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1. Introduction
The Problem

This article is meant as a contribution to a field of social science in which rela-
tively little theoretical or empirical research has been done: namely the problem
of organizational formation, and in particular the establishment of political par-
ties and interest organizations.* The restricted aim is to develop an analytical
framework, by means of which we can study the formation of mass political or-
ganizations. The reason for concentrating on political organizations in particular,
rather than mass organizations in general, arises from our previous individual
research on trade unions and political parties. In our studies of trade union and
party support, we have both experienced the need for more detailed analysis of
the processes associated with how such organizations were formed. It is, of course,
to be hoped that our propositions about the analysis of political organizations
prove also to be of value in the study of organizational formation in general.
But we, and the reader, ought to be aware of the limitations implied in this
approach. What may be of importance for the study of political organizations,
may perhaps be insignificant in the analysis of, say, sports organizations. Further,
we have drawn on examples from party and union formation in some European
countries and the USA. This geographical limitation also implies that our proposi-
tions may be valid only within a limited time span, that is the period from the
early nineteenth century and onwards. In the USA the first party system emerged
in the 1790s, while parties and unions in Europe appeared mostly in the last part
of the nineteenth century. For a study of party and union formation in present
day developing countries there may be totally different factors at work.

The study of the formation of organizations can hardly be considered a disci-
pline in its own right. It is therefore necessary in elaborating the analytical frame-
work to draw upon the resources of a wide range of research fields: organization

* We should like to thank Derek Urwin, Johan P. Olsen, and Mogens N. Pedersen for valu-
able comments on the manuscript.

93



The Formation of Mass Political
Organizations: An Analytical
Framework

KIJELL A. ELIASSEN ;
University of Aarhus

LARS SVAASAND
University of Bergen

1. Introduction
The Problem

This article is meant as a contribution to a field of social science in which rela-
tively little theoretical or empirical research has been done: namely the problem
of organizational formation, and in particular the establishment of political par-
ties and interest organizations.* The restricted aim is to develop an analytical
framework, by means of which we can study the formation of mass political or-
ganizations. The reason for concentrating on political organizations in particular,
rather than mass organizations in general, arises from our previous individual
research on trade unions and political parties. In our studies of trade union and
party support, we have both experienced the need for more detailed analysis of
the processes associated with how such organizations were formed. It is, of course,
to be hoped that our propositions about the analysis of political organizations
prove also to be of value in the study of organizational formation in general.
But we, and the reader, ought to be aware of the limitations implied in this
approach. What may be of importance for the study of political organizations,
may perhaps be insignificant in the analysis of, say, sports organizations. Further,
we have drawn on examples from party and union formation in some European
countries and the USA. This geographical limitation also implies that our proposi-
tions may be valid only within a limited time span, that is the period from the
early nineteenth century and onwards. In the USA the first party system emerged
in the 1790s, while parties and unions in Europe appeared mostly in the last part
of the nineteenth century. For a study of party and union formation in present
day developing countries there may be totally different factors at work.

The study of the formation of organizations can hardly be considered a disci-
pline in its own right. It is therefore necessary in elaborating the analytical frame-
work to draw upon the resources of a wide range of research fields: organization

* We should like to thank Derek Urwin, Johan P. Olsen, and Mogens N. Pedersen for valu-
able comments on the manuscript.

93



theory, developmental studies, history, political science literature on parties and
trade unions, the sociology of social movements. There exists in political science
a vast literature on political parties. These studies are fairly rich in describing the
phases of development and also the kinds of parties that develop, but offer little
in the way of the analysis of conditions for organizational formation as such.!
In addition, there exist numerous detailed historical investigations of party and
interest organizations, but without a social science perspective, and with very few
attempts to develop any hypotheses or theoretical implications. Our work has
been complicated by both these and two other facts: the minimal interest that
organization theory has shown in the problems of organization formation, and
the nearly total negligence of political parties and trade unions as research topics
within the field of organizational studies.?> However, some investigations of
organizational formation and development have been undertaken within the
discipline of organizational theory, in particular with reference to business firms
and voluntary organizations.® In the next section we shall focus upon some of the
main theoretical considerations in these studies.

The electoral and organizational invelvement of new groups of the population
in political life have been of central concern to most authors in the field of nation-
building and political development. However, this literature has two important
limitations for our main concern in this article. First, most of these studies have
focused upon the electoral part of the mobilization syndrome as their dependent
variable. Far less attention has been paid to other channels of citizen influence,
such as organizational membership and activity and recruitment to electoral
bodies. Second, the independent variables included in most of the studies relate
mainly to socio-economic conditions which can easily be quantified. The structu-
ral conditions for mass mobilization and organizational development have been
included in the analysis only in a few cases.*

In this article we shall attempt to integrate into a coherent framework some of
the points of view put forward by different studies. In so doing we shall draw on
specific research findings from history and political science on mass political or-
ganizations, and sce whether we can derive more general propositions about the
formation and development of mass organizations.

The emergence of mass organizations is an important aspect of the general
process of political development and has implications for the building of states
and nations. It is therefore natural to relate organizational formation to macro-
theories on nation-building and political development.

Parties and unions are organizations. As such they ought to be analysed by the
tools of organization theory, Where this is possible we will try to apply these tools
to our objects.

