganized, regular or intermittent. In all cases,

the critical effect is achieved via functional interdependencies between

government officials and organizations on the one hand, and "civic leaders,"

lobbyiﬁg organizations, and unorganized public opinion and behavior on the

other hand. The timing of governmental decisions, the options available to

decisionmaking units, opportunities for necessary political coalitions

within decisiommaking units, and the detailed character of organizational
implementation may all be influenced by non-governmental groups through the
dependencies.

Because the effect of non-governmental groups is achieved through

interdependencies, the effect will be both distorted and intermittent. Non-

‘governmental interests will be distorted since they will be compromised by

the capacities of non-government groups to listen and effectively respond.



These capacities structure the possibilities for mutual dependence and

constrain the clear implementation of non-govermmental interests. Non-
governmental interests will be intermittently effective because
1) opportunitiés for functional interdependence do not occur in all govern-
_méntal actions, and 2) when they do occur, incapacities within the
government or non-governmental group may not allow them to be exploited.
Thus, the "popular politics analyst' carries a few simple ideas
in his head about the different kinds of interdependencies that frequently
exist between governmental and non-governmental actors. He then asks himself
1) whether these interdependencies are likely to be important in the policy
area or outcome he is.analyzing and 2) if they are possiblyﬂimportant,‘do
the internal characteristics of both government and ﬁon—governmental actors
make 1t likelyrthatlghey will be able to exploit the interdependence:

[Digression on the Relation of Model V to Model II and ITI:

[This definition of the basic unit of analysis hints at significant
overlaps between the popular politics paradigm and the other models of government
behaQiér. Gévernmeqtal officials and organizations appear as important actors
in the popular politics paradigm, and Mgdels I and III were written to
proviée a comprehensive view of their behavior. In addition, there is a strong
presumption that the propositions of Models II and III describe the behavior
of organizations and bargaining individuals in general ways. Thus, we would
expect to be able to describe the behavior of érganized lobbies and public
leaders in neafly the same terms as we described the behavior of governmental
organizations and bargaining among officials. Consequently, we do not need
a new model to describe non-governmental organizations and individual leaders.

In short, because many of the units and behavior critical to the popular

politics paradigm appear to be explicitly considered by previous models,




1t can be argued that we do not need a éopular politics paradigm;

Despite these apparent overlaps with the other models, an argument
can be made for distinguishing the popular politics paradigm from the other
models. The argument for distinguishing a Model V from the other models as
tﬁey are currently ﬁritten rests on three obserYations.

Fist, at this stage we have no model that makes us sensitive in
an explicit and discriminating way to the variety of interdependencies
that‘can and dovexist betweeh governméntal‘actors on one side and a variety
of non-governmental actors on the other. A‘corollary is that we have no
model that illustrates the ''chancy" character of these interdependencies
appéaring'and being effectively exploited by governmental and non-governmental
actors. Thus, a Model iI or III analyst might be confused by 1) the fact |
that governmenfal outcomes are somefimes distorted dramatically by non-
governmental actors and 2) the fact that this influence is not achievéd
regularly. A.ﬁodél v analyst would expect both.

Second, we have no model that directs our attention to people who

do néé have reguiar positions in the pqlicy making process. Indeed, if one
were to take the models currently available literally, we wogld be blind to
people who.did not have formal or legal positions in the policy making process.
' The popular politics paradigm shifts our attention at least partly to non-

official actors in the policy making process, both regular and irregular.

It sensitizes use to the fact that the regularized bargaining process of
3

Model III and the mechanical application of SOPs and programs in Model II
may onvoccasioﬂ be completely overwhelmed by an unexpected, effective
'mobilizationg of non-governmental leaders and groups.

Third, the behavior of non-governmental players and organizations

N
differ in some degree from the behavior of governmental players and organizations.




For example, althbugh Model II captures much of the behavior of "mature"
largé organizations,bit_does not seem immediately appliéable to the small -
stuffs,’irregularly available resources, and large numbers of inactive
Ymembers" that are characteristic of non—governmgntal organizations that
become involved in government policy making. Another example relevant to
differences betweeﬁ governmental players and non-governmental players is
thaf governmental players are concerned with a broader range of issues,
and more '"fixed" with respect to a policy area by preﬁious commitments and
relafions than non—governméntal playgrs_typically are. In effect, a non-
goverﬁmental player has more "slack" he may draw on than a government
player, although he is also less'strategicaliy "wired in" to other government
officials. )

It can oby;ously be argued that these differences are not important
enough to warrant a new model. Indeed, one suspects that a careful; eiplicit
analysis of differences between governmental and non-governmental organizations
or players wogld employ the "parameters' of Models 11 .and III. However,
the’f?ﬁical Aifferences in degree are essential in analyzing the possibilities
and effécté-of interdependence. Models II and III, as curreqtly written,
do not make us sensitive enough to the differences in degree. In effect, the Y
concerns of Model V force us to begin a process of further specification of
Models IT and III.  Systematic differences that show up in this further speci-
fication :of Models II and III allow us to set non-governmental groups and players
off from governmentalrgfoups and players.

The conclusion of these arguments for the current writing of a new
model, then, should be this: if an analyst looks closely only at the relations

of governmental players and organizations to one another, and/or assumes that
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all resources that are likely to become involved in a policy struggle are -

those controlled by regular players, and/or assumes that non-governmental
organizations and_players behave in ways identical to government organiza-
tions and players, then he will not adequately predict or explain many
governmental outcomes. In short, the argument is that this paradigm captures
another cluster of determinants of governmental outcomes. This cluster is
not sufficient to explain all governmental outcomes and the relevance of the
paradigm varies from case to case, but for some significant class of govern-

N

mental outcomes, the factors identified here are likely to be important.

Organizing Constructs:

A. Governmental v. Non-Governmental

The critical distinction between governmental or non-governmental
positions is whether or not one has the formal or legal authority to

commit government resources (e.g., money, authority and sometimes

prestige). It is commonly recognized that those with formal or legal

authority are not always "influential in policy outcomes. Often, govern-
ment officials appear to passively reflect the interests 'of non-govermment
personnel who participate regularly in the policy machinery. This abdica-
tion of formal or legal authority td regular influence.frdm non-government

personnel does not change our definition of govermnmental, however. It only

points up the fact that governmental or non-governmental status is a.
function of position in formal or legal systems and not necessarily an
indication of more or less influence over the commitment‘bf government
resources: It also suggé§£5'that public intervention in govermmental

machinery is often significant.




B. The Governmental Machinery: Responsibility without Reéources

The Model V analyst's view of the governmental machinery
is dominated by four observations. First, he notices that the power
to commit governmental resources to-a specific éutcome is highly
decentralized. Many individuals control necessary conditions for a
particular outcdme to occur. No one individual controls sufficient
conditions for an outcome to occur. Efforts to aggregate control
over necessary conditions to provide a coalition sufficient for an
outcome to occur may be vbided by a countervailing_mobilization of
. conditions sufficient to block the governmental outcome. The process
of coalition building may begin regularly, buf expands elastically and
irregularly. Becauée of the elastic and irregular coalition building

process, there is enormous uncertainty about the feasibility of most

N

outoomes.

