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PREFACE

This book is based on the analysis of data from the Cross-National
Program in Political and Social Change. The Cross-National Program
was a collaborative program of survey studies in seven nations. The
studies dealt with a wide range of questions but focused primarily on
citizen involvement in political life. Other works — some dealing with one
or a few of the nations studied, others more generally comparative —
have appeared. (See the List of Publications of the Cross-National Pro-
gram in Participation.) This work attempts to deal comprehensively with
one aspect of our study across all seven nations: the ways citizens par-
ticipate and the processes that lead them to do so.

The study began over a decade ago as a follow-up to Almond and
Verba’s The Civic Culture. The original goal was to replicate that study
in some other nations. Over the years the present study has evolved in
a somewhat different direction for several reasons. For one thing, we

"decided to build on rather than replicate the earlier study. In this way,

we could take advantage of lessons learned from the earlier work. This
choice involves some loss, since replications are valuable ways of achiev-
ing continuity in research. But the loss is balanced by our ability to move
beyond the previous work. Another source of change in the focus of
the study is its organizational structure. From the beginning, it was
decided that the study ought to be a cooperative one in which research
groups from each of the participating nations would join in research
planning and design. The cooperation would go beyond the design of
the specific instruments to the choice of a general theoretical orientation.
The collaborating groups did join in this process, and the study design
developed in new directions in response to their interest.

The resulting study, nevertheless, deals with many of the themes of
the earlier ‘work: the citizen as participant, the social sources of that
participation, and the values associated with the role of citizen. There
are, however, several new emphases. We are more concerned with
participatory behaviors - in the wide range of ways in which individuals
can participate in politics — than in participatory attitudes. We believe that
participatory behaviors have a more immediate impact on politics and
that they are somewhat easier to measure in a valid and reliable way

x
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across nations. Furthermore, we seek to explain patterns of political
participation in terms of the contemporaneous social and psychological
characteristics of individuals, not in terms of earlier socialization. Lastly,
unlike the approach used in The Civic Culture, our concern here is with
the problems of social and political equality within nations.

The study began as an attempt to use survey techniques in a number
of nations different from the five studied in The Civic Culture, particularly
some Asian and African nations. The original participating nations were:
India, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, and the United States. Two nations had
been in the earlier study, three were new. Over time the set changed
somewhat. The Mexican group withdrew during the planning phase.
(The withdrawal was largely in response to the Project Camelot affair.
Project Camelot was a large-scale planned study of insurgency and social
stability sponsored by the Pentagon. The revelation of this base of
Camelot’s support in Chile had repercussions across many Latin Amer-
ican nations and on many research enterprises having no connection
with it.) In the later stages of the research three additional nations joined
in: Austria, Yugoslavia, and the Netherlands. The result is a quite
heterogeneous set of nations — something that (as we shall try to explain
in Chapter 2) is an important asset to our work.

We remain within the tradition of The Civic Culture in that we use
survey studies to deal with macropolitical problems. We are not primarily
interested in explaining the behavior of the individual citizen but in
understanding the political system and the way in which individual
behavior shapes that system. But despite that macroconcern, our ex-
planatory sights have been set somewhat lower than those of the earlier
work. We do not try to explain why some democracies are stable and
effective whereas others are less so. To answer such a question as that
raised in The Civic Culture required quite a leap from the data on citizen
attitudes and behavior to conclusions about the political system. We want
to explain why the participant population in a society takes the shape it
does — why some groups are overrepresented and others underrepre-
sented — and what the consequences are of the particular composition of
the participant population. Our substantive concern is with the equality
of political access and influence within each of the political systems we
study, not with the overall survival of the political system. As we shall
see, the equality of political access and influence within a political system

is a political phenomenon quite closely tied to the data we have, and

our manipulation of those data allows us to explain differences among
the nations.

Data

The data reported in this volume come from large-scale sample
surveys conducted in each of the participating nations. The surveys took
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place at various times between 1966 'and 1971‘, with the ;z}zlmple 5112;
ranging from 1,775 in Austria to 2,600 in the United States.f . e Csiz;r;}; e
were designed to produce a representative cross section O the . thz
in each nation. Exceptions to national coverage exist 1n t re; od )
nations. In India the sample is limited to four states: An(.ih}"all ra gst(;
Gujarat, Uttar Pradesh, and Wcst.Bengal.. In YugoslaVIa}, ltIIS 1m1}tleCase
four republics: Croatia, Macedonia, Serbia, anc'l Slo've_ma.. n f:acd ase
considerations of cost as well as culturzfl Iand linguistic diversity de .
mined the limitation. In Nigeria, our ongln?xl plan had been for a it;ﬁsy
in each of the four major regions into which Nigeria was then ( k)
divided: the East, Midwest, West, and North: .Du_nng. our ﬁ'e‘llld wf(;r ;
violence broke out in a number of notthern f;ltles. This had h; ee ;cl-
on our sample elsewhere, but made %t 1mp0551ble to cqmple;e td e n?rom
ern field work. We have, therefore, limited our analysis to the data It
northern regions. _ .
thgfgizrfllgis in each naggon were designed with multlpl;: I;)urpos;:iv 1ar;
mind, given the varied interests of the rese:flrchers. T"hqugh the goastud-
national representativeness (or representativeness \‘Nllthll’l tde.alt‘easiewed
ied), we oversampled in certain targc?t_ comn}un1Ues an bm <(3ir\l/ e
local political leaders in these communities. This V(?lume 1sf a}sle a gle};
on the cross-section data. A more complete description of the samp.
is found in Appendix C.

History .

The first initiatives for the research project_toqk place during
a trip by Gabriel A. Almond to a variety of countries 1_n.1_963fduf11;)g:
which he had conversations with scholars about the pqsslbﬂlty of co 2
orative research following up that done for The Civic CuIltlgja In ! ne
spring of 1964 invitations were §ent out to s'cholari fromh n é:;g:ffo}
Nigeria, and Mexico for a meeting to .last six weeks at the . .
Advanced Studies in the Behavioral Sc1ences.at Stanforc!. The mee mg
there was a rather open forum for the discussion of a varlety o}f1 ress;}‘ta).rgct
approaches and topics. Gradually Fhe group con\_/er%led ont c;e . E]1 «“
of the interrelationship between social and economic change and po
Paf;;fépga;?:; worked out an overall sketch of a re§earch demgn,(;)uct[x:)of
precise delineation of what was to be done. One {mpor.tantfpro uEalCh
the meeting was a rather long and cumbersome nterview o}rlmé’untr
group promised to test it on a few dozep respogdents in eacl tc este();
s a means of determining whether the information we were Inter 4
in was, in fact, obtainable. The interview was not a very useful reslfalg
instrument, and very little of it survived into the final field v;zﬁr i”thn
the other hand, it was organizationally useful. It meant that 0 e
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res
aboe:tri}lz groups spent a large part of the next academic year worrying
€ same set of problems and refining their ideas on the subject

the i i

e I:letdcruaal meeting for the development of the project. Durin

s cung, we agreed on a dual-leve] survey design (interviewin §
section sample as well as local leaders) and upon the overall fogus

In the summer of 1966 there was a briefer meeting of the research
g;(:llps at _Upps:ala, Swe.den. This meeting led to the drafting of our
fina questionnaires, which were then sent to each of the participatin

ations. The field work began in the summer of 1966 and Iastecll) untﬁr

7090 to the IBM 360 del i
0t ayed the availability of th
preliminary analysis could bé done at that tirille(? © e so tha enly

Howeve i i
s Car, .rrlluch plannmg pf the analysis was possible and some anal-
ITied out. In addition, several members of the research teams

1 M N
The field work in any single nation took less time.
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take advantage of what had been learned in the first wave of our
research but that would remain comparable to the early research, and
(2) how to adjust a study of political participation for application in a
socialist society where the institutional structures were somewhat differ-
ent.