The end result, we hope, will be some kind of an analytical scheme, by means
of which one could conduct an empirical investigation into the problem of
organizational formation and development. We do not intend here to apply this
scheme empirically in a detailed analysis, but later we hope to apply it to an
investigation of the formation of political parties and interest organizations in
Norway and Denmark. However, we hope to be able to illustrate our ideas by
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means of concrete examples drawn from the historical development of such mass
political associations in some European countries. Our paper is a point of depar-
ture for a discussion of these problems, and the scheme may need adjustments,
additions, and reformulation before it can be applied in an empirical research
project,

The Focus and Design of the Study

While our concern is mainly with trade unions and political parties, we are aware
of the fact that other kinds of political organizations exist. Moreover, an organi-
zation considered non-political at one point in time may be considered political
at another point in time. This is also true for organizations across countries.
Sports organizations in Finland to a large extent follow class lines and thus could
be considered political organizations. In Norway the same type of organization
to a certain degree followed similar lines in the 1930s, and thus would qualify as
a type of political organization; their character is now clearly non-political, how-
ever,S

Because of the high degree of comparability of parties and unions across time
and space we are better able to develop a theoretical scheme for the formation of
mass organizations than by considering every possible type of political organiza-
tion. Furthermore, these organizations will in general have similar functions of
political mobilization and interest articulation. Some of our readers may object
to this limitation of types of organizations. It may very well be argued that the
same type of factors influencing the formation of political organization will be
at work when other organizations are being considered. However, our interest is
in adding to our understanding of the emergence of political organizations, and
by limiting ourselves to this type we hope to increase the degree of precision of
the model.

The geo-political limitation may also contribute to a precision of the frame-
work. OQur emphasis on the European countries is due to two reasons. First, there
is an empirical question. We are simply not so well acquainted with political systems
outside Europe as to include other countries in our analysis. Second, there is a
methodological reason. Both in the field of modernization studies and in com-
parative politics the value of global models has been questioned; instead it has
been argued that attempts to develop region-specific models and to focus on
highly comparable political systems will be more profitable.®

In the second section of the article we outline the main dimensions along which
we propose to study organizational formation. This is followed by three sections
dealing with more detailed analyses of sources of variation in the different
dimensions. The article addresses itself to the problem of organizational forma-
tion, but most students of the subject will probably be equally interested in the
process of organizational development, A full exploration of this problem would
require a separate book-length study. However, we try to summarize schemat-
ically some developmental issues which confront the organizations once the for-
mation phase is concluded. This is done in the concluding section.
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2. The Main Dimensions of Analysis
Elements of Organizational Structure

We are dealing with organizational formation. Thus, it is important to arrive at
an identification of the various elements in the structure of trade union and
political party organizations. Although the same elements may be present in both
types of organizations, there will also be important differences, arising from the
different functions the two types of organizations perform in a society. The
analysis is concerned with organizations that cover a territory larger than only
a small town or community. We are therefore interested in organizations with
several elements: local branches, intermediate organizational elements, a national
leadership, and an organizational bureaucracy.

One can find each of these elements in most large scale organizations, but of
course with great variations in the importance of each and in the relationship
between them. Our main concern here is to point out the need to identify each of
these elements in the study of organizational institutionalization. In an analysis
of the first American party system Formisano has assigned three characteristics
to be fulfilled by an institutionalized organization:” The organization must:

— be well bounded or differentiated from its environment,

— have functions that are complex and separated internally on some
regular and explicit bases, and

— use universal rather than particular criteria in conducting its internal
business.

This implies the existence of rules governing the organization’s business. The rules
distinguish between the tasks to be conducted by various elements in the organi-
zational structure such as local, regional, and national elements. Furthermore, the
rules separate the organization from its environment. It must be possible to dis-
tinguish between those people who are counted as belonging to the organization
and those who are outside the organization. Thus, in a full-fledged organization
all of these elements would be highly developed with regularized relationships
between them. However, in the course of organizational formation each of the
elements may appear at different developmental stages, originate from different
sources, and differ in importance for the organizations.

Let us first consider political parties. Although there is no universally accepted
definition of political parties, most definitions that have been offered either
implicitly or explicitly assume an organizational structure with the elements
described above.® Among the most well-known models of party formation is
Duverger’s distinction between internally and externally generated parties.® The
internally generated party develops through a three-step process: (1) the creation
of parliamentary groups; (2) the appearance of electoral committees; and (3) the
establishment of a permanent connection between these two elements. According
to Duverger this is the typical developmental pattern of bourgeois parties. He
further claims that the triggering off of the second and third steps are the results
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of suffrage extension. Socialist parties, or other parties, that did not have parlia-
mentary representation, were ‘externally’ generated. When new groups of people
were given the right to vote, they sought political influence by establishing
political parties. Both the internally and externally generated parties started the
building of their organizations at the local level, leading later to some kind of
national federation. The model of the internally generated party is a superficial
model, being unable to distinguish between the various steps involved in the
process of party institutionalization. This is most clearly seen in the case of the
Conservative and Liberal parties in England in the late nineteenth century. Al-
though both parties started out as parliamentary groupings, there were important
differences in the way they became organized at the national level. The Con-
servative party was organized from the centre downwards, while the national
Liberal party came about mainly as a result of the activities of extra-parliamen-
tary pressure groups.'® Furthermore, suffrage extension is neither a necessary nor
a sufficient condition for the development of local organizations. In Norway, for
instance, changes in suffrage regulation occurred after parties had been formed
on the parliamentary as well as the local levels.

Turning to trade unions and the socialist parties, the patterns of organizational
formation and institutional develpment are still more varied and complex than
in the case of the ‘bourgeois’ parties. The formation process started outside the
parliamentary framework and with the social, economic, and cultural needs of
the workers as the main motivational forces. In most cases the first trade unions
and workers’ associations were created at the local level within the context of a
single factory or one small community, The degree of coordination and continuity
in these early efforts to establish organizational alternatives for the low status
groups in the population varied considerably, and the formation of regional and
national political organizations and a national trade union federation was a slow
and stepwise process which in most cases took from ten to twenty years from the
establishment of the first local unit. With regard to the rapidity of this process
one important factor is the size of the country and the existing communication
network — for example, the development of national trade union organizations
and a national federation took place more rapidly in the Netherlands than in the
Scandinavian countries.!!

Given these variations both in the timing of the process and in the motives and
aims of the different organizational elements, we assume that the context of the
different steps in this gradual institutional development from one local association
to a full-fledged organization with both local, regional and national units will
vary considerably. It is therefore of great importance for the analysis of organiza-
tional institutionalization to identify when each of the organizational elements
appears, in what form, and with what relations to the other parts of the organiza-
tion.