Second, he notiées that at any given moment the government officials
must make an enormous number of decisioné and set in motion many signi-
ficant proceéses. Officials are pressured by their position within the
government's vast undertakings to commit themselves to é decision ;r
action when they cannot accurately foresee the consequences of their
action., They are often unpertain about what groups, orgéﬁized or unorganized,
lurk in the wings to subvert or criticize their action. The uncertainty
about the personal and social consequences of governmental action is per-
vasive among governmental official;.

Third, despite the large number of actors and deéisions, a Model V
énalyst notices that the governmental machinery has onl& a limited capacity

to affect "states of the world" important to ordinary citizens. Its

~capacity to provide jobs, health care, housing, etc. is limited by



.constitutional or traditional restraints, its own incompetence, or the

pri§iieges of powerful non—governmentai groups. Thus, on some occasions,
péwérful(groups‘outside fhe government behaving in a self-conscious and
co-ordinated wa& may be more important in.détérmining relevant "states
of the world" than‘is the governmént apparatus. On other occasions,
the spésmodic,‘uncoordinated action of many individualsbmay drastically
alter "sgates of the world" without the government being able to anti;
cipate or control the spasmodic action. Thus, in some issues at some
times, the go?ernmental apparatus lacks important leveragerin affecting
states of the world. Consequenély, to the degree that government
offiéials are perceived to be responsible for states-of-the-world, they
may be dependent on non-governmental personnel for a favorable image.

Féurth, a Model V analyst believes that there areAmore or’ less
strong and regulé; tendencies to focus the responsibility for government
action on individual public officials. Elections insure that elected
officials regularly must accept responsibility for some of the government's
actions.A Some aﬁpointed officials whé are dependent on elected officials
also face the‘consequences of governmental action as in&ividuals tﬁrough
the elecéoral process. Appointed and career officials in administrative
ageﬁcies are forced to accept individual reéponsibility for governmental
action in facing their clients in appropriations or investigative hearings.
The far-ranging periodic inspections of the mass media also tend to focus
individugl responsibility for governmental action.

In addition to these formal procedures for focusing responsibility
there are an infinite variety of informal mechinisms. Politicians' concerns
about their public or historic images motivate and constrain a small, but

important subset of government officials. A favorable image in a variety

of professional reference groups may also motivate and constrain the




acfion of government officiais. Finally, advancement in the government
bureaucracies and the committee hierarchies also tend to fofcé tge
government officials to accept responsibility for their actions. In
sum, officials take respbnsibility for their actions in the government's
name by facing a variety of publics in both formal and informal ways.
This responsibility motivates work towards governmental outcomes, and
also constrains the possible shape of governmental outcomes. - |
The process of government, then, is a crazy quilt of extensive
responsibilities and inadéquate,;esources.’.The responsibilities of
individual public officials forced on them by having to face a variety
of "publics" in a position to condemn them professionally or morally
nearly always outstrip their capacities for.informed and effective
action. The gaﬁ‘Petween their responsibilities and capabilities
leads them to search for auxiliary groups that may help them. This

- search is difficult to predict in detailed situations, but in general

follows the lines of governmental dependence.

C. Governmental Dependencies

As we observed in section B,lgovernment officials typically find

themselves short of reéources they need to live up to their ambitions
- and responsibilities. They are often unable to guarantee either
appropriate governmental outcomes or the céntinued tolerance of their
clients and constituencies. More specifically, the shortages show
up critically in:

1. 1Inadequate analyéis of complex/bolicy choices

2. Inadequate detailed and updated information about opportunities

for strategic intervention by an official in a policy area in which he

in interested, or for which he is responsible.
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3. Inadequate access té and reliable influence over other
goﬁernment.officials required for a coalition sufficient to produce a
desired outcome.

4. Pervasive uncertainty about trends of public opinion in
homé constituencies, among attentive publics, among clieqts.' Also
uncertainty about whether the trends affect strategically located
groups or not, and the likelihood that public opinion movement will
be translated into important political conflicts, affect voting, or
lead to public demonstrations.

5. Continuing depéndencé on:a) the tolerance of a constituency
in accepting the strains of living in an imperfect world, and b) the
voluntary help of non-governmental forces in shaping the "relevant
world" for COnsfétuenCy or. élients. .

These shortages become fertile gfounds for the intervention of
non-governmental groups since these groups are cometimes in a position
to provide resources needed by government officials. They are sometimes
'iﬁ\a position to trade this aid for future governmentél.support,or
shape their aid in such a way that the government official decides to
act in a way consistent with their ambitioms. vSpecifically, groups
may be able to help government officials by:

1. Providingbpolicy analysis of pending decisions that indicates
to tﬁe official the consequences of.deciding one way or the other for
a restrictéd constituency. \

2., Providing policy analysis that offers alternati?e ﬁolicy

directions that are more attractive and amenable to an individual or

group of officials than anything currently being considered.
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3. Updated information about and analysis of alternative strategies

for intervening in the governmental machinery to gain a desired outcome.
4, Aid in establishing necessary coalitions through
favored access to a variety of government officials or other non-governmental |
groups. | |
5. Providing more or less accurate and precise cues about trends
in public opinion.
6. Providing aid in shaping, mobilizing, or placating public

opinion among constituencies.

7. Undertaking organized or "disorganized" action that improves

or damages ''states of the world" important to constituencies.

Clearly not all groups can perform all these functions all the
time in all policy areas. 1In fact, the opportunities for interaction by
any group via these government dependencies are quite 1imited; The
limitations are imposed partly by the policy area in which intervention

is desired, and partly by the character of the officials and organizations

that occupy strategic positions in the policy area. However, the internal
organizational structure of the group and its position vis-a-vis a
variety of constituencies are also critical cons;raints on the capacities
of the groubs to provide these services. The internal constraints of

groups will be examined in the next sectiom.

D. Typologies of Groups:

The enormous variety of non-governmental groups influential in
governmental affairs has resisted comprehensive and systematic cataloguing.
Analysts of the role of these groups in governmental processes have often

been forced to accept a simple, but suggestive typology or simply describe

some aspect of group behavior that seemed particularly important to them.
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‘Like previous analysts, our interesfs in the groups are limited; We
are céncerned only with those‘aspects of groups that affect their
cépacitiestto_fulfill governmental needs (and consequently to trade
their usefulness for current or future influence). Unlike all previOUS
analysts, we may build our insight on the attempts of other analysts of
interest groupé. Thus, we will look at three previous typologies of
groups, take from them what is suggestive for our purposes, and outline

a rough typology of our own.

In'Governing New York, Sgyre and Kaufman were forced to deal with
the stakes, strategies and influence of non-governmental groups in
New York. They arrayed the groups they observed along two dimensions;
the scope of the group's expressed interest, and the frequency of the

group's activity. The scope of the group's interests was a suggestive,

but not clearly defined variable. Three possible definitions are: 1)
the number of issues that the city considers each year that the group
finds more or less interesting and suitaﬁle for their own action, 2)
the numbér of potential beneficiaries of a certain outcéme a group
pursues, or 3) the number of political changes that have to occur in order
for a group's desiréd outcome to be produced by the govermment. The
frequency of activity variable was described (and presumably predicted)
on the basis of past performance. WNo effort was made to examine the
triggering mechanisms that galvanized the organization into action nor
to describe the internal organizational structure that determined the |

4
likely shape and absolute limits on the character of the group's response.