On the basis of this meeting, a parallel study was conducted in Austria
in the winter of 1969. In addition, the year 1969-70 was used for some
preliminary studies in Yugoslavia and the Netherlands. During that
time, one member of the Yugoslavian group spent six months in Chicago
working on the research design. During the academic year 1970-1, field
work was carried on in Yugoslavia and the Netherlands.

Data analysis has taken place at a variety of sites. The group that
prepared the present volume has analyzed these data at computer cen-
ters at Stanford, the University of Chicago, the University of Alberta,
the University of Leiden, the Max Planck Institute at Garsching, in West
Germany, and the University of Iowa. (If surfers travel the world to
find that perfect wave, and mountain climbers do the same to climb the
unclimbable, cross-national survey researchers, burdened with the im-
mense data files, travel anywhere to find the cheaper computer.) At

these places, data were also analyzed at the request of other national
groups — members of which often joined us at one or another place.

Funding
The first part of the study was funded by the Ford Foundation

and the Carnegie Corporation of New York. The former supported the
field rescarch outside of the United States; the latter supported the
research within the United States. In addition, there were funds supplied
in each of the countries through the local research centers. Though the
major funding for the first wave of studies came from the United States,
the use of the funds in each of the countries was under the control of
the local research team. The data analysis in the United States has been
supported by the National Science Foundation. The Japanese group
and the Indian group have both received funds within their own nations
for data analysis. The director of the Nigerian study — formerly chair-
man of the Sociology Department at the University of Ibadan - now
occupies the Chair of Sociology at Uppsala, where the data analysis is
being supported by Swedish funds.

- The studies in Yugoslavia and the Netherlands are supported by
funds raised in those two countries. The Austrian study was jointly
supported by funds from the Institute of International Studies of the
University of California at Berkeley and the Institute for Empirical
Social Research in Vienna. Thus, over time, the program has moved
toward a more dispersed structure of funding.
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Organization

o The program was, from the beginning, organized around the
principle of maximum possible egalitarian cooperation. Our hope
to h:ftv.e full_y cooperative participation in the research aesign reI;ea‘livcal'?
administration, and research analysis phases. The major ir,ltellectual
problems of Fhe study and the major design of the research instrument
were determined at the series of conferences among the senior researnhS
ers from each of the countries. Within each of the countries, the I ; i
team was ful}y responsible for the conduct of the research.? , o
Cf)mparatlve survey research is a slow and complex buéiness. Coop-
gned and conducted by an international group I1')s
mplex by a factor probably equal to the number of
s (in our case seven). Such a research approach is

slower and more co

: ; @ more equitable approach i i i i
national groups collaborate. T(%le argumI::I;)lt hai1 rsu(zgev;rllic;;’th IC:ng“:IU'
fari research” where the foreign scholar enters to gather somz ’dat SZ;;
the help of local assistants and carries it off home is and sh 31(;" b
largely a thing of the past. ne Showid be
But the main justification for a cooperative style of research is intel-
lectual. Qne major problem in comparative research is how can one d
Systematic comparisons across nations (which involves simplification ang
abstracpon from the specific setting of any particular nation) and at th
same time do justice to the significant special features of each of the
nations bemg' considered (which involves sensitivity to complex cont §
tual factors within each nation). Too much research falls at (I:ne extreex_
or the other: either abstracting a few variables from each countr hl'n}f
may lead o superficial results, or returning to the traditiony’ ‘g tllcl
conﬁguratw'e case study, which leads to noncomparable results e
An orgamzational structure for research that forces scholars Vx;ho have

I ' own societies (knowledge that
éso rrr1lecessat1;31 for meaningful understanding), coupled with the ng;ed to
pare that society with others, leads to a faj

, airly reasonable compromi
between the two polar extremes of research. b *

Our group discussions constantly moved up and down the ladder of

2 .
The Ol.ﬂ?’ exception was the Austrian study that was conducted under the
s;perwsmn of two American researchers who had worked in Austria
(See the Acknowledgments for a list of collaborators.) .
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specificity: We would discuss some general dimension of interest to us
and how we might tap it; one participant would comment, “But that
makes no sense in my country”’; we would discuss the situation in that
country and then attempt to climb up again to our general dimension
armed with some understanding that would allow it to make more sense
in that country. We tried to avoid forcing the individual nations into
categories that had no relevance to their specific situations, but at the
same time we tried to avoid the “in our country it is different” kind of
parochialism.

Our ability to accomplish this was enhanced by our dedication to a
rather flexible research strategy. No attempt was made to have identical
research instruments in each nation; we were interested in functional
not formal equivalence (see Chapter 2). Our goal was to deal with the
same set of theoretical issues and to measure the same set of theoretically
relevant dimensions but, if need be, to measure them somewhat differ-
ently in each case. Furthermore, the research instruments were not
limited to the core of common concerns. In the various nations, addi-
tional sections of the questionnaires were devoted to more specific topics
of interest to the local research team.

Was the enterprise worth it? In particular, has the collaboration paid
off? The answer must be yes and no. In some respects our dream of a
fully cooperative research venture across national boundaries worked
out as we had hoped. The design of the study bears the imprint of the
multiple collaborators. The design was not as neat as one created by a
smaller group would have been, and, at times, the variety of concerns
we carried almost drowned us. But most likely it is a better design than
any that could have been created by one or the other of the national
groups. The comparativist may find that we adjusted too much to
national differences; the specialist on one or the other nations will
certainly find that we have paid insufficient attention to national pecul-
iarities. But one must set the balance between universalism and partic-
ularism somewhere, and we are not unhappy about our choice.

Our cooperative dream, however, has been less completely fulfilled at
the analysis stage. The project involved a quite explicit agreement on
data access. The main principle was that the data from all of the coun-
tries would be fully available to the senior participants in each of the
countries, who would be free to do as they wished with them — with the
requirement that they keep collaborators elsewhere informed. Thus
each of the senior researchers in each of the countries has had, in
principle, full rights to conduct any kind of analysis he wishes of the
data. In fact, however, things do not work out in quite so egalitarian a
manner.

It is easier to express the general principle of equality of access to the
data and equal opportunities for analysis than to put these into actual
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practice. The members of the national groups differ in terms of the
amount of time they have available to them for such activities and in
terms of the computer and other facilities available to them. Itis a rather
empty gesture to provide raw data to collaborators who do not have
access to the computer facilities needed for the analysis of those data.