Which part of the organization one focuses upon has important consequences
for the analysis of organizational formation. Clearly, ‘models’ explaining the
organization of a national federation may be different to those explaining the
formation of a local association. We shall therefore have to bear in mind varia-
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tions along this micro-macro dimension when discussing conditions for organiza-
tional formation. At the same time, we must consider the importance for each
organizational element of the interaction with other parts of the organization, as
well as the different functions that may be assigned to the various elements in the
organizational structure.

In spite of the fact that parties and unions perform different functions in so-
ciety, their organizational characteristics have much in common. Most parties and
unions have some kind of local basis, or a local branch. The local branches of
an organization may appear at different points in time in various parts of the
territory. Some local associations may appear before any other element in the
organization exists; others may come into existence as the result of deliberate
efforts on the part of the central organization to expand or to create its network
of associations. Thus, there may be important differences in the social environ-
ment between communities that can be classified as innovators and those classi-
fied as late-comers. While it would seem to be important to investigate this em-
pirically, this is a task that lies outside the framework of this article.

Intermediate links between local branches and the national organization may
play different roles in trade unions and in parties, as well as varying within
each of these categories. In Britain, for instance, both the Conservative and
Labour parties possess area organizations, but while those of the Conservative
party largely serve as consultative agencies for the constituency associations, the
corresponding organizations in the Labour party have a much greater degree of
independence vis-a-vis the local units.'> The change from single-member consti-
tuency to multi-member districts in Norway in 1921 greatly affected the func-
tions and the importance of provincial party associations. They became responsi-
ble to a much greater extent than before in nominating parliamentary candidates.

National bodies are perhaps the most important elements of large-scale political
organizations, and this is particularly true of the leadership groups. The impor-
tance of this level has been emphasized numerous times in analyses of parties and
other political organizations. In Duverger’s study the grouping of parliamentari-
ans constituted the basis for the development of parties, while Michels conceives
the leadership as having complete control over the organization’s policies. It is,
however, important to distinguish between different parts of the national leader-
ship. In a political party, for instance, there may be conflicts between  the
organizational leaders and the parliamentary leaders, provided, of course, that
the two leadership groups do not overlap.

In the following analysis we shall therefore have to consider each of these
organizational elements at the local, regional, and national level separately in
studying the formation process in trade unions and political parties.

Aspects of Organizational Formation

So far we have established the first dimension in our analytical scheme — the
different organizational levels and units under investigation. The next problem is
to separate the different aspects included in the concept of organizational forma-
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tion. We shall point to at least three different aspects of this process which must
be taken into consideration in the elaboration of our analytical scheme.

First, there is the initial formation of one kind of organization — a local unit
or a national association; this is the innovation phase in the process of organiza-
tional establishment.

Second, we have the aspects of the territorial spread of one kind of organiza-
tion at the local level after the initial formation phase. These two elements of the
total syndrome are related to the establishment of mass organizations.

Third, there is the institutionalization phase, which can be separated into two
main components: the numerical growth of the organization (i.e., increase in
members, local units, and staff) is one component. The second component of this
phase has to do with the relationships between the elements in the organization,
between bureaucrats and politicians for instance, or between the various units,
the national, regional, and local associations. We assume that the conditions for
the formation differ with regard to which of these aspects is being studied. In
this section we shall first investigate the preconditions for the initial formation
process and then on the basis of our reasoning introduce as a next step the addi-
tional elements of the analytical framework that are necessary in order to include
the other two aspects of the process. Further, we must clarify the aspects of the
formation or innovation process upon which we shall focus.

First, this question is related to the line of our reasoning, the institutionaliza-
tion of the different cleavage lines in the society within and by formal organiza-
tions. Within this framework we are interested in when the different organiza-
tions were formed in the social and political history of the various political sys-
tems, the point in time when the cleavage patterns were crystallized into organi-
zational alternatives, and which conditions determined the timing of the institu-
tionalization process.

Second, we are focusing on how this transformation process took place. Who
were the actors and how did they act in establishing the organization in question?
How did environmental circumstances influence the formation? Third, in which
and for which potential market for recruitment and with which membership were
the different organizations formed?

Our aim is to establish a generalized framework for the study of the formation
of political organizations based on mass membership and developed in relation
to the specific cleavages found in the different societies. The analytical frame-
work is intended to include a list of explanatory variables — different conditions
for the formation of organizations — and some preliminary assumptions about
the relationship between these variables and the actual formation process. On the
basis of this analytical ‘guide’, one can as a next step formulate more detailed
hypotheses and propositions about the conditions for the formation of different
kinds of organizations at different points in time and at different levels of the
society. Our assumption is that organizations have to be considered more as
responses to than as causes of their environment, and thus we are looking for
conditional elements rather than causal explanations of organizational forma-
tion.1?
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Conditions for Organizational Formation

Given this general framework of organizational units and aspects of organiza-
tional formation, we are now able to turn to a discussion of the various condi-
tions affecting the innovation and penetration of mass political organizations at
the local and national levels. The general concept of organizational formation
involves at least three different elements:

1) the actors; the founders of the organization,
2) the environment of the organization; the total society,
3) the market; the potential members of the organization,

The actors in this process can be either a group of individual citizens, a parlia-
mentary fraction, or another organization. The last type of actor is the most com-
mon in the formation of national federations and joint associations for different
membership organizations at the national level. The first type of actor is likely
to be the most prominent with regard to the innovation of one local organization
or a national organization with an individual membership structure.