The Governmental Process was a classic effort to analyze the role

of all kinds of groups in the American governmental machinery. Besides

cataloguing a vast amount o0f data on the role and character of interest -
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grbup's, £ﬁé analysis adds two critical perspectives to group behavior
that Qere not considered by Kaufman; the internal cohesion of the or-
ganization, and the organization's strategic poéition vis-a-vis other
groupsraﬁd the govérnmental machinery. |

Truman observed that groups could be distinguished on the basis of
their internal cohesion. At one extreme of groups were "latent interest

1

groups,' an odd collection of people who shared an attitude or interest,

but didn't know it. At the other extreme, were groups that had frequent
interactions, a complex divisioq of labor, an explicit common value
system, and an expectation of permanence., Within each group, members
varied from "fellow travelers" who were not self-conscious members and
did not actively participate, to the active minority th;t devoted sub-
stantial time tb\maintaining and furthering the purposes of the or-
ganization. |

The: degree of cohesion achieved by a group was a function of
many variaﬁles. The age of the organization appeared to have a signifi-
cant effect., At a young age, the entrepreneurial leadership was able to
dominate the group with their ready and explicit expectations. They
were also able to shift positions easily since there was no self-conscious
constituency that demanded consistency of them. Later in.the organization's
life, the leadership's room to maneuver had been sharply limited. They
were ieaders by virtue of a compromise position they adopted. At
either close side stood opponents ready to take over for them, should they
deviate from the rigid expectations of the membership. The degree of
cohesion was also a function of "leadership." 'Leaders used internal

pfopaganda, sanctions provided by the threat of expulsion or loss of

some membership privileges, or sanctions controlled by the active minority
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to maintain organizational cohesion.

Cohesion was importaﬁt in Truman's view because he believed
that cohesion dramatically affected the likely influence of the group.
A.Show of solidarity in a collective interest was critical to the
prestige and persuasiveness of a group's appeal to gevernment. Moreover,
a stable and loyal membership guaranteed that resources would be
available to support the active minority, and that a majority of the group's
internally generated resources could be used b? that rinority in carrying
on the "collective" purpeses of ‘the group rather than settling ‘internecine
" fights. Thus, cohesion was a critical variable in describing a group
and in predicting its degree of influence.

Truman also focused attention on the strategic position of the
group among other groups and vis-a-vis governmental machinery. One
important strategic element for a group is its social position; The

higher a group's social status, the more likely it is that the group will

be able to successfully persuade marginally concerned gpvernment officials
ane other groups that their position is the appropriate one, and consequently
enlist the aid of the officials in their cause. Another strategic element

is the group's position with respect to the numerous access points
established by formal governmental structures. The U.S. governmental
sﬁructure forces officials into positions that demand a wide variety of
sensitivities. Senators, for example, often like to have national or
regional constituencies. Consequently, they are sensitive to all who

can affect constituencies on that scale. IOfficials>in a given bureeu depend
on the satisfaction of their restricted set of clients. Consequently,

they are in a position to be threatened by anyone who can adversely affect

the small set of clients. The wide variety of governmental positions



tations of members. 1In less formal or new organizations, or old organi-
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insures a wide variety of sensitivities. A group's position vis-a-vis

these sensitivities is a critical strategic element in its efforts to

"achieve a desired governmental outcome. A final strategic element

Truman noted was the information gathering capacity of a group. Some

- groups were in a position to find out about impending government

action earlier than others. Still other groups could get precise in-
formation about when, where and how the battle for a govérnmental outcome
was shaping up. Such advantages were often a function of informal
connections and experience in gbvernment and were critical in determining
the relative influence of one group over anotﬁer.

Truman's contribution to an understanding of the character of

 group life and the mechanisms that allowed groups to be influential, then,

was enormous. In looking at group cohesion, he was forced to recognize

that a fuzzy common interest was not adequate to hold a group together on
all issues.. Leadership wielding the persuasive influence of office or
manipulating the individual benefitsrof membership was an important
conditidn for group cohesion. In addition, in looking at the.role of
1eaderéhip in groups, he became éware of the distinction between

active minorities‘and the rest of the membership. He noted that in formal

organizations, leadership was often tightly constrained by rigid expec-

zations where the leaders controlled mﬁch of the groqp's'chlective
property and members did not interact frequently, the leaders were able
to move more freely. No leader was ever free, ‘however, to devote no
attention to the maintenance of the group membership,‘for nearly all
depended on a cohesive membership for a strategic public appearance and
resources sufficient to field an active minority. He also. focused on

the strategic position of the group vis-a-vis governmental machinery, and
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identified three critical‘elements in a group's efforts to influence that
machinery; fhe possibility of persuading éther groupsrand officials that
they had an appropriate position by virtue of their social position and
expertise, the possibility of influencing some government official who
by virtue of the peculiar sensitivities of his position was likely to be
sensitive to this'group, and the possibility of getting early and precise
information about the character of the goverﬁmental béttle.x Thus; he
began a discussion 6f the internal capacities of an interest group and its
relation to the constraints and opportunities provided by formal governmental‘
structures, T

AMancur Olson provided an economic critique of existing interest
gfoup theory that sharpened some of the concepts and problems raised by

‘Truman and others. Basically, the argument focused explicitly on the need

~.

for interest groups to maintain selective sanctions to compel the partici-~
'pation of people who stood to benefit from the provision of some collective
good. A rough paraphrase of the argument is this:

e 1) Interest groups have typically been defined as groups that are
' organized to fulfill a common need or objective of the member-

ship. For example, the textile industry supports a lobby for
import quotas on textiles because the individual firms will
all be able to internalize higher profits if the quotas are
legislated. Similarly, Blacks contribute to Black leaders
because they hope the leaders will be able to persuade the
government to provide programs that will benefit primarily
Black people. ‘

2) An economist would define these common objectives as a collective
good for the individuals in the group. It is a collective
good because each individual in the group stands to benefit
from its provision, and no one in the group may be feasibly
excluded from enjoying the benefits of the good if or when
it is provided. Thus, when a textile quota is imposed, all
textile firms will benefit from the restricted supply of foreign
textiles. It is politically and economically impossible to
keep any particular textile firm from charging the higher
price the market will allow when the supply is restricted.

Similarly, it is politically impossible to exclude some individual

Blacks from participation in a new public school in ghetto areas.
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Olson then argued that the fact that some group stood to benefit
from the provision of some-collective good was not a sufficient
condition for the group to organize in a way that enabled them
to supply the collective good. 1In fact, since an individual
in the group could not be excluded from enjoying the good when
it was provided, it was in his interest to wait until some
other individual in the group paid the cost of providing the
good. He would then enjoy the benefits of the good without
having had to pay for its provision. Since all individuals
would be motivated by self interest to play this waiting game,
the group would never organize to share the costs of providing
themselves with the good, even though all would be better off
if the good was provided. (This would not be the result if
one individual valued his share of the collective good more
than the total cost of supplying it. If this were the case,
the individual would be motivated to pay the full cost of
supplying the good by himself. These cases are rare in most
political situations,” though not impossible. Some officials
have positions so powerful that supplying a collective good

is relatively cheap to them as individuals. Comnsequently,
even a relatively small personal evaluation of their share of
a collective good may be sufficient to guarantee the provision
of the good. Thus, Senator Russell Long is often motivated to
maintain the oil depletion allowance even though his share of
the benefits is fairly small. Similarly, President Kennedy
was able to make a national park on Cape Cod, even though his
share of that good was rather small.)