Our research project made provisions for these problems. Members
of the research teams spent extended periods in the United States
working on the data; the U.S. group provided assistance in organizing
data analyses in the various nations; and we carried out numerous data
analysis requests for the various national groups. The result has been,
we believe, an impressive cross-national research product. Large-scale
works on each of the nations have been produced or are in progress by
the national teams, and a number of collaborative works have been
produced by scholars from the different countries. (A full list is provided
in the list of publications of the Cross-National Program in Participation;
see page 384.) Further national and com
in several of the nations.

But the project never achieved the full cross-national cooperative
result for which we had hoped. In part this was due to problems beyond
our control. National groups differ in the kinds of resources available
to them - computer facilities, time, technical assistance. Attempts to bal-
ance things by international transfers help. But, as most cross-national
researchers know, everything always takes more time and costs more
money. The result is that the imbalance is never fully corrected.

Perhaps we have achieved all that one could realistically have hoped
to achieve. The works produced by our project are large in volume and,
we hope, high in quality as well. And as a glance at the List of Publi-
cations will make clear, the product is cross-national. Yet we would be
less than honest if we did not share our lingering concern that, though
international cooperation may be easier in the social sciences than in
politics, it is not all that easy.

Though our data come from seven nations, this is not a book about
these nations so much as it is a book about some
for which each nation is the setting. This is no
context. As we shall try to demonstrate, certain general social processes
lead to different results within different contexts. The seven nations
provide us with the appropriate variation in context. We do not, how-
€ver, attempt to deal with the nations per se. The result is that no nation
receives adequate coverage in this volume, even from the point of view
of our main concerns with participation and stratification. The choice

-to focus on the general problem was deliberate. F uller considerations of

the individual nations on the basis of these data can be found in some

of the publications listed toward the end of the book.

parative studies are in progress

general social processes
t to say that we ignore
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1
Introduction

Most democratic political systems are, in principle, equalitarian. They
are based on universal suffrage whereby each person has equal influ-
ence. In practice, it does not work that way. There is a wide variation
in the political influence exercised by citizens. One reason for this is that
most — probably all — modern democracies are neither in principle nor
in practice equalitarian when it comes to social and economic matters.
Wide differences exist among individuals in income, educational attain-
ment, and occupational status. Such differences mean that citizens are
differentially endowed with resources that can be used for political
activity and influence. As citizens convert such resources into political
influence, political inequality appears.

The political advantage of those citizens more advantaged in socio-
economic terms is found in all nations, certainly in all those for which
we have data. But there is a great variation across nations in the extent
to which those who have greater socioeconomic resources outparticipate
those having fewer resources. In this book we shall compare a very
heterogeneous set of nations to determine how people attempt to influ-
ence political decisions and what process brings them into political activ-
ity. Our purpose is to describe and explain the variations across nations
in the extent to which socioeconomic stratification is linked to political
participation.

By political participation we refer to those legal acts by private citizens
that are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of
governmental personnel and/or the actions that they take. There are
other definitions of participation, some broader, some narrower (see
Verba and Nie, 1972, pp. 2-3), but this definition is appropriate for our
purposes. We are interested in participation that involves attempts (suc-
cessful or otherwise) to influence the government. Purely ceremonial
participation is outside our sphere of concern though it is very important
in many societies. And we limit ourselves to the use of “regular” legal
political channels. We do not deal with protests, extralegal violence, or
rebellions. We do not deny that these are important ways in which a
citizenry can influence the government. But to deal with these would be
to write a different book. The history of democracy is in large part the

1



Participation and political equality 2

history of the development of regular and legal channels through which
citizens can express their preferences and apply pressure on the gov-
ernment to comply with those preferences. The extent to which such
channels are available, the extent to which they are used, and (the special
concern of our book) the extent to which they are differentially available
and differentially used across social groups are crucial in understanding
the effectiveness of democracy. Nor is such a subject unrelated to the
subject of more intense “out-of-channels” protests; for the use of such
alternative means of political influence often results from the perceived
inadequacy or the unequal availability of more regular channels.

Stratification and potitical participation

Students of society have long debated the relationship among
various stratification hierarchies. For Marx, economic. position as indi-
cated by one’s relation to the means of production represented the
dominant dimension of stratification that determined, in the long run,
all other stratification patterns. Weber, on the other hand, stressed the
distinction among economic, political, and social stratification hierar-
chies. Positions on such hierarchies can vary independently of each
other. One individual or group may be more politically influential than
another but less well off in economic terms. Or an individual or group
may have wealth but less social prestige.

In general, political and socioeconomic stratification hierarchies are
likely to be closely aligned. This is because one’s position on one hier-
archy affects positions on other hierarchies. Wealth is not the same as
political power, but it can (usually) purchase political power as it can
(usually with enough time) purchase social respect. Conversely, political
power can be converted into wealth. Where political and nonpolitical
stratification hierarchies are closely congruent, they mutually support
each other. Those citizens who are wealthier, better educated, or who
come from more prestigious ethnic or racial or linguistic groups will
hold a disproportionate share of political influence. The political strat-
ification system in turn reinforces the socioeconomic one: The econom-
ically and socially better-off dominate politics. Government policy, in
turn, maintains and reinforces the position of those who are better off.

Where, however, the two hierarchies do not reinforce each other —
where they are at least partially independent — the possibility exists that
the political can modify the socioeconomic. This can happen where the
political stratification system is more egalitarian than the socioeconomic
one. Under such conditions, those low on the socioeconomic hierarchies
will have — relatively speaking — better political positions. They can use
such positions to influence governmental policies to change the socio-
economic stratification patterns. Such was the result that many expected
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from political democratization. The universalization of the franchise and
the expansion of the right of workers, peasants, and other disadvantaged
groups to form political movements would create political equality and
in turn provide the opportunity for those less well off in society to press
for redistributive policies. In this process the less-well-off would use
their major political resource, numbers. Their success would be fur-
thered by a disjunction between political and socioeconomic ideologies.
The spread of political rights down the socioeconomic hierarchy has
usually rested on an equalitarian ideology as to the proper distribution
of political rights. Such an equalitarian ideology in the political sphere
has often coexisted with a hierarchical one in the socioeconomic sphere.
In capitalist societies such as the United States, equalitarianism as a
political ideal has gone hand in hand with the legitimacy of hierarchy
in economic terms. In traditionally stratified societies such as India,
political equality as an ideal has coexisted with a relatively rigid social
hierarchy. Equality as a political ideal would legitimate demands for
equality in social and economic terms.