The concept of environment includes the total political, social, cultural and
economic setting within which the organization is created. Three main types of
societal conditions for organizational formation are frequently mentioned in the
literature. First, and foremost, there are the formal structural conditions of laws
and regulations concerning the very existence of this kind of association or the
governing and functioning of political organizations.'* Thesc are the institutional
rules of the game or ‘the system response, the outputs from institutional re-
arrangements in the face of pressure from below or from outside’.'* The legi-
timacy of organization is, however, not only a question of formal regulations,
but also of informal rules and norms in the society concerning how interests are
articulated and aggregated. The second type of conditions relate to the economic,
social, and cultural setting in the society at the time when the particular organiza-
tion is formed. This notion of societal conditions corresponds largely to Rokkan'’s
concept of inputs into the system, ‘The variations and change in the socially,
culturally and economically given opportunities for the articulation of protest,
the aggregation of demands, the mobilization of support’,'® when these variables
are used as a characteristic of a system at a certain point in time. The third group
of preconditions is the presence or absence of other organizations in the market
as competitors (e.g., other trade unions) or as opponents {(e.g., employers’ as-
sociations). All three groups of conditions will interact in determining the envi-
ronment, which in turn can affect the formation of an organization at a certain
point in time.

The total market for an organization cannot easily be defined in most cases.
The group of potential members is defined either by the whole national adult
population or by occupational, educational, geographical, or other personal and
contextual characteristics. In the case of political parties the total market is most
commonly defined as the total electorate at the national level or in terms of
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specific geographical areas of a country, However, this is not necessarily true.
Leif Lewin has proposed a distinction between two forms of voter mobilization:
vertical and horizontal mobilization.'™ Vertical mobilization is defined as “con-
stant penetration by a party of the class from which it already receives the
greater part of its support’. Parties defining their ‘markets’ in this way can be
distinguished from those attempting horizontal mobilization, that is, attempt to
mobilize voters from classes differing from the ‘natural social base’ of a party.
Just as trade unions may find themselves competing with other unions (if they
exist) for members, and at the same time opposing employer association(s), a
similar situation may confront political parties. One extreme case would be a two-
party system in which each party had a separate social basis, and had the same
strength in the electorate. This would be a perfect situation where parties opposed,
but did not compete with each other. The other extreme would be a case where
several equally strong parties had the same chance of recruiting voters from any
social class, and where all possible coalitions had the same probability of occur-
ring. In such a case we would have complete competition, but it would not be
clear who was opposing whom.

By contrast, interest organizations are based either on one specific sector of the
population or more generally on the population as a whole. Such a distinction in
the definition of an organization based on the potential market corresponds lar-
gely with the distinction between organizations in which the membership is ex-
pected to be the prime beneficiary of the activity of the organization, the Mutual-
Benefit Associations as termed by Blau and Scott, and the ‘Commonweal Orga-
nizations’ where the public at large is intended to be the prime beneficiary.’®
In the case of political parties we can find examples of both types of benefici-
aries. Some parties, based on a particular geographic region or a particular
occupational group, can argue for improvements for their followers rather than
for all kinds of voters. The same would be true for parties defending specific
minority interests, such as a religion or a language. The Swedish People’s Party
in Finland is essentially of this kind. On the other hand, there are ‘catch-all-
parties’, which do not attempt to recruit voters from only one particular social
segment.'®

With regard to the actors and the market the two main conditions for organiza-
tional formation are the motives/resources of these two elements in the formation
process: the motives for the establishment of an organization and the resources
available for the formation and maintenance of the association. The specific
content of these conditions will vary according to which organizational element
is being studied, upon which of the two aspects of the formation process we
focus, and which type of organizational formation is being investigated — the
innovation or penetration of a ‘new’ organization, or the split or merging of
‘old(er)’ organization(s).

So far we have established the main dimensions and elements of our analytical
scheme, and have tried to specify in some detail the aim of this article and the
restrictions implied in the formulation of the problem. The next task is to discuss
the content of the various cells in the matrix of organizational units, aspects of
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organizational formation, and the conditions for these processes with regard to
motives, legitimacy, resources and organizational content. The most obvious
starting point for such an elaboration is why people establish organizations —
the motives of the actors in the formation process.

3. Individual Motivations: Leaders, Followers, Issues
Individual and Functional Representation

The formation of an organization is not an arbitrary process — it does not come
into existence simply by chance. We therefore believe that the motives of both
founders and followers are important variables that ought to be taken into con-
sideration in a study of organizational formation, and perhaps even more in an
analysis of organizational development.

Economic and political developments in the last century changed social and
political life in many ways. In particular, they altered the dominant pattern of
relationships, those based upon individuals giving way to those based on collectiv-
ities. With the emergence of trade unions collective bargaining replaced the
man-to-man relationship between masters and artisans, while political parties
have become the major intermediary in the relationship between citizens and the
government. What have been the reasons for substituting individual relationships
by collectivities?

In the economic sector technological innovations changed the location of pro-
duction from small to large cnterprises; the same process destroyed the patterns
of social relationship in the old type of workshops. The change from artisans to
workers provided for a new type of organization, the trade union. In the political
sphere the enlargement of the electorate changed the processes of elections and
elite recruitment. Possibilities for participation in political affairs by a larger
proportion of the population were suddenly introduced, but more important, it
also changed the way politics came to be run. Politics changed from an individual
affair to a collective affair in which the ability to organize became crucial. Be-
fore the enlargement of the electorate politics in most countries was an individual
enterprise — even groups of parliamentarians were rare.®® But in order to
mobilize the newly enfranchised voters, the politicians sought help by means
of organization. This is a very common view of the forces leading to organiza-
tional formation.?! However, these are examples of organizations being imple-
mented to deal with a new type of social and political structure. Organizations
may also be grafted upon an already existing social network, such as the system
of the traditional patron-client relationship in Southern Italy. This system is a
social organization, just as the family can be considered a social organization.
Thus, this kind of organization may be extremely important in political life,
yet it has none of the characteristics of formal organization with which we are
concerned. The implementation of a formal organization may therefore in many
cases mean nothing more than the addition of a label to something that already
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exists. The establishment of farmers’ associations and workers’ associations in
Belgium in the 1890s was essentially of this type. Often the new associations were
formed by the lower clergy and worked to preserve the influence of the Catholic
church.

The relationship between social and formal organizations will vary enormously
from country to country, and will have to be taken into consideration in each
special case.