A group needs "selective sanctions” (i.e., rewards and punish~.
‘ments that could be dealt out in a discriminating way to in-

dividuals in the group) that could compel active participation
in the group, and guarantee the sharing of the cost of the
collective good. Sometimes these selective incentives were
provided by group control over the distribution of the
collective good that was provided. For example, unions were
in a position to set up discriminating prices of labor by
their collective strike power, and then were able to control
which individual members of the union advanced to higher paid
classes of workers. Other times, the selective incentives
were provided by resources external to the collective good that
was being provided. For example, unions compelled membership
in their collective movement through picket lines that kept
all who were not members of the union out of the factory.

The union's ability to use force was independent of their

ability to provide and distribute a collective good., Similarly,

unions now set up pension funds from members' contributioms.
They can use the pension fund to control members, even though
the existence of the fund is mot directly related to their
provision of the collective good. Thus, whether the selective
incentives are derived from organizational control over the
distribution of the collective good provided or from sources
independent of the collective good, the selective incentives
are necessary to compel membership and the sharing of the costs
of providing the collective good.



With this argument, Olson brought even stronger emphasis to

‘bear on the role of sanctions and incentives in maintaining group cohesiveness.
He_also defined more carefully tﬁan previous analysts!had done, the
character of a gfoup's collectiye interest, andvthe variations.among a
‘group's evaluation of the wvalue of abcollective good. VAll people who stood
to benefit from the provision of a particular collective good were potential
members of gﬁé group. Those who valued their share of the collgctive good
more than others (because their share was larger or their preferences simply
favored the particﬁlar good) were the most likely candidates for active
participants‘in the group. Olson, however, failed to be explicit about the
institutional character of groups ;hat could be established to control
rights to shares ofjthe collective good, nore consider the problems in
moving to those institutional forms.

Our own t;fology uses some of the vafiables identified and
defined by these other characterizations of group behavior. The critical
parameters of our typology are: |

~. - 1) 'The costs of the political coalition necessary to secure a
desired governmental outcome that is pursued by a group
as a collective good.

2) The number of people who stand to benefit from the provision
' of the collective good. '

3) The capacities and incentives of the "executive unit" of the
interest group

4) The resources and incentives of the membership and potential
‘memberghip '

L]
The first two parameters describe the potential or actual scale of government

intervention, The second two define the expected value and limits of that

intervention.
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The costs of setting up a political coalition sounds like a more
precise and quantifiable variable than it really is. Any estimaté of the costs
of setting ub a political coalition must use vague language, and will not
be objectively demonstrable to all observers. However, the idea should
Eonvey a fairly discriminating sense of the process required to move the
governmental machinery. Imagine yourself in tﬁe position of an individual
who has a desired 6utcome in miﬁd. In order for you to secure a desired
outcome you must absorb all of the following kinds of costs.

1) Gather information about all those who have rights and resources

necessary to guarantee and sufficient to block a desired outcome.

2) Gain "legitimate" access to those people who are needed (i.e.,
acquire a variety of "hunting licenses')

3) Be able to impress each of those you need with the current
salience and individual benefits for an official in committing
himself to a particular action in your policy area.

4) Be able to influence each individual to accept the appropriateness
of your preferred outcome without making crippling concessions.

5) Sustain the interest and approval of the various groups throughout
the long process of gathering other groups to the movement and
readhing some critical mass or deadline where effective action
is possible.

6) Experience great uncertainties since it is almost always im-
possible to obtain enough resources to identify threats to

“and adequately cover your flanks.

These categories point to the most significant classes of costs

associated with organizing for effective action. The costs may be greater

or lesser depending on the policy area and your own position. For example,
some policy areas have long been battlegrounds. Relevant players are well
known and locked into positions by previous commitments. Consequently,
gathering information about necessary players is relatively inexpensive,

while persuading the players is relatively expensive. In new policy areas

not yet criscrossed with well known arguments and established coalitions, it



may be more expensive to identify necessary and sufficient resources for

an outcome to occur, but easier to aggregate the resources once they are
identified and a favorable start made. The costs also depend critically

on your own position. For "insiders," information about players is relatively

less expensive than for "outsiders."

Thus, costs vary from policy area to
policy area, "and from individual to individual.

The number of people who stand to benefit from the provision of
some collective goqd also has an inaccurate connotation of quantifiability.
It is extremely difficult to predict who will benefit from some collective
good and how much. Still, it is possible to define different kinds.of coliec-
tive goods to give us more precise estimates of who will benefit.

A pure collective good is a good that no one may be excluded from

enjoying and all who enjoy it have an equal part of the good. Defense of

the U.S. is often cogéidered the clearest‘example of such a good. The fact

that all enjoy an equal share does not imply that all value théir share

equally, nor that all pay for the collective good equally. VThere are often
sigﬁfficant'Qariations in the public valuation and expenditures for a collective
good. HoWéver, i? is to say'that no accidents of nature nor institutional
decision-making divides up the share of the collective good (as a consumption
item) iﬁ a selective or discriminating way.

An.unequal access collective good is a good that is collective in
that any individual may eﬁjoy it once it is provided, but is unequally
accessible to individuals because of an "accident' of nature. Some must pay
more to enjoy the good (not to provide it, but to consume it) than others.

A national ski resort located in Vermont would be an example. Although all
indiviﬁuals may enjoy the use of the good at a subsidized price, those who

live nearest will have a lower transactions cost necessary to consume or

use the collective good. Thus, the critical difference between this good and



a pure collective good is that the transactions costs of consuming one's

share of the good fell unequally on people entitlgd to emjoy the collective
good. 5 |
An exclusive collective good is a good that is equally available

" to all members of some exclusive group. In order to enjoy the good, one
must become a formal ﬁember of an institution that confrols rights of

access to the collective good.5 ‘However, once one is a member, he enjoys

an equal share of the collective good with all other members. An example
-considered by Olson is the member of a labor union. An ordinary individual
does not get the benefit of the higher wage paid to union members. vOnge
he.is a member, he shares equally with his fellows the benefits of the higher

wage. «

A discrim;nating exclusive collective good is a collective good
1ike the one above that is controlled and rationed by the institution that
provides and controls the collective good. Thus, unions may control the
advancement of workers through a hierarcﬁy of wage levels, or tennis clubs
maywéilof éore playing time to Ehartér subscribers, than to new members.