In fact, things have not worked out quite that way. It is difficult to
measure the impact of democratization on redistribution, but the best
available evidence suggests that the impact'is by no means large and
certainly not uniform. There have been a number of cross-national
aggregate data studies of the relationship between the extent of democ-
ratization and welfare expenditures. The studies tend to converge on
the finding that the level of economic development is more important
than the level of democracy in determining the extent of welfare spend-
ing. (See, for instance, Cutright, 1965; Aaron, 1967; Pryor, 1968; Wil-
ensky, 1975; Jackman, 1975; and Adelman and Morris, 1973.) Jackman,
for example, concludes that the extent of democracy in a society —as
measured by the percent voting, the competitiveness of the party system,
the absence of electoral irregularity, and freedom of the press —is bi-
variately related to redistributive policies and economic equality. But
when one adds the level of economic development to the analysis, the
relationship between the political democracy variables and the measures
of economic equality disappears (Jackman, 1975, chap. 4). Similarly,
Wilensky divides societies on the basis of two characteristics: (1) “the
degree to which the mass of citizens participate in decision making, a
continuum from populist to oligarchical” and (2) the “degree to which
the state allows or encourages the voluntary action of numerous alter-
native groups,” a continuum that runs from liberal democracies with
free speech and party competition to totalitarian systems (Wilensky,
1975, p. 21). These two dimensions are quite similar to the two dimen-
sions that Robert Dahl uses to measure the extent of polyarchy, liber-
alization (the extent of legitimate political contestation), and inclusiveness
(the proportion of the population taking part in political life) (Dahl,
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1971, chap. 1). Wilensky finds that welfare spending is largely a function
of per capita GNP and the age distribution of a population. The nature
of the political system contributes almost nothing to the explanation of
the extent of welfare spending (Wilensky, 1971, pp. 22-25). Lastly, one
might cite similar results in the work of Adelman and Morris. Measures
relating to political participation do relate to income equality, but they
rank quite low as explanatory factors for the equality of income distri-
bution across societies (Adelman and Morris, 1973, p. 184).

There is, however, some work in which a relationship between political
characteristics and socioeconomic outcomes appears. Douglas Hibbs
shows a fairly close connection between the nature of the party or parties
that govern a country and macroeconomic policy (Hibbs, 1975, 1976).
As he puts i,

Countries regularly governed by labor-oriented, working-class-based
Social Democratic parties have typically experienced average unem-
ployment levels below the West European, North American median
and average rates of inflation above the West European, North Amer-
ican median. In contrast, nations dominated by business-oriented,
middle-class-based center and right-wing political parties have more
often than not experienced above median unemployment rates and
below median inflation rates [Hibbs, 1976, p. 78]

In addition, he finds that these differences across nations are replicated
longitudinally within nations. Using data from the United States and
Britain, he shows that lower unemployment and higher inflation rates
occur under Democratic and Labour regimes than under Republican
and Conservative regimes respectively. Furthermore, he argues, the
macroeconomic choice between unemployment and inflation has redis-
tributive consequences. Policies that minimize unemployment but pay
less attention to curbing inflation tend to have redistributive results
downward, whereas anti-inflationary policies that allow higher unem-
ployment rates have redistributive effects upward.

Thus if the degree of democratization has little consequence for
redistributive policies, the nature of the party system and the kind of
party in power do. The studies we have been summarizing are based on
highly aggregated cross-national data. Our study based on disaggregated
micropolitical data on individuals forms a link between the two sets of
studies —those that show little relationship between politics and redis-
tributive policies and those that show a relationship. We shall seek an
explanation of the weak link between the extent of democracy and
redistributive policies by considering the way in which socioeconomic
inequality affects the workings of political democracy and, in particular,
the way in which opportunities to take part in democratic political life
are used more effectively by more advantaged groups in society. This
in turn dampens down the potential redistributive impact of democra-
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tization. We shall also consider the question of why there should be a
stronger link between the kind of party in power and redistributive
policies. We shall explore this link by considering the way in which the
pattern of social cleavage in a society and the institutional manifestations
of that cleavage in party competition undercut the propensity for dom-
inant socioeconomic groups to make more effective use of the instru-
ments of democracy.

Democracies have evolved in two ways: by expanding the number of
political rights and the number of people who have the rights. Citizens
come to possess the full panoply of political rights that are needed for
political influence: the right to vote, to form and work for political
parties and organizations, to petition the government, and to stand for
governmental office, as well as the concomitant rights of free speech,
press, and assembly that make the former rights meaningful. In addi-
tion, these rights are universalized so that all citizens possess them
equally. The history of the franchise, for instance, is the history of the
removal of barriers based on economic condition or sex or skill and
often the lowering of the age threshold (Rokkan, 1962 and 1970; Ben-
dix, 1964, chap. 3). The result is a system with wide political rights
equally available to all citizens.

Such political rights, however, represent opportunities available to
individuals. Citizens may or may not choose to take advantage of such
opportunities; they may or may not have the resources to take advantage
of such opportunities. Political rights give disadvantaged groups the
opportunity to use their numbers as a political resource. Numbers,
however, represent an important resource only when the members of
the numerous segments of society take advantage of the rights provided
to an extent equal to the advantage taken by other groups. Numbers
are important when the numerous are there to be counted and when
they are counted with equal weight. Where citizens differ in the extent
to which they take advantage of political opportunities ~ some are active
and some are not, or some of the activists are more active than others —
numbers may play less of a role.

If activity depends on resources and motivation, then the advantage
of numbers may be counterbalanced by the unequal use of participatory
opportunities on the part of those who are better off. As we shall show,
those high on social and economic stratification hierarchies possess
greater resources and motivation to be politically active. They, therefore,
take greater advantage of political participatory opportunities than those
lower on the socioeconomic stratification hierarchy. The messages com-
municated to political leaders through the participatory system will re-
flect the preferences of the advantaged groups. The result is that those

- who are already well off tend to benefit more from governmental

policies because they have greater influence on such policies.
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We begin with the assumption that in all societies motivations and
resources are unequally distributed among individuals. If such individ-
ual differences are the only relevant social and psychological forces
affecting political participation and if participatory rights are universal-
ized, one shall find a situation such as is illustrated in Figure 1-1:
Political activity will be a function of individual motivations and re-
sources. The result will be a participant population coming dispropor-
tionately from those high on the socioeconomic scale. The extent of the
skewing in the participant population would depend on how unequally
motivations and resources were distributed.

The equalization of opportunities for political activity coexists with
inequalities in the use of such opportunities. To achieve equality in the
use of participatory opportunities may involve greater governmental
intervention, intervention that sets a ceiling and/or a floor on political
activity. A ceiling on activity limits the amount of activity for each
individual. Such a ceiling is most usually found in connection with the
vote. Each citizen is allowed one and only one vote, thereby removing
any differences among citizens in their amount of influence over the
electoral outcome. Such a ceiling goes a long way toward equalizing
political participation, but it does not eliminate the possibility that citizens
will differ in their use of the franchise. Turnout is usually related to
socioeconomic status. Thus it may be necessary to place a floor under
political activity as well, to make it compulsory.

Figure 1-2 illustrates what would happen if participation were indeed
equalized by law. If all individuals were required to participate (as in
compulsory voting systems) and if there were a limit on the amount of

Activity rate
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Figure 1-1. Individual effects only.
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their participation (one person, one vote), there would be no relation'spip
between individual motivation and resources and the amount of political
activity. The floor under political activity would raise the activity level of
those low on the resource and motivation scale to a level above that
which they would ordinarily attain, and the ceiling on political activity
would lower the activity rate of those high in motivation and resources.
If one has a system in which the right to vote is universal, all citizens are
limited to a single vote, and all citizens are required to vote, there folll
indeed be legally mandated equality of political activity across all social
groups. .

Figure 1-3 illustrates such a situation with some real data. Galen Irwin
compared the relationship between education and voting turnout in the
Netherlands in two elections: the 1967 parliamentary election under the
system of compulsory voting that was in effect at that tirn.e, and the 1970
election under the system of voluntary voting in effect since 1967. Note
that the two elections compared on Figure 1-3 are similar in two re-
spects: Under each, voting rights were universal and individ}lals only
had one vote. Where they differ is in that there was a floor (i.e., com-
pulsory voting) in 1967; in 1970 the floor had been removed.