In the field of organization theory we can find some very explicit formula-
tions regarding the motives for the formation of organizations. According to
Stinchombe there are five reasons why people found organizations:2

— when an organization is an alternative way to do things not easily achieved within
existing social arrangements;

— when the benefits from running an organization are believed to be higher
than the costs;

— when some social group with which they identify will receive some of the
benefits of the better way of doing things;

— when resources and legitimacy needed to build an organization are available;

—~ when they can defeat or at least avoid being defeated by their opponents.

The extension of the suffrage or the break down of social relationships in the
small work-shops are examples of a change in environment which affects the
operations of political leaders and workers respectively. In a great many cases
one can find explicit statements from political leaders on this point; when they no
longer are able to manage affairs as before, they accept party organization even
though they may have rejected the idea for as long as possible.?

Costs and Benefits of Organizational Formation

Closely related to the reason of an urgent need for new social arrangements is the
point that organizations are accepted when the benefits are greater than the costs
of the formation process. This is first of all a very rationalistic statement. As it
stands, it assumes that those interested in forming an organization can evaluate
the costs and benefits of the operation. The same critique is applicable to Olson’s
statement that for some purposes individual action can lead to the same or better
benefits than collective action, or that small groups in some instances are superior
to both individuals and large groups.?* It may be, however, that small groups are
qualitatively as well as quantitatively different from large groups. Thus, the
existence of large groups may not necessarily be explained by the same factors
that explain the existence of small groups.?® This rationalistic motive behind
organizational formation is almost impossible to test empirically. Furthermore,
there is something sclf-evident about it. Have, for instance, organizational leaders
ever experienced a decline in benefits compared to non-organized action, and
subsequently abandoned the organization? It is probably very difficult to at-
tempt to compare benefits, Moreover, because personal value hierarchies may
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vary from person to perscon, then what is counted as costs and as benefits will also
vary,

Stinchcombe’s third motivational reason is related to the problem of who bene-
fits from an organization. Blau and Scott distinguish four types of organizations
according to who are the main beneficiaries of their existence: ‘(1) mutual bene-
fit associations, where the prime beneficiary is the membership, (2} business con-
cerns, where the owners are prime beneficiary, (3) service organizations, where
the client group is the prime beneficiary, and (4) commonweal organizations,
where the prime beneficiary is the public-at-large’.?® Stinchcombe’s motivational
reason would thus fall into category (3) or (4). However, such altruistic motives
may be questioned as regards organizations in general, and political organiza-
tions in particular. Generally speaking, altruistic motives may surely be present
in the minds of the organizational fathers, but, in addition, the latter will probably
also benefit from their action, even if it is only a feeling of satisfaction from
being altruistic.

However, we do not believe that political organizations were formed with only
altruistic motives in mind. There are nevertheless some interesting differences be-
tween the two types of organizations considered here.

Unions, for example, obviously attempt to increase benefits for their member-
ship. Parties, on the other hand, with their function of recruiting political leaders,
reward leaders more than they do members. This may be more a matter of degree
than a question of either/or. For instance, in the USA in the 1860s and 1870s
party members, or rather party activists, were rewarded through the extensive
use of a spoils system.?” In England, at about the same time, Conservative party
workers complained to the leadership that they were not being rewarded for their
work, and that the Liberals were much more generous towards their party work-
ers.2® In addition to their membership and leaders, parties may also claim to work
for the benefit of the nation or the whole people, or for some social group, be
they members or not. The establishment of the Conservative Working-men’s
Associations in England in the 1860s by Conservative politicians may serve as an
example of how an establishment group claimed to represent the interests of
another group, but where the real motive — to gain control of a new political
force — is clearly apparent.>® The same argument also holds true with regard to
the formation of Catholic (and Protestant) trade unions and other workers’
associations in the Catholic and mixed religious countries of Continental Europe.
Lorwin has argued that ‘the religiously oriented organizations helped to recon-
cile workers’ and peasants’ traditional loyalties with the new voluntary associa-
tions and political action of an area of social mobilization’.?® Thus, motives are
important in the analysis of the formation of political organizations. But it is
necessary to go beyond the formal statements and look for possible alternative
interpretations of the desire to form organizations.

The fourth motivational reason mentioned by Stinchcombe relates to the
availability of resources and legitimacy. That people form organizations when
they have the necessary resources for it, and not earlier, seems self-evident. From
our point of view the interesting question is to ask what kind of resources. Re-
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sources mean more than mere membership fees. We should like to view resources
in terms sufficiently broad to include those characteristics of the environment
which may be conducive to organizational formation as against those that are not.
This is, however, closely linked to the wider question of environmental condi-
tions for organizational formation. We shall, therefore, leave the discussion of
this point until later.

The Organizational Context

Organizations may be a means to defeat or avoid being defeated by an enemy.
Thus, the organizational context creates both the motive to form an organization
and also one aspect of the social environment in which the organization is
created — the societal conditions for organizational formation. The avoidance of
defeat has proved to be one of the most important incentives in the formation of
organizations. The literature provides much evidence on this with regard to
political parties. In the labour market there is in many cases a similar pattern of
development — labour organizations, for instance, are triggered by the estab-
lishment of employers’ associations or by other trade unions operating in the same
field of membership recruitment. In general we can say that the presence or
absence of other organizations will influence the timing of the establishment of
organizations that emerge as a final link in a long chain of development, and
organizations that appear to oppose other already established organizations or to
compete with other organizations. The first question is mainly relevant for new
types of organizations, such as European political parties and trade unions in the
nineteenth century, As a new type of organization, these had to overcome the
problem of legitimacy, as we have stated earlier. Often, parties and trade unions
were preceded by associations or movements of a similar kind, which in many
cases prepared the ground ideologically, and made it easier for the later organi-
zations to mobilize people. This is illustrated in England by the Registration So-
cieties, which led to the formation of the political parties, and in Norway, where
the peasant Societies preceded the establishment of the Liberal party.