' These distinctions among different kinds of collective goods are
useful because the different k;nds of gpods have different implications for
1) thé number of potential "members' and "eontributors', and 2) the value
of the collective good as an individual incentive to be a loyal member of,
or a 1argé contributor to; the organization. As a first cut, all those with
a positive valuation of some unit of a collective good are potential members
or contributors. Thus, a pure collective good will have more potential
contributors thanvan unequal aécess collective good, and an unequal access

good often more than an exclusive collective good. How loyal or generous

individuals will be to those trying to provide the collective good, however)
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depénds not only on the value of the units of the collective good to be
frovided and individuals' preferences for those units, but also on 1) the
degree of uncertainty about whether the good will be supplied and 2) the
strategic‘consideration of whether it will be impossible, difficult or
éasy to ekclude individuals from enjoying the good once it is provided.
The more uncertain the possibility of the good being provided, the lower
the incentiﬁe for contributions or loyalty. The more difficult to exclude
individuals, the lower the incentive for individuals to contribute. The
distinctions among the collective goods focus on these different factors
that -determine the size and loyalty of members. The number of potential
members, and their degree of support, in turn, has an enormous impact on the
expected, effective size of any organization.

Thus, thé\costs of setting up a new political coalition sufficient
to génefate a desired outcome, and the éeculiar collectivé good character
of‘the desired outcome set the stage for interest group activity. They are
the major structural variables in that tﬁey define ranges of resources
reqﬁifed aﬁd reséurces available. Where within that rangerany particular
intefest.group falls aependé on the micro conditions of the interest group's
activify. ’

A characterization of the incentives and capacities of the executive
unit and membership is an effort to capture the critical elements of an interest
group's micro-conditions. The memberéhip is separated from the executive
unit in respoﬁse to Truman's identification of the active minority and Olson's
failure to identify an entrepreneur in providing collective good.. The executive
unit is assumed to comprise both leadership and whatever staff he is able to

maintain. "Membership" is defined broadly to include "fellow-members" and

latent interest groups that may be galvanized into action under some conditions.
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Thus, membership becomes a spectrum of more or less committed and ioyal
parts of an organization.

For oﬁr purposes, we may categorize the incentives of the'eﬁecutive
units of interest groups within three different classes. One kind of
incentive is the executive unit's expected share of the colleétiye good for
which they organize. For example, the executive unit of the'Sierra Club
may quk for conservation causés ﬁrimarily because they are active hunters,
‘hikers and fishermen who ekpect to‘capture a large share in the collective
good for which they lobby. Another class of incentives are those implicit
in representing and/or controlling a large organization. Sometimes the
interest in maintaining a large organization derives from the financial
incentives and job security available to the executive unit of a stable,
dues paying membership. Other times, the psychological gratifications of
1eédersﬁip-or advocacy are enough to motivate executive units to ﬁork hard
on maintaining and increasing the number of people they may claim to represent

or lead. The third set of incentives available to interest group leaders

is that set of professional opportunities that are bossible when one is

an advocate in government circles. "Hobnébbing” with important and

. .powerful men is often likely to pay off in an enhanced sense of self-importance
and numerous opportunities for more interesting or higher paying jobs and
positions; Similarly, the government ;s often critically concerned with
difficult legal or analytic problems. Working on such problems before
‘attentive and important forums is often a desirable objective for young
professionals and others. Both the exercise of skills and the expected job
possibilities are important pleasures motivating some executive units. Thus,
the three classes of incentives are: 1) expected share of a collective good

2) the financial or psychological rewards from representing or controlling
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a group, and 3) the opportunities for making professional contacts and
exercisihg professional skills with ﬁowerful peopie.

It is assumed that the incentives that motivate tﬁe ﬁork of
the executive unit play a key role in'structuring the cépabilities‘of tHe‘_
ékecutive unit. Those executive units marked by a primary interest in
Afinancial benefits from a loyal membership will be motivated to do all they
can to maintain or increase the size of their group. Those who are interested
primarily in a collective good may allow their membership to dwindle in
order to devote more time to actiVe:lobbying. Those units who enjoy professional
relations with Washington officials may ignore both membership and the
collective good to help Washington officials as énalysts or mediators.
Obviously no execﬁtive.unit is dominated by oﬁe set of incentives. All are
important and all w%ll attract some of the executive unit's time. However,
the mix of the incentivés will have an important impact on the mix of the
executive unit's time, and consequently, an important impact on their

capability.

The iﬁcentives of the membership may be élassifiéd for our purposes
intq two differeﬁt catégories. One set of incentives is each member's preference
for an expected share of the col}ective good that the group will provide.
AAnother set of incentives are those benefits that accrue to individuals who
participate in group activities that are not related to the provision and
‘distribution of the collective good for which they organized. In practice,

it is difficult to maintain this distinction among the different kinds of
incentives. The group's collective bwnership of goods, property and services
often becomes confused with their efforts to provide collective goods that

may be used by members. In fact, once a good is supplied by the government,

it often appears to be the collective property of the group. It will be



difficult; then, to define what is common property of a group>and what is

the collective good provided to the grouf. The difficulty will be greater
the older the group because of the tendency of the group to organize and
routinize control over thé»provision of.colléétivéfgoods and their tendency
to acquire property and services with the regular membership contributions.

Still, the distinctions is important to our pﬁrposes. The assump-
tion is that the more important the non—collectiﬁe'good incentives of
‘membership, the more time the executive unit must spend in responding to
particular needs and interests or in managing the internal funds and
behaviors of the membership. Conséqﬂently, to know whether a group is
primarily interested in a collective good or primarily concerned with
selective incentives that are not related to a share of thé desired
collective good, one must look at how the executive ﬁnit spends their time
and how mﬁch collec;ive property (as opposed to what collective good the
organizatién controls) the group owns. Common eﬁamples of non—collective
good incenti&és are pension funds, annual dinners or weekly socials, an
eipectation‘of appearing on T.V., or the>satisfaction of s£riking a morally
correct posture. Common examples ofvcollective goods are new soéial
service programs, an import quota on commodity X or an unpolluted séction
of a river. f

The "capacities" of the membership are only partly deterﬁined by
the incentives. The incentives determine a degree of loyalty to the executive
unit. The stronger the incentives (whether dependent on the collective good
or the Benefits supplied directly by the member oriented action of the
eiecufive unit), the more loyal the members. The degree of loyalty, in turn,

determines the probability that the membership's "slack political resources"

will be mobilized on cue from the executive unit. The slack political



resources include such thingé as.money, social status, access to media,
votes; or control over important economic institutions. Thus; the capacities'
df,éhe ﬁembership are primarily determined by the position of the mémbership
.in ordinary social life ——.not‘by their fole or interest in the interest

group. The interest group often has an important role in determining the

~expected value of those capacities to government officials by being in a
stronger or weaker position to mobilize the membership's capacities.

Givén fhis discussion of the parameters, what kind of typology have
we built up? Consider first the parameters of the micro system. We defined
three classes of incentives that marked the interest of tﬁe executives, and
two classes that marked the interest of the membérship. This gives us a two

by three matrix illustrated in Chart #1.

Chart #1
Executive Unit  ‘Members Primarily Motivated by:
motivated by: :
Selective Incentives Share of Collective Good
" Share of I ' 11 _
Collective Good e - Entrepreneurial Group
Leadership of III : : EAY .
Organization Stagnant Group Advocates
Professional v . VI
Opportunities ' Expediting Group

Cells I and V describe grou;s that are not likely to arise. If the
membership of a group is primarily méfivated by. selective incentives, they
must have an executive unit greatly conce?ned with leading, organizing, and
encouraging the membership. Thus, there is a presumption that only executive
units,-primarily motivated by such interests will be effective in holding a

group together. Sometimes, as an executive unit achieves prominence as either
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a prbvider of collective goods or as distinguished professionals, it may
attract membership to bask-in the reflected glow of fheir prominence.
ﬁowever, these incentives are not likely to be reliable or long lasting
incentives. Members with professional ambitions may stay on to become part
of the executive unit, but few members or contributors not interested
primarily in a share of the collective good.will stay omn.