Voting turnout, as one might expect, was highe'r under the compul-
sory system. But our interest is in the relationship between socioeco-
nomic resources and turnout. If we use education as a measure of
socioeconomic resources, we see that under voluntary voting the edu-
cation/turnout relationship is moderately strong; under compulsory vot-
ing, turnout is almost equal across educational levels. Cornpul§ory voting
pushes up the political activity of those lower on the educational scale.
If we take the 1970 figures to indicate what turnout would have been
without compulsory voting for various educational levels in 1967, we
can see that compulsory voting increases turnout by 20 to 30 percent
for those low in education but only by 10 percent for those high in
education.!

A comparison of Figures 1-1 and 1-2 makes clear why the rerp(?val
of constraints on participation can have the effect of making participa-
tion more unequal. If there are significant differences in resources apd
motivation, new participatory opportunities can mean more inequality
in participation as those with the resources and motivation use the

! The figure does not illustrate the impact of a ceiling on participation, since
each electoral system was a one-man, one-vote system. But one can
imagine the curve if there were a floor but no ceiling - for example, a
requirement that each citizen contribute some minimum amount to
political campaigns but no limit on how much additional money they could
contribute. All would be above a minimal threshold, but there would be
status-related differences in above-the-minimum contributions.
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opportunities available to them.? The example of legal constraints on
political activity illustrates the two ways such constraints can lead to
equality in activity: Those who would otherwise be inactive (those low
In resources and motivation) can be boosted in their activity or those
who would otherwise be active (those high on that scale) can be reduced
somewhat in their activity. In either case, citizens differ in their rate of
activity from what one would predict on the basis of their individual
resources and motivation.

Legal constraints, however, are not effective equalizing forces. The
attempt to equalize the amount of activity that citizens can engage in by
placing a ceiling fails for two reasons. For one thing, as we have noted,
not all citizens take advantage of rights. Secondly, such limitations work
best in connection with the vote, but voting is only one of many ways in
which citizens exercise political influence. Other modes of activity may
be more effective and, furthermore, are much more flexible in terms of
the amount of activity in which an individual can engage. The size of
campaign contributions, the amount of time spent in political campaign-
ing, the number of letters written or contacts made with political leaders,
the amount of effort given to political groups —all these activities can
vary widely in magnitude.

One can attempt to hold the amount of such citizen activity within
limits: ceilings can be placed on campaign contributions, or such con-
tributions can be prohibited, or they can be made less important by
governmental support for campaigns. Similarly, access to office can be

limited by rules against reelection. Witness recent legislative efforts to

limit campaign contributions in the United States (see Adamany and

_ Agree, 1975) or attempts to limit campaign activities as in the elaborate

Japanese campaign law (Curtis, 1971). Such ceilings, however, are dif-
ficult to enforce and are often observed more in the breach (Curtis,
1971). Furthermore, such restrictions can quickly run up against guar-
antees of free speech and freedom to organize politically. The U.S.
Supreme Court recently upheld limitations on contributions to candi-

* Studies of participation in industry have shown this to be the case. An
increase in participation within the firm is often accompanied by an
increase in the power differential across members of the firm. Mauk
Mulder links this to the possession of expertise, one of the political
resources in our scheme. “When there are relatively large differences in
the expert power of members of a system, an increase in participation will
increase the power differences between members. . . . The introduction of
greater participation provides the more powerful with an opportunity to
exercise their influence over the less powerful, and thereby make their
greater power a reality” (Mulder, 1971, p- 34). See also Marrow, Barrows,
and Seashore (1968), and, on the Yugoslavian workers’ councils, see Kolaja
(1965) as well as Chapter 11 in this book.
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dates, at the same time when it allowed individuals to spend unlimited
funds in direct support of a candidate. The possible inconsistency be-
tween the two rulings illustrates both the difficulty in drawing clear
boundaries around political activity and the fact that too strict limitations
seriously undercut other democratic rights.

Let us take another example: A policy that limited the amount of
political knowledge a citizen could acquire or that restricted the right of
an individual to be as convincing and articulate as possible in expressing
his or her preferences to a political leader would hardly be consistent
with democratic rights. Yet knowledge and articulateness are important
determinants of effective political activity. Furthermore, they are by no
means equally distributed across socioeconomic groups in the citizenry.

The effective application of a floor on political activity is even more
difficult, especially for activity beyond the vote. Meaningful political
participation inevitably is voluntary; at least it is difficult to imagine
compulsory letter writing or compulsory local organizational involve-
ment consistent with our notion of democratic participation. (In fact,
our definition excludes involuntary acts from the rubric of participation.)
And, if activity is voluntary, some will be active and others will not. In
short, legal arrangements cannot guarantee equality of political activity;
inequality of political activity (and in turn political influence) is likely to
exist in all democratic societies.

There are, however, other forces that affect political activity and that
can in turn affect the extent to which participation is equally distributed
across individuals and groups. Such forces emerge from the structure
of political competition and conflict in society. To understand the kinds
of forces we have in mind, one must understand a distinction we make
between individual-based inequalities in participation and group-based
inequalities. This distinction can be applied to the process by which
people come to be political activists and to the results of that process.
Let us consider the individual-group distinction from the perspective
of results first.

One may find differences in political activity among individual citizens
but differences that are randomly distributed across the major social
groupings in a society. Some individuals are more active than others,
but average activity rates across significant social categories may be the
same: members of one religion as active as members of others; farmers
as active as workers or managers; men as active as women; rich as active
as poor; and so on. Political inequality takes on a different meaning,
however, when there are systematic differences in political activity across
significant a social groups. What makes a social category “significant” is
something we shall deal with at some length later. But for the moment
suffice it to refer to any social category whose members would differ
from members of other social categories in terms of preferences for
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governmental policy. If adherents of different religions differ in policy
preferences, religion is a significant social category; if not, not. If there
are differences in policy preferences between rich and poor, that be-
comes a significant category.

The group-individual distinction also applies to the processes by
which people are mobilized to political activity. An individual-based
process of political mobilization depends on individual motivation and
resources; a group-based process depends on group-based motivation
and resources. Let us consider individual motivation and resources first
and then group-based motivation and resources.

The most important characteristic of individual motivations is that
they do not involve preferences for policies beneficial to some group of
which one is a member. They are “issue-neutral” motivations. Such
issue-neutral motivations include a belief in one’s political efficacy, gen-
eral interest or involvement in public affairs, and a sense of obligation
to be a political activist. Each of these “civic attitudes” increases the
likelihood of political activity.® In addition, individuals may be motivated
to become politically active because of specific personal problems or
grievances with which they want the government to deal. This motivation
as well involves no group affiliation. The resources associated with this
individual-based process of political mobilization are held by the indi-
vidual as individual. These include resources such as money or other
material resources, time, prestige, and political skill.

The motivations and resources associated with the individual-based
process of political mobilization are more likely to be possessed by
individuals of upper status. Education provides such issue-neutral mo-
tivation as efficacy, interest, and a sense of obligation to be active.*
Education, wealth, and high-status occupation — the usual components
of upper status — provide the resources that individuals can convert into
political activity. If an individual-based mobilization process is operating,
upper-status citizens will form a disproportionate amount of the activist
population.