The second aspect of this problem relates to organizations that develop as a
response to already existing and similar organizations. We can distinguish be-
tween two kinds of responses. First, organizations may be formed because organi-
zations of the same kind already exist, i.e., organizations that operate as com-
petitors in the same ‘market’; and second they may be formed as opponents to
already existing organizations. Political parties are mainly of the first type. They
all try to mobilize the voters, and especially in the early phase of party organiza-
tions, this was of great importance. The relationship between Stinchcombe’s
motivational reason one — the availability of resources and legitimacy — and
this type of motive is close, at least as far as parties are concerned. In the 1880s
in Norway and ten years earlier in Britain it was a combination of these two
reasons that persuaded Conservative politicians to form organized parties. The
1868 election was a landslide for the British Liberals — the effectiveness of the
Birmingham caucus and other Liberal associations frightened the Conservative
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leadership. Similarly, in Norway the Liberal landslide of 1882, although won
without organizations similar to the English ones, caused the Norwegian Con-
servatives to build up an organizational network. The comparison of the two
countries is interesting because of differences in the starting point. In Britain
there already existed widespread local associations of both parties, but they
worked most effectively for the Liberals. The defeat of the Conservatives was
caused, among other things, by this effective Liberal party organization. To save
themselves, the Conservatives also had to strengthen their organization. In Nor-
way party organizations were practically non-existent before the 1882 election.
The Conservative defeat, however, demonstrated, as in Britain, the need to build
an organization. The Conservative efforts in organization building were promptly
followed by a corresponding Liberal response. As the victorious party it was at
first unnecessary for the Liberals to have an organization. But once their op-
ponents had one, it became too dangerous to remain without one.3! To a certain
extent, however, a two-party system is also a system of organizations which work
as opponents to each other, and not only as competitors in the same market. How-
ever, the best example of this type of situation is to be found in the labour market.
The relationship between workers’ and employers’ associations is one in which
there is no competition about the membership market, but an opposition of one
organization against the other.

The Elitist Point of View

This discussion of motives for founding organizations has, because of the ex-
amples employed, been biased towards an elitist point of view. We have seen how
political elites try to defend their power basis or how, by means of organiza-
tions, they attempt to recapture or gain power. Organizations may, however,
have a purely social purpose, such as the friendly societies in Britain. This is not
to deny that these same associations later proved to be effective politically, but
organization building may also be motivated by social objectives. The organiza-
tion can be a place to ‘hide’, where the individual’s grievances may be shared by
like-minded people. On the other hand, elites may found organizations because
they can no longer retain their power base as before; but new voters who have
never had influence may form associations in order to achieve influence. In this
last instance, it is not a matter of retaining something one has already, but of
securing something completely new.

The several motives of elites for forming organizations are not necessarily
transferable to those who eventually become members of such organizations.
Motives for becoming members may range from an individual’s beliefs in achiev-
ing political aims if he or she becomes a member to social pressures to become
members. In the latter case people may be completely uninterested in the aims
and activities of organizations, but nevertheless still become members in order
not to be negatively sanctioned by their friends or neighbours. In an analysis of
organizational members today one can use survey techniques in the analysis of
membership motivations, but when we are analysing organizations in the past,
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such information will be difficult to find. This is mainly due to the fact that most
historical writing is elite oriented.??

The study of motivations occurs at the micro-level. They are characteristics of
individuals, but sometimes also of groups. However, motivations may be gencrated
by macro-phenomena. It is therefore important in each case to identify the issues
underlying organizational formation. We may distinguish between latent and
manifest issues. A manifest issue would be similar to the constitutional crisis of
1882 in Norway; it was in the wake of this crisis that the parties emerged as
mass organizations. However, underlying this crisis was an cconomic conflict be-
tween the peasants and the bourgeoisie. If the Conservative government could be
ousted by impeachment, it would mean a Liberal government dominated by the
peasants. Thus, the issue of agricultural economic policy may be seen as an im-
portant latent issue in the formation process.

Another necessary distinction has been drawn by Smelser between that of the
existence and that of the activation of an event as a determinant for collective
behaviour.®® In terms of this distinction an issue may be “present’ for a long time
without generating any activity in the direction of organizational formation -
it is activated only if changes occur in the environmental conditions.

4. Contextual Conditions for Organizational Formation
The Question of Legitimation

The establishment of political organizations will be dependent on decisions taken
at the macro level, the group level, and the individual level. Macro-level variables
that may affect political organizations include the legitimation of political orga-
nizations, and to some extent the settings of incorporation and representation,
that is, the structural conditions for organizational formation and development.®
Since we are dealing with countries which at present accept the existence of dif-
ferent political opinions in their respective populations, we will exclude from the
discussion problems associated with the operation of clandestine political organi-
zations. However, even in the countries under investigation legitimacy sometimes
was a barrier to the development of this kind of organization. We may think of
at least three ways in which legitimacy is an important question for organiza-
tions: it may be important first for the very existence of organizations; second, for
their goals; and third, for the means by which they seek to achieve their goals.
These three aspects of legitimacy often go together, but it is not a necessary condi-
tion. In some countries all kinds of political organizations, with the exception of
those controlled by the power holders, are declared illegal. In the countries which
we today normally include under the heading of democratic states there have been
few instances of parties or other political organizations being prohibited con-
currently with the acceptance of the notion of democracy through the free election
of candidates for various offices.?*

In Germany, however, in the 1870s there existed the so-called Anti-Socialist
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laws, which in theory outlawed the Social Democratic Party. The party organiza-
tions were outlawed, but election campaigns for the election of socialist candidates
were permitted.*® This is an example of permitting activities while prohibiting
organizations, In Japan under the Meiji-regime the first political organizations
were allowed to exist but not to communicate with each other.?”