Cell #II describes an entrepreneurial group. As Olsoﬁ pointed
out, when there are a few individuals who stand to benefit a great deal from
a collective géod, a collective goba may be supplied. The costs to these
few individuals are sufficiently low relative to their expected share of
the benefits and the negotiation and organizing sufficiently easy to have a
‘few individuals go into a partnership in providing a good. As they increase
the probability of supplying the good and also possibly erect the basic
-institutidnal structures that will allow exclusion, the discounting of the
value of thejcollective good.to other individuals due to uncertainty and
strategic bargaining will decrease. As a result, they may attract others
to their cause. The members they attract will be those who value relatively
highly their expected share of the collective good. |

Cell #III defines the paraméters of a "stagnant" interest group.
In this group, there is not incentive for the executive unit to spena time
making political demands or aiding government officials in efforts to provide
collective goods. The objectives of the executive unit are to maintain a
l;rge and loyal membership. The large and loyal membership is dependent on
regular meetings, other group functions, or effective management of the
group's membérship dues or pension plan. Consequently, the time of the
executive unit goes toward the internal management of the group. This

situation will exist until the preferences of the executive unit change,
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and/or the executive unit finds itself with more members and money than
it needs to satisfy those interests. Should the preferences of the
exécutive unit change, then the group may be used by the executive as a
.platform for satisfying other interests.

Cell #IV is a description of what many people expect when they
think of an interest group. The membership is primarily interested in the
maintenance or provision of some particular collective good. Ihey hire or
maintain a staff to provide them with that good. As long as the executive
unit is successful in providing thg desired collective good, its job is
secure. Should the executive unit fail to provide the good, the membership
will fall away and the job of the executive uniﬁ disappear.

Cell #VI dexcribes groups that are interest groups nearly inéiden-
tally. The executive unit is primarily interested and active in professional
roles in Washington. Their success in this role may sometimes depend on an
appearance of organized interest behind them since access to officials
may only be possible originally as a represéntative of a group. Conse-
quently, some-of their time will be attracted to these efforts. However,
they are likely to depend primarily on the véluntary contributions of
individuals to claim a membership and devote little time to actively
‘courting ﬁembers. By serving as useful.resources to harried officials,
they‘may increése the probability of a particular outcome. The increased
" probability of the colléctive good may be their greatest membership drawing
card. Thus, as expediters to governmlnt officials, they may attract some
"loyalty and contributions from those who stand to benefit from the provision
vof the collective good.

Thus, by dichotomizing the groups into an executive unit and the

membership, and the incentives facing these different units into 5 different
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categories, we may describe four "ideal types" of organizatioms. If We.place
these four ideal types in a matrix with_the different kinds of collective
goods, we may observe the effects of the interdependencies of the micro
-systems with the character of the collective good they seek as a govern-
mental outcome. Chart #2 illustrates this new matrix.

Stagnant groups are only likely to exist with non-exclusive
collective goods. If the collective good that is being sought is exclusive,
then it is likely that an individual's share in the good is an important
incentive for group membership. Tbe importance of the coliective good as
an inceﬁtive to membership is inconsistent with our definition of a stagnant
group. Thus, to remain consistent Witﬁ our definitioﬁ of stagnent.gfoups,
we must assume that the groups are inferested only in collective goods that
are not likely to serve as strong individual incentives. Pure and unequal
access collective goods are both unlikely to offer strong individual

incentives to a membership.

N Chart #2 - Type of Collective Good
Pure Unequal Access Exclusive Exclusive
Discrimination
Stagnant Utopian Utopian —— C -
Club Club
Entrepreneurs Crusader | Parochial Catalytic Em?ire'
' Crusader Organizers Builders
Expediters : . o ' - -
Expediter Expediter Expediter
~ Advocates ——— — Representatives |Bargaining
IInits

Differentiating among entrepreueurs with respect to the type of
collective good they seek yields more interesting distinctions. Entrepreneurs
interested in pure collective goods are not likely to be able to benefit from

or maintain a regular organization. They must count on unsolicited support
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from those who are sympathetic, but necessarily skeptical and unwilling to i
commit much of their resources. Both the character of the good that such ‘
entrepreneurs seek and the stylé they must adopt té maximize unsolicited
contributions are consistent with the connotations of "crusader."

Entrepreneurs interested in exclusive groups, however, must have
the beginnings of an organizational structure behind them. They have the
opportunity to increase the size and loyalty of ﬁhat organization as they
1) increase the probability of the good being supplied, and 2) demonstrate
that the good can be excluded frém’those who do not help pay the cost of
providing it. Hence, they become catalysts for increasing numbers to

S p

contribute the provision of the desired outcome.

Entrepreneurs interested in obtaining exclusive discriminating
collective goods hold the potential for more systematic empire building.
.Membership in this case depends‘not on the relatively weak links of
sympathétic éontribution, or catalytic action, but rather on the

dis;riminating distribution of shares of the collective good to members on
the b;sis of their loyalty and contributioni Thus, the entrepreneurs show
mdch diffefé;t éabaéities fér increésingland éontr;iiiné tﬁéif organization
depending on the particular'character of the collective good they are trying
to obtain. The crusader hopes for unsolicited contributions for his public
struggle, while the émpire builder hoards expected shares of a collective
good to be handed ouﬁ on a quid pro quo basis to people eager and willing to
pay. for a share of the good.

'Expeditérsr do not changé their character in any noticeable way no
matter what kind of collective good they seek. 1In all events, tﬁey try to

remain closely linked to interesting professional opportunities. Their behavior

is shaped by those professional opportunities rather than the ultimate result
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of exploiting the opportunities.

- Advocates are mnot likely to appear in search of pure or unequal access
collective goods. Our definitioﬁs of advocate groups were ones where thev
_membership was interested in a collective good, and the executive unit
primarily interested the the membership. The ' interest of the executive

~unit in the membership guarantees an organization. Since there is a strong

organization and the interests of the members are in a collective good, the
presumption is that the organization will be omne that can exclude non-members
from enjojing the collective good,.and include members in the benefits of

the good. No executive unit interested in membership would lose the possibility
of handing out shares of the collective good in Qays that increased membership.
Thus, no advoCaterwill-be in the business of providing anything but exclusive
goods, Whether we provide exélueive or discriminating exclusive groups,
however, is an important distinction. The distinction is in the strength of

the member's loyalty to the executive unit. If the executive unit cannot

control individual members' shares of the collective good, then there is no

streeé reason for them all to support the leadership faithfully. They simply
expect the executive unit to!supply the good at fairly low cost to them.

The members hedge their payments because paying more will not increade

their members' share appreciably. On the other hand, if the exeeutive unit
controls: the distribution of shares of the collective good, there will be
stronger Vincentives for individual members to pay for shares at their individual
margins. This means that the executive unit may extract more loyalty or resources
'from membership. Because the exclusive good does not give the executive unit
much authority, the executive unit merely represents the group. He cannot

make binding agreements. Because the discriminating exclusion allows the

executive unit to more strictly control and motivate members, the executive
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unit achieves some reliable control over the membership. This reliable
control implies opportunities for bargaining and making binding dgreements
in éddition to repreéentation.