The motivations and resources associated with the group-based mo-
 bilization process are somewhat different. Motivation comes from a
preference for policies relevant to a social category of which one is a
member. This implies consciousness of one’s membership in such a

social category and of the way government impinges on or could benefit

# This is not to imply that the result of such issue-neutral motivation is not
some benefit for a group, nor that those with such issue-neutral
motivations may not at the same time have preferences for policies to aid
some group of which they are members. As we shall point out, issue-
neutral motivations are far from issue neutral in their consequences.

* One exception is personal grievance, which is as likely to be found at all
socioeconomic levels. (See Verba, 1978.)
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the group. Group-based political mobilization can be based on economic
position, race, ethnicity, language, region, religion, or other factors.
What counts is that the motivation to be politically active derives from
membership in a particular social group. The resource that is relevant
to the group-based mobilization process is organization. The more or-
ganized a social category is —into an association or a political party —the
more capable is it of taking effective part in political life.

The distinction between individual- and group-based motivation may
be better understood if we make a small diversion and address our
attention to some findings in the small group experimental literature
(where similar sets of forces have been noted). Give a group a task to
perform for which the relevant criteria for task performance are un-
certain, and those group members with higher status outside of the
group (higher education, higher-status occupations) will be more active
in trying to perform the task. In the absence of more specific cues as to
what is relevant for the task at hand, the more general status and skills
associated with education and higher occupational position leads those
who have those attributes to volunteer their participation, and leads the
others in the group who do not have those attributes to acquiesce to the
leading role of the higher-status participants. What is crucial is the
absence of cues as to what is relevant to the task at hand (Berger,
Zelditch, and Anderson, 1966).

Let us give the situation a bit more political content, but keep it within

the realm of the group experiment. Imagine an experimental group set
up to discuss and recommend solutions to a simulated set of urban
problems. Put a group of white Americans together to discuss the prob-
lem, and in all likelihood the more educated and higher-status members
of the group will take the lead in the group discussion —even if they
have no specific competence in relation to the problem nor any partic-
ular policy preferences. They will have general skill in discussion and
perhaps feel an obligation to keep the discussion going. But mix the
group racially, and it is likely that the black members of the group —
even if they are the less well educated members —will not defer to
whites of higher socioeconomic level. The additional cue of race will
cause the blacks to participate beyond that which one would expect from
white group members of similar status. The blacks will have —and be
aware of having — policy preferences relevant to their identification as
blacks.

We have not conducted such an experiment. But we think we are
correct in our prediction of the difference between racially unmixed
groups that are socioeconomically heterogeneous and racially mixed
groups similarly heterogeneous in socioeconomic terms. Our analysis of
changes in group participation rates over the past two decades in the
United States is consistent with our argument. We found a striking
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change in the black/white gap in political activity. In the early 1950s,
black Americans were much less politically active than whites. By the
mid-1960s, they had closed that gap and were roughly as active as
whites. For contrast, we traced the gap in participation between whites
with less than a high school education and college-educated whites.
During the same period, the gap remains constant (Verba and Nie,
1972, chaps. 10 and 14). Our explanation is simply that during the
1950s and 1960s American blacks developed a sense of race conscious-
ness that acted as a group-based motivation. This motivation led them
to increase their political activity rather than leave political initiatives to
the more affluent and better educated. (See also Aberbach and Walker,
1973.) There is evidence that blacks increased their group-based re-
sources at the same time. During the period in question, the number of
black political and community organizations rose precipitously (Miller,
1977).

Group motivation and group resources can vary independently of
each other. The members of a social category may have a high level of
group-based motivation but be unorganized. Or a well-organized cate-
gory may have no strongly felt sense of political motivation. The two

_are likely to go together, however. Groups with a consciousness of

common purpose are more likely to form organizations; organizations
are likely to try to generate and maintain a sense of common purpose
among their members. Where the two go together, one would expect
the greatest amount of group-based political mobilization. The well-
organized group whose members are motivated to take part in political
life because of interests they want to further is likely to be a group with
a-particularly high level of political activity. In some cases, group moti-
vations may result in organizations that survive after the motivations
have declined somewhat. Lipset and Rokkan suggest that this has been
the case with many political parties. When formed, they reflect the
political cleavages that are relevant, but they may survive and “freeze”
those cleavages even after they have become less salient. In such a case,
the organization can still mobilize individuals to political activity even if
the individuals no longer share the particular concerns that led to the
formation of the group in the first place (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967).
Certain social characteristics can function both within the individual-
based process of political mobilization and the group-based process;
examples are characteristics of social status such as education or wealth
or occupational level. On the individual level, as we have pointed out,
such social-status characteristics provide issue-neutral motivation and
individual resources. for political activity. On a group level, such socio-
economic characteristics can be the basis for group interest and/or or-
ganization. Thus individuals at a particular income level (the wealthy,
the poor, or the “squeezed” middle class) or people with common edu-
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cational attainment (the college-educated, those who have been educa-
tionally deprived, or people with particular technical skills) might enter
politics in order to further the interests of those particular groups. The
socioeconomic characteristics work differently in the two processes. In-
sofar as they affect the political activity of people through an individual-
based process, they work only in one direction: They increase dispro-
portionately the activity of those in the upper reaches of the socioeco-
nomic scale. When socioeconomic characteristics operate through a
group-based process, they can affect the political activity of people at
any level of the socioeconomic scale, depending on which groups —the
wealthy or the poor, the well-educated or the less-well-educated — de-
velop consciousness of common interests and/or organization.

How are group- and individual-based processes related to group- and
individual-based results? A group-based process leads to a group-based
result. If particular groups with particular policy preferences are mo-
bilized as groups, the result inevitably is that the participant population
consists disproportionately of individuals from such groups. In contrast,
an individual-based process of mobilization to participation does not
necessarily lead to an individual-based result in terms of the participant
population. Even if people are mobilized to politics on the basis of issue-
neutral motivations and individual resources, there will still be systematic
differences across important social categories in political activity. The
reason is that individual resources and issue-neutral motivation are not
distributed at random across social groups. Those with higher socioec-
onomic status are more likely to be well endowed with the requisite
individual resources and motivation. The result of the individual-based
process, therefore, is the disproportionate participation of upper-status
groups in politics. Insofar as upper-status citizens have distinctive policy
preferences, these will receive greater representation. The result is sim-
ilar to what would occur if upper-status citizens were mobilized on a
group basis rather than an individual one.