This method of allowing organizations as such, while placing limits on their
activities, was often employed against the first trade unions. This was the case in
Britain, where the Osborne judgement in the House of Lords in 1909 declared
unions per se to be legal corporate entities, but they were nevertheless not allowed
to use their funds for political objectives.?®

Most of the countries have for some period of time possessed legislation which
restrained or denied the formation of trade union organizations. The main argu-
ment of the state was that negotiations between workers and employers should
be on an individual level — no intervening organizations between these two
counterparts should be permitted. In Nation-Building and Citizenship, Reinhard
Bendix emphasizes the importance of the legitimation of the right to combine
and form associations in the development of civil rights in Western Europe.®®
Drescribing the gradual increase in these rights in the different European countries
from the end of the eighteenth century onwards, he states:

When the decline of the guild system together with the increasing pace of
economic development suggested the need for new regulations of master-
servant relations and of journey-men’s associations, several Western

European countries responded with three broadly distinguishable types of
policies. These are:

1) “The Scandinavian and Swiss type (which) continued the traditional
organization of crafts into the modern period’. The right to combine
and form associations was preserved and extended.

2) Both combining and the formation of associations were prohibited..
Prussia is the best example of this type of reaction.

3) The third type is exemplified by Britain; the right to combine was
denied, but the right to form associations was preserved.*®

It is difficult to date exactly when the submission of workers’ right to combine
was put into law in the different countries, Most have had some regulation of
workers’ duties and rights towards the employers since the Middle Ages. The new
factor appearing in the late 1700s and after the turn of the century was the in-
troduction of a clear right in law to prosecute workers who organized in order to
set forth their interests against the employers. These restrictions were partly, as
in the case of England, based upon an ideology of ‘laissez faire’: workers and
employers should negotiate as free individuals, and wages and working condi-
tions should be decided by demand and supply in the labour market. Sometimes
the prohibition of workers’ organizations was partly based on a plebiscitarian
principle “which does not tolerate the organization of any immediate interest’,
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as in the case of France.”! In Prussia and Austria denial of the right to combine
had its origin in the absolutist structure of government. In the French case the
prohibition of trade unions lasted for 93 years until 1884, and in Prussia for 105
or 124 years, depending upon the criterion for “legal recognition of trade unions'*
Denmark denied the workers’ right to organize for 49 years and Great Britain
for 75 years, with some important modifications in 1824.%* These differences in
the regulation of the organization of workers’ interests had important con-
sequences for the development of the trade union movement and for trade union
attitudes towards the political system.

So far, we have pointed to how formal, judicial intervention by governmental
authorities can obstruct the existence or activities of political organizations. But
we suggest that legitimacy of political organizations ought also to be judged in
relation to social norms. In a community there may exist social norms against
engaging in organizations which may be as significant as the legal prohibition of
such activity. This kind of reaction to organizations was characteristic of the
economic elite’s attitude to trade unions in the last century. Under the dominance
of laissez-faire economics, where the emphasis was on the individual effort, and
where relations in the labour market were regulated by contracts between one
man and another, the idea of trade unions as bargaining partners in the economy
was an utterly alien notion. One accepted the right to ‘associate’, but not the right
to ‘combine’. The same attitude existed among Conservative politicians towards
the organization of political parties. Parties, even in the secnse of parliamentary
groupings, were sometimes considered as obstructing the free will of the repre-
sentatives of the people.

But the idea of political organizations was also sometimes rejected on the mass
level. This was often a reflection of the attitudes of conservative sections of the
society to the political activity, as in the case of Italy, where the church for a
period did not allow Catholics to participate in political life,** and thus also
restricted their engagement in political organizations. In the analysis of the for-
mation of organizations, close attention ought to be paid to this question of
legitimacy, which may have been of crucial importance, especially in the early
phase of organizational development.4>

Environmental Conditions and Resources for Organizational Formation

Resources and legitimacy are two of the most important elements in an under-
standing of the development of mass political organizations. We have already dis-
cussed legitimacy as a macro-variable, in both its legal and normative meaning.
The importance of resources in terms of both environmental conditions and per-
sonal resources with regard to the actors and the potential market ought, also, to
be considered within the framework of the formal conditions. The environmental
conditions are perhaps those most obvious and easily definable in relation to the
formation of mass political organizations. However, few students have paid any
systematic attention to these factors in this context. Leon D. Epstein includes
social structure in his list of explanatory variables for the formation of political
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parties, along with suffrage rules, constitutional exccutive-legislative relationships,
the degree of federalism, and the various electoral arrangements, but he offers no
further elaboration of the relationship. In the case of trade unions all authors are
occupied with industrialization as the main cause and determinant of trade union
formation and development, but few attempt a more specific discussion of how
to undertake an empirical investigation of this aspect of the economic develop-
ment syndrome. To our knowledge, there has been no attempt in the literature to
systematically and empirically test the relationship between organizational for-
mation and the aggregated economic structure of the society. Understandably,
there are some serious problems involved in such a project. Often the data needed
are difficult to ascertain. Perhaps even more difficult is the question of the com-
parability of units. The unit of the organization may very often have borders
different from the unit where census information is collected. In the case of
political parties, and in some instances also in the case of trade unions, it is, how-
ever, highly likely that electoral and census boundaries will be identical.46

Although Stinchcombe includes resources in his list of ‘motivational reasons’,
it is natural to think of the availability of resources also as a separate set of con-
ditions for the formation of organizations. Stinchcombe has something similar in
mind when he speaks of basic variables affecting the organizational capacity of
populations. Among these variables are:

general literacy and specialized advanced schooling

— urbanization

monetarized economy

— ‘political revolution’, i.e. the changing of political power from a tradi-
tional to a modern type of power balance

— the density of social life.%?