Thus, our typology allows us to distinguish among essentially seven
different kinds of groups. They are:

1) Stagnant groups (may become platform groups)r

2) Expediting groups |

3) Crusaders

4) Catalytic organizers.
Entrepreneurs

5) Empire builders :

6) Representative Advocates

7) "Bargaining Advocates
This typology will be primarily useful to us if we can associate the different
kinds of gr;ups with the different governmental needs. - The more closely the

capacities of the groups meet governmental needs, the more the groups will

be able to lower the costs of the government organizing for desired outcomes,

and the more likely the desired outcome becomes. Chart #3 presents a rough
first cut at how the different groups may be expected to fulfill governmental
needs. The process of influence is described in a more detfailed and

dynamic way in the next section.

E. A Model of Interest Group Influence

The basic model of interesf grou? influence is this: government
éfficials occupy strategic positions vis-a-vis the exercise of governmental
~authority: they are motivated to produce govermmental action because they
must face a variety of publics who expect them to do so and who hold some

sanctions over them; some of the relevant "publics" are comprised of
P P
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non-governmental personnel; sometimes these publics are in a position to
lower the costs to a government officials of producing a desired governmental
outcome; they lower the costs by pro&iding aﬁxiliary resources that fill

gaps in the officials oWn resources, or by reducing the uncertainties

about the consequences of an officials action; when a grbup can lower the
costs to an official, it will do so in a way that makes the outcome approach
their desired outcome or make clear the official's indebtedness to them;

at a later date fhe indebtedness can be traded for a favor. In short,
effective influence depends on how interest groups may lower the costs and
raise the benefits of a particular governmental action. This is a complex

function of the positions of many government officials and the capacities

of the non—goverﬁmentél groups. So far, we have skirted around the complexities.

We have examined them on a piecemeal basis. The purpose of this section is
to try to trace out the cémplexities and interdependencies in a systematic

way. Much of what follows will be summaries of previous sections. Much

of the remainder willvalso appear unduly eomplex and pedantic, I caﬁ only

plead for fblérance until the next draft. Let's begin by trying to charac-
terize the critical actors.

The public can be characterized as a shifting, fine-grained mosaic.
Fine-grained because of the number of idiosyncratic individual positioﬁs and
éoliections of attitudes thaf are the basic units of the public. The shifting
quality derives from the fact that the salience of issues and positions
change frequently and irregularly. The mosaic character implies that the fine
grained issues and positions are clustered inté larger schemes, both 1ogicaliy
and socially. These larger patterné change slowly with resfect to dne
another. But within each larger pattern, small changes occur rapidly.

This over-view of the public is slightly different than the

perspective that is characteristic of this analysis. The analysis in this
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paper haé been primarily in terms of specific outcomes. Viewed from the
perspective of a particular outcome, much of the public recedes into unim-
portance as an uﬁinterested or inattentive or apolitical group. One is left
with anarrowed view of an attentive public. However, even within that
narrowed view of an attentive public, the shifting mosaic pattern still
exists. Potential members of groups lurk behind the self-conscious ranks.
Common perceptiqns and interésts lie smoldering Wait;ng to be kindled
by a catalytic spark. Political entrepreneurs stand ready to articulate a
demand that could alter the intereéts and mobilize the energies of previously
inattentive individuals. Thus, the characterization of the public as a
shifting kaleidoscope is as relevant when looking at a particular outcome
as when scanning the publics embroiled in all the govermmental issue areas.
Out of publics, members and contributors are formed. As we have
seen members of groups or contrigutors to lobbying or political activity may
be attracted to the role of member or contributor by a variety of‘incentives.
Sometimes an individual is attracted to membership because he ﬁopés to share
in the vélue of a collective-good provided by the lobbying activity. His
willingness to contribute increases with the probabiiity that the good will
be supplied and the probability that he may be excluded to a greater or lesser
degree from enjoying the collective good. Alternatively, an individual may
be attracted to a group because of values other than an expected share of
a collective good. He may be threatened into joining, or may join because
of a desireé moral position. He may enjoy affiliation with the other members,
or simply desire to benefit in somé "fringe benefits" of belonging to the
group, such as participating in a pension plan supported by members' contributions.
Thus, publics become members or contributors to organizations that may provide
a collective good that they value, or to organizations that provide a variety of
incentives not directly related to the success or failure of their lobbying

\
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activity.

_ Executive wunits are groups or individugls in the business of
articulating thelihterest of.a more or less well-defined public. Note
that it ié not always neéessary that the executive units be closely tied to
their membership, contributors, or latent public. Many éxecutive units
do not have stfong or regular ties to a well defined set of,bonstituents.
Newspapers, for example. often act as executive unitg for sbme badly defined,
unself-conscious, and inactive public. Similarly, "crusaders" often begin
strong, independent lobbying activ@fies with only the public quality'of
their objective to lend credibility to their rblé as a "representative"
of the pubiic. |

As also'notéd in earlier sections,_executive units may be in the
business of articulating interests for more than one reason., Sometimes
they are public advocates because they value very highly their expected
share of the public good for which they are lobbying. Other times, they
emjoy the profeséional rbles and opportunities they may exploit in governmmental
aréﬁéé. Finaily, some enjoy the sense of authority and/or responsibility
that accrues to those who "lead" large groups of people.

Government officials are people who by laﬁ or formal structure are
able to commit some part of the governmental resources‘to a particular
outéome. Théy are motivated to produce outcoﬁes because they are evaluated
by their colleagues and publics by their record of accomplishments. A
favorable evaluation keeps them succ;ssfully employed. An unfavorable
evaluation may leave them fr@strated and unemployed. Despite their moti-
vation, they are often unable to achieve outcomes because the governﬁental
machinery is very difficult to move. Decentralized power imposes large

costs and uncertainties on those who try to move it towards a desired outcome.
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Their shortage of resources necessary to move the machiﬁery leads government
officials to seek the help of ﬁon—goverﬁmental groups. The outcome the
offiéial desires determines in part the capacities ofvthe group to act. The
capacities of the group ﬁo act iﬁ part determines the outcome that an official
seeks and his chances of obtaining it. | |

Chart #3 outlines the Qarious actors we have described and the
various ways they work on one another. Although the chart éppears complex,

it is merely a summary of some of the major categories and hypotheses of the
paper. This chart is the general @odel of non—governmentai involvement in
policy struggles.