There is, our discussion suggests, an interesting asymmetry between
the processes by which upper-status and lower-status citizens become
politically active. It does not require any explicit group-based process of
mobilization for upper-status citizens to take a disproportionate role in
political life. Political mobilization can take place on an individual level.
The process is implicit and not easily recognized. (Upper-status people
can also, of course, be mobilized on a group basis.) Lower-status groups,
in contrast, need a group-based process of political mobilization if they
are to catch up to the upper-status groups in terms of political activity.
"They need a self-conscious ideology as motivation and need organization
as a resource. The processes that bring them to political activity are
more explicit and easily recognized. They are more likely to involve
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explicit conflict with other groups. Our argument is consistent wit'h
Michels’s contention that organization — and we might add ideology —1is
the weapon of the weak. g

In a previous book (Verba and Nie, 1972) the process of political
mobilization in the United States was analyzed from this perspective. It
was concluded that processes in the United States tended to be individual
ones, resulting in a disproportion of upper-status individuals i.n the
participant population. Group-based processes —with the exceptlon.olf
those associated with black Americans ~tended to increase the partici-
pation disparity between haves and have-nots, largely because upper-
status individuals in America also have more group-based resources and
motivation. '

In the present book we expand the analysis into a comparative context
so as to observe variations in the group-based processes of political
mobilization. As we illustrated, the legal constraints — a ceiling or floor —
on political activity can modify the positive relationship between socfio—
economic level and political activity. Group-based political mobilization
can do so as well. How the shape of that relationship changes depends
on which groups in society are motivated to be active and have the
relevant resources. If a group whose members would otherwise be low
in individual motivation and resources has high group motivation and
is highly organized (and if other groups higher on the individu_al mo-
tivation and resource scale are not equally motivated and organized as
groups), the situation might resemble that in Figure 1-4. The group
forces would boost up the activity rates of those with least motivation

Activity rate

Group forces

Individual motivation and resources

Figure 1-4. Group motivation and resources equalizing activity.
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and resources on the individual level, and participation would be more
equal. We shall show how this happens in societies where those low on

the stratification scale are well organized.
On the other hand, group motivation and resources might be found

among those citizens who already have substantial individual motivation
and resources. In that case, the situation would look like that in Figure
1-5. Inequality in participation would be greater because of the rein-
forcing effects of individual and group forces. An example is the im-

Group forces

Activity rate

Individual motivation and resources

Figure 1-5. Group motivation and resources making activity less
equal by reinforcing individual differences.

Activity rate

Group forces

Individual \notivation and resources

Figure 1-6. Group motivation and resources counterbalancing and
overwhelming individual forces.
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portance of a free-enterprise ideology and affiliation with the Republi-
can Party that we found to be an important source of campaign
mobilization for upper-status groups in the United States (Verba and
Nie, p. 227).

Another example is provided by Figure 1-6. Group motivation and
resources might so counterbalance the individual forces that they would
create a new inequality. Citizens who would as individuals not be likely
to be politically active might, through their group membership, become
so politically active that they would outparticipate those whose individual
motivations and resources would ordinarily make them the leading
participants.
The conclusion is that group forces have the potential of reducing
the kind of inequality illustrated in Figure 1-1, where those best en-
dowed as individuals with motivations and resources are the most active.
Figure 14 illustrates such an equalizing force. But group forces can
replace inequality based on individual forces with another inequality as
ilustrated in Figure 1-6. Or group forces may reinforce the individual
forces as in Figure 1-5.

One additional way participatory equalization can be achieved ought
to be mentioned. Where one or another social category is well organized,
the activity of its members will be boosted up above the rate that the
individual characteristics of the members would predict. If much of the
political activity in a society is based on group forces, those citizens who
are not members of organized social categories are unlikely to be pol-
itically active even if they have individual motivations and resources.
Lacking the requisite organizational base, they may withdraw from pol-
ical life. This type of equalization is illustrated in Figure 1-7. This
tuation is, as we shall see, not uncommon where elections are domi-
nated by a mass-based party. Upper-status people may withdraw from

at political arena.

Overview of this book

The argument

Our main goal is to explain differences across nations in the
egree to which the participant population is representative of the
opulation as a whole. As we shall see, there are substantial differences
cross nations in this respect, differences in the social characteristics in
hich the participant population deviates and differences in the extent
that deviation. We shall look most closely at the degree to which the
ticipant population is representative in socioeconomic terms, but shall
onsider other social characteristics as well.

he book attempts to solve a puzzle posed at the end of a previous
ok, Participation in America (Verba and Nie, 1972). In that book we
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Withdrawal due
to absence of
group motivation
and resources

Activity rate

Individual motivation and resources

Figure 1-7. Absence of group motivation and resources causing
upper-status citizens to withdraw from politics.

showed the close connection between socioeconomic status and political
activity in the United States. We ended it with data on the correlation
between socioeconomic status and a scale of political activity. The data
were from the countries studied in the Civic Culture study and from our
more recent cross-national studies. They showed that the socioeconomic
status/political participation correlation was larger in the United States
than in any developed democracy for which we had data and was
matched only by the data from India and Yugoslavia. The figures for
Austria, Japan, and the Netherlands were much lower. (These data are
in Table 4-1.) Why should there be this variation in the relation between
status and activity? And why should three nations as different as the
United States, India, and Yugoslavia appear so similar in this respect?
We posed that problem at the end of Participation in America. In this
book we attempt to solve the problem.

Our explanation of the differences and similarities in the correlation
between political activity and socioeconomic status lies in the juxtaposi-
tion of individual- and group-based mobilization processes. Our argu-
ment begins with the assumption that everything else being equal, those
individuals who possess greater motivation and resources for political
activity will be more active. If individual forces are the only ones oper-
ating, one will find much similarity across nations, with those who have
such resources and motivation (the wealthier and better-educated mem-
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bers of the society) outparticipating those less-well-endowed in these
respects.

However, all else is not equal. In particular, group-based forces differ
from nation to nation. These differences are reflected in the pattern of
cleavage in societies and in the way in which such cleavages are institu-
tionalized in parties and organizations. Societies differ in the extent to
which parties and voluntary organizations are tied to any particular
population groups and, if they have such ties, in the particular groups
to which they are tied. Group-based forces embodied in institutions such
as parties and organizations can modify the participation pattern that
one would have if only individual forces were operating. They do this
by mobilizing some individuals to political activity over and above the
level one would expect on the basis of their individual resources and
motivation or by inhibiting the activity of others to a level below that
which one would expect on the basis of their individual resources. The
way in which institutional constraints on participation modify individual
propensities to be politically active takes us a long way in explaining
differences across nations in the representativeness of the participant
population.

In short, we shall begin by demonstrating that individual motivation
and resources give a participatory advantage to some in the society. We

shall then show how this advantage can be modified by the way in which

institutions such as parties and organizations mobilize individuals to
political activity. The result of such institutional effects in terms of the
composition of the activist population depends upon which groups are
affected by institutional forces. And this, as we shall show, depends on
the pattern of group affiliation with institutions. The description is
probably too schematic. We shall now spell it out more fully.

The nations

The seven nations to which we shall apply our model of the
forces that shape the participant population are quite a heterogeneous
set: Austria, India, Japan, the Netherlands, Nigeria, the United States,
and Yugoslavia. In Chapter 2 we shall discuss the criteria for this selec-

tion more fully. But for our introductory purposes it suffices to mention

the ways in which they are similar and different that are relevant to the
model we are testing. The nations are similar in providing whatever
opportunities to participate that they do provide on a universal basis.
This gives us the opportunity to observe what kind of person takes
advantage of these opportunities. On the other hand, the nations differ
in the kinds of group-based forces that exist. This allows us to test our
model of the effects of varying configurations of such forces.