Notice that any circle on the chart is'potentiaiiy an equilibrium
position. For example, it is possible sometimes to explaiﬁ the work of
government officiéls in producing governmeptal outcomes simply on the basis
of their professional role within the gévernmental machinery. To some

extent, Mo&els IT and III are primarily conéerned with the small flows described
by I and II iﬁ our flow diagram. Player's stakes and organizational health
are often linked only to the evaluations of other parts of the governmental
machinery. A cycle including flows I, III and IV is the traditional model

of eléctoral, democratic politics. To a great extent these flows are like
thoserf an advocate group with the government official playing the role of
thé executive unit. Officials are motivated to act for the good of their
constituency in the expectation that tﬁey willrbg contihually re—elected. The
cycle with VILI and IX emphasized at the expense of.flows IITI, V and VI define
the expediting interest group. The cycle emphasizing VI and VII define the sr
~stagnant interest group. A cycle including I, III, IIIa, VI and VII defines
~the action of the advocate-type interest grdup. Each of tHese cycles has

some stability and describes some part of our typology.
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Chart #3

Expand Costs of Achieving Outcome
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(One of the interesting potential uses of the chart is to trace
the changes that occur in the way that inferest groups relaté to thg'government.
Aé Soﬁe‘flows increase in strength and others atrophy, the groups will
dramaticallyIChange their nature and future potential.)

From the chart, it is also possible to define the conditioﬁs under
which group influence is likely to be effective in furthering the governmenfal
outéome. Flow I in fact represents a vectér of different costs that must be
absorbed by government officials in producing outcomes. The particuiar costs
that cannot be coveréd by the govermment official must bercovered by the
resources provided byrstreams VIII; ITT, IITla, or II. If, for exampie, a
government official is trying to persuade é colleague that a current issue
ié salient,rhe must be able to demonstrate clearly a large magnitude inb
flows IIIa, or III, TUnless he caﬁ do so, ﬁe will be unable fo persuade
his colleague that action is desirable. Alternatively,‘he may not be able
to demonstrate'through clear arguments thaﬁ his position on a salient issue
is the appropriate one. Unless he is aided by an éppropriate elemenf of
flow VIIT of sufficient magnitude, the government official will not be able
to cover thercosts:necessary for political organization. Thus, the conditions
for effective influence must be that I - (IIIa+VIII)'g IT + I1I, since
T - (IIIa + VIII) repfesents the costs to the individual official required
to produce the outcome, and IT + IITI equals thé beﬁefits'the government
official anticipates from producing the outcome.

de thingsvabout this solution should be noted. First, it is not
always tﬁe case that interest groups are needed.  When I.f;fII + III, the
collective good will be provided without the aid of the.interest group.
Second, these flows represent vectorsbwith many varied and specific variables.

Flow VIII, for example, includes a variety of connections with other professionals,
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and anaiyfic skills as general categories. The particulér outcome may
require a particular subset of ﬁbth,these general cases. Unless the group
matches those neegs at exactly a detailed level, the total cost vector

will not be coVered sufficiéntly. Thus, the success of groups in fulfilling
the conditions for effective influence may be very irregular, and may be’

closely tied to a very restricted policy area‘and/or particular official.

ITI. Dominant Inference Pattern:

If a government performs an action, it was made possible at least
partly by the activities of non-governmental groups. Without different cues
from public representatives that reduced uncertainty, analyéic help that

- guided the governmeht official iﬁ policy choices, or help in creating and
Susfaining necessary coalitions, the parficular governmental action woﬁld not
have occurred.. Tﬁe particular kind of help offered by a particular non-
governmental g;oup had important effects on the ultimate character of the

governmental outcome.

Iv, General Propositions:

1. ’Governﬁgnt officials are interested in pleasing-their clients or
constituencies for a variety of reasons. Because they do not know what their
clients' interests will be, they search for cheap clues aboﬁt the expected
response. Cdnsequently, they are likely to be swayed by dominant voices.

,ﬁominant voices are those that speak from a well organized platfbrm, or
articulate an>intefest that has some potential for mobilizing important

constituencies. )




2. Because government officials must ofﬁen cbnsider more issues
thaﬁ they have time for, they are frequently confused. Despite their con-
fusion,.they must decide. Consequently, they may be radically influénced
by expert opinion or partisan analysis. Consequently, groups that can
~provide them with their own partisan analysis or bring them into contact
with people recognized as experts are likely to be influential.

3. Political entrepreneﬁrship is both risky and expensive. Official
time and resources are short, Consequently, there_is.little sucéessful
aﬁtion until a coalition is nearly complefely established. Consequently,
groups that can rough out successfui coalitions, or reduce the costs and
uncertainty of political organization are likely to be influential.

4. The detailed character ofrgovernmental needs implies that the
influence of groups is likely to bé sharply restricted to some particular
policy area, or control over some particula; official. Both these restrictions
may loosen as a result of experience in.Washington or of iﬁcreased capacity
to mobilize aﬁd control a larger organization.

— 5. Crises and widely perceived évil in the society will increase
the benefits and lower the risks of governmental action. Therefore, groups

that can generate crises or crystallize widespread beliefs and anxieties are

~

likely to be influential.
6. The needs of policy makers are often much different than those
of policy implementers. Consequently, a group that was successful in policy

making circles may be unsuccessful in’efforts to affect policy implementation.
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FOOTNOTES

At this stage "groups'" are defined as any collection of individuals. It includes

collections of people who share at least one common characteristic such as

occupation (e.g., electricians), age (e.g., the youth), or some characteristic

behavior (e.g., rioters, looters) etc. as well as collections of individuals

who have self-conscious, formal ways of relating to one another. Later we

will distinguish these different kinds of groups and illustrate their different |

capacities for intervening in governmental outcomes. i
‘ |

Note that a claim is not being made that the behavior of these non-governmental
groups uniquely determine govermmental outcomes. As is the case with the

other paradigms, this one is explicated because it captures some part of
governmental processes which, if ignored by an analyst, would lead the

analyst to predict incorrectly or inadequately explain an outcome. As is

also the case with the other paradigms, the popular politics paradigm is
sometimes incorrectly used to explain all of a governmmental outcome. For
example, an analyst might conclude that the peculiar shape of the Rent Guidelines
Commission in New York City was uniquely determined by.the collision of un-
organized tenant pressure and the articulate interests of an organized real
estate industry. Though such an argument might capture much of the determin-
ants of the Rent.Guidelines Commission, it would fail to explain the particular
people that were appointed to the commission and the impact of these appoint-
ments on the ultimate behavior of the commission.

Note that it is not being argued that these individual evaluations are
accurate or fair. The fact that they rarely are either accurate or fair does
not often diminish the motivation of govermment officials to act appropriately
in the eyes of a variety of publics. 1In fact, many are made much more anxious
to avoid the smallest hint of 1rrespon51b111ty by the 1naccu*acy of most
estimates.

In Model II terms, these mechanisms would be SOPs.

In effect, becoming a member of the group is a particular kind of transactions
cost, i.e., an expenditure of resources to achieve a position where consump-
tion is possible. As a transactions cost, membership is analytically no
different than the travel costs required to reach Yellowstone National Park.
However, it differs from the travel costs in that the costs are imposed by an
1nst1tut10nal group legally empowered to control rights rather than by some
accidents of nature. '

Groups in a position of providing exclusive collective goods probably show
characteristics that resemble "critical mass hypotheses.' At the beginning,
individuals discount heavily the value of the good because of uncertainty and
the possibility that others will pay and they will still benefit. As an
organization begins to form, the probability of the good being supplied in an
exclusive and reliable way increases. Hence, those that were previously mar-
ginally interested, became actively interested. Each new surge of membership

“makes the next surge more likely until the value of the expected share of the
collective good declines faster than the probability of it being supplied
increases.