The societies we study vary in the extent to which they provide the
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full panoply of political rights. Four of the nations, Austria, Japan, the
Netherlands, and the United States, provide the full array of such
rights — the right to vote in meaningful elections, the right to form and
join political associations, the right to petition the government, coupled
with the auxiliary rights of free speech, a free press, and free assembly.
In India, the central government has from time to time suspended
certain rights in states it considers troubled; and in 1975 it suspended
most democratic rights. At the time of our field work in 1966-67,
however, India could certainly be listed with the preceding four nations.
Unlike the case in India, our field work in Nigeria took place in the
summer of 1966, shortly after the suspension of political rights by a
military regime. Our questions, however, were about political activities
prior to this suspension. (The particular timing of the Nigerian study
poses serious problems for the analysis of those data to which we shall
soon allude.)

The situation in Yugoslavia is somewhat more complicated, since it is
a “democracy of a different sort.” The franchise is universalized, and
there are often contests for particular elective positions. But organized
opposition via competing parties is barred. Speech and publication crit-
ical of the government is allowed, though only up to a point. (There
appeared to be more political openness when our study was conducted,
in 1971, than more recently.) On the other hand, the Yugoslavian system
provides alternative institutions —local councils, workers’ councils, and
the like — that foster high rates of citizen participation. We shall, in our
analysis, take account of these variations among the nations.

But what is crucial for our analysis is that all of these nations provide
whatever rights they do provide on a universal basis — to all adult citizens
with no sex, income, occupational, racial, ethnic, religious, or other
limitations. If there are differences in the extent to which these rights
are used, the source of the difference lies outside of the legal require-
ments.?

The framework of universal political rights allows us to observe vari-
ations in who takes advantage of these rights. We can observe how
individual-based processes (which we believe to be uniform from society
to society) and group-based forces (which we shall demonstrate are
varied across these societies) shape the participant population. We begin
our analysis with a pan-cultural generalization: All else being equal,
those individuals with more resources and motivation will be more active.
This generalization, as we shall try to demonstrate, holds across the
heterogeneous set of nations with which we deal. Though this sociol-

% One qualification ~ that does not affect our overall argument —is the
limitation of the availability of certain self-management institutions in
Yugoslavia to those in certain sectors of the economy. See Chapter 11.
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ogical generalization holds uniformly across nations, the result is differ-
ent from nation to nation due to the “interference” of the particular
patterns of cleavage and the way cleavage has been institutionalized.
These patterns differ from nation to nation due to the particularities of
political development in each. Thus similar sociological processes lead
to different results because they are channeled through different insti-
tutions.

Participation and development: a note

The relationship among participation, socioeconomic stratifica-
tion, and equality is analyzed in this book using data from relatively
more and less developed societies. The problems of participation differ
between the two types of society. In developing nations the problem is
often posed as one of development or mobilization; in more developed
nations the problem is more directly one of equity.® In the less developed
nations, the problem of participation involves the mobilization of apol-
itical parochials to active citizens. This political mobilization is the result
of a number of forces. Changes in the social structure increase the
numbers who are literate and educated. The development of the econ-
omy increases the numbers who are employed in more modern settings;
the factory, according to Inkeles (1969), can substitute for formal edu-
cation as a school for citizenship. These changes provide the motivation
and resources for political development on the part of individuals; they
become aware of the wider world of politics, learn norms of citizen
participation, and develop the cognitive skills needed for political activity.
In addition to these changes in the social situation of individuals and in
their psychological predispositions toward political involvement, political
institutions affect the political involvement of citizens. Universal suffrage
and mass election campaigns open participatory opportunities. The exis-
tence of such elections — where they represent meaningful contests —
leads political parties to try to mobilize citizen activity. The result is both
_ psychological mobilization (people become more aware of and involved
in political life) and behavioral mobilization (they take a more active
_ political role).
In more developed societies the problem of participation is more one
of equality than of mobilization. Where education has been widespread
_and literacy universal, where political parties are well established and
_ electoral politics well institutionalized, the problem is less one of mobi-
lizing an apolitical mass to political life. Rather, it is one of the unequal
access to and unequal use of political opportunities.

¢ Apter (1971) makes this a central distinction in kis work on choice and
allocation.
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Our analysis is relevant to each of these sets of issues: the mobilization
of apoliticals in developing societies and the equality of political activity
in developed societies. However, we have blended both of these concerns
together in our analysis, for we believe that they are related to each
other. In developing nations the problem is only in part the mobilization
of citizens to new forms of political life. We consider a wide range of
activities — participation in national elections and campaigns as well as
activity within the local community. The mobilization model is more
appropriate for the former than the latter. For activities within the local
community — activities in which the individual relates to his or her gov-
ernment on more narrow, parochial matters — the mobilization model
is less relevant. Such activity appears to be widespread among groups
not mobilized to politics in the broader sense, nor is its incidence clearly
related to those forces — education, awareness of politics in the broader
sense — that explain the mobilization of citizens to take part in national
elections. (See Verba, 1978.) For these activities, however, the question
of equality can be raised even if the mobilization model is of little use.

More important, the mobilization model as applied to those broader
political activities for which it is explanatory, also has implications for
equality. As we have indicated, economic development may increase the
degree of inequity in societies as social groups take differential advantage
of developmental opportunities. The same holds true for political mo-
bilization. Citizens are reached unequally by mobilization forces, nor do
all take equal advantage of mobilizational opportunities. Indeed, it is at
this point that the concerns for mobilization in developing societies and
equality in developed societies converge, because just those changes that
produce political mobilization (the spread of education, the movement
of individuals into occupations in the industrial sector and up the oc-
cupational hierarchy within that sector) become the bases for social
stratification in the developed society. By looking at mobilization pro-
cesses in terms of their stratification implications, we can fruitfully com-
pare the processes by which citizens come to be active in less developed
and more developed societies.

2
Comparing participatory systems

The strategy of inquiry

No single method is appropriate for all research questions. Our
particular research concern is one for which large-scale survey research
appeared particularly, though not exclusively, appropriate. As we have
pointed out in the previous chapter, and as we shall explicate more fully
in this one, we are concerned with the processes that lead to participation
in a society. The analysis begins with a consideration of the process by
which individual citizens come to be political activists. However, the goal
of this analysis is the explanation of macropolitical phenomena. Our
dependent variable is the shape of the participant population; more
specifically, we are interested in characteristics of the participant popu-
lation such as the participation disparity (the difference in activity rates)
among different groups or the degree to which particular social groups
are over- or underrepresented. Thus we need information about indi-
viduals that can be systematically aggregated to provide us data on the
sub-groups within each of the nations. Sample surveys serve the purpose
quite well.

The surveys we have conducted are cross-national. This is also relevant
to- our research concern. A single-nation study provides a sample of
individuals, certainly large enough to allow generalization. But the gen-
eralization will be about individuals. We want to generalize about “par-
ticipatory systems,” and need more than one such system to compare.
Our concerns are macropolitical, and we need macrounits to compare.

Much of our analysis deals with the individual as individual —the
usual case in survey research. We are concerned with the individual
characteristics of our respondents that are associated with political activ-
ity ~ their soctal backgrounds, their resources for political activity, their
attitudes toward such activity. We move from these individual-level anal-
yses to the macrolevel in several ways. For one thing, the sum of indi-
vidual decisions about participation is a social outcome ~—that is, the
_ individual decisions result in a participant population with a particular
composition in demographic terms. The relation between individual
_ demographic or attitudinal characteristics and political activity on the
_ individual level will determine in part the extent to which and the way
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