Stinchcombe is here pointing to some variables that refer to more than the pre-
sence or absence of individual resources for organizational formation or member-
ship. In cases where it is possible to link aggregate characteristics of the com-
munity with the presence or absence of organizations, it will be possible to say
something about the importance of various characteristics, of the community,
such as social and economic composition, degree of heterogeneity or homogeneity
along religious or linguistic lines, and the community’s place on a centre-periphery
dimension, for the formation and development of various kinds of organizations,
This approach to analysing organizational development has also been remarked
upon by other scholars. Thus, Philip Cutright states: “We believe that the key
to an explanation (and to future research in this area) [that of maintaining party
competition in city elections] may be found in the social structures that are neces-
sary for party organizations to develop’.4®

And for a totally different kind of organization in a different setting, Asa
Briggs says that for an explanation of the variation in the strength of the Chartist
movement, ‘local differences need to be related to economic and social struc-
ture ...’
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The role of individual resources as a condition for motivations to form organi-
zations or become members is related to contextual variables such as class dif-
ferences, social networks, etc. Exactly how these relationships work together will
be very difficult to discover. It requires an excellent data base to undertake such
an analysis, which would greatly contribute to our understanding of the indi-
vidual — group — community relationships in so far as they affect organizational
membership.

Social environments constitute important conditions and restrictions for or-
ganizational formation. The size of the local community will be important for
the formation of organizations. This is also true of the homogeneity or hetero-
geneity of the community as regards various social and economic characteristics,
such as religious and linguistic composition, income and occupational composi-
tion, For example, a community in which one social class is dominant may be of
importance for the opportunities of those not belonging to that class with regard
to organizational formation, If the political norms of the dominant class conflict
with those of the minority, the latter may find it difficult to establish separate
organizations. In such a situation the minority may find it more convenient to
work inside the majority’s organizations. A related problem is that of the density
of social life. This refers to the size of the population which the organization is
going to serve and the possibilities these people have of becoming mobilized. This
requires the presence of an infrastructure. The factors influencing the organiza-
tional capacity of populations indicate that a society has to achieve a certain level
of ‘modernization’ for organizations to develop. The importance of social structure,
not only for developing organizations but also for sustaining them, is pointed out
by Cutright in his analysis of nonpartisan elections in American cities5®

The relationships between social structure and organizational formation were
significant in the formation of the first political parties. For instance, in an
analysis of the first parties in Norway in the 1880s there exists a rather strong
correlation between the time of the establishment of a party organization and the
economic characteristics of a community; in those areas where the secondary and
tertiary sectors of the economy had already reached a certain level, party organi-
zations appeared earlier than in areas in which agriculture andfor fishery still
dominated.>!

A similar relationship has also been found in Britain where the urbanized
middle class initiated the drive for Conservative mass organizations.*> The same
applies to the Liberal party: ‘Only in the narrow band of boroughs where a
consciously modern business class was faced with stiff Tory opposition did the
party organization really develop’.’® But in order to develop into an important
political force, organizations have to go beyond their ‘clique-character’. Cham-
bers argues that the first attempt to develop party organizations in the USA
failed because of the ‘notable character’ of the parties.>* On the other hand, the
need to widen the membership of a party to also include workers may meet with
several obstacles. Workers were often difficult to organize and did not control
resources needed for electioneering.s

In any analysis of organizational formation it can therefore be assumed that
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contextual variables (i.e., characteristics of the community in which organizations
are formed) will greatly affect the timing of formation and the speed with which
an organization is diffused to or penetrates into other communities. One im-
portant task will be to analyse the innovators versus the latecomers in this pro-
cess: What, for example, were the differences in economic and social structures
between those areas that developed organizations early and those in which they
appeared late? An equally important task will be to find out if there exist any
differences between communities which ‘imported’ the idea of organizational
formation, that is through diffusion, and those in which organizations only came
into existence through the extensive work on the part of an agent or a neighbour-
ing organization. '

So far we have considered only organizational formation without taking into
account variations in internal structural characteristics. It is these to which we
now turn.

5. Internal Structural Characteristics
The Completion of the Organizational Structure

Organizations differ in their internal arrangements and also vary in the process
by which they acquire the characteristics of complete and institutionalized
organizations. We can identify two different ‘sets’ that make up an organization.
There is a set in which the elements are made up of organizational levels — the
national, regional, and local levels. The other set consists of actors — leaders,
bureaucrats, and members, We may discuss the completion of an organizational
structure in terms of relations within and between elements of each of these two
sets.

Some of the traditional models of party development, such as Duverger’s, view
the process for the internally generated parties as starting from a combination
of leaders at the national level and moving to a combination of followers at the
local level. The organization is completed by the establishment of a permanent link
between the two first stages, presumably as some kind of bureaucracy. However,
Duverger does not go on to specify this last stage in detail. Neither does he dis-
tinguish among the different paths that internally generated parties may take in
their formation process. If we look more closely at the formation of parties in
Britain in the late nineteenth century, we soon see differences in this pattern. The
Conservative party was largely an elite-constructed party, while the Liberals were
generated from the grassroots upwards. We have pointed elsewhere to the dif-
ferent roles played by area organizations in the British Conservative and Labour
parties. In the Norwegian Liberal party the regional organizations played an im-
portant role. The local rural Liberal organizations could not become members in
the national federation, but had to join indirectly through a provincial organization;
urban local organizations, however, could become direct members of the national
organization.
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In addition to the various paths towards a completion of the organizational
structure, we have the problem of relationships between three sets of actors —
the leaders, bureaucrats, and members. We have seen how conflicts arose in the
British Conservative party due to disagrecments between the party agents, on the
one hand, and the traditional aristocratic leadership on the other. Similar con-
flicts may arise in the relationship between leaders and members. To what extent
does the organization provide channels for transmitting opinions from the mem-
bers to the leadership? Paul M. Sacks has pointed to variations in this relation-
ship among Irish local party organizations. In the peripheral parts of Ireland,
politics can be characterized by the ‘broker’ model. The local TD serves as the
principal link between citizens and the centres of political power. In urban areas
like Dublin this kind of relationship is absent. Citizens have access to decision-
making bodies through a network of voluntary associations.®¢

Another question is the role that the bureaucracy plays in filtering information
between leaders and members.

To complicate the picture further one could focus on the relationship between
the organizational levels for each group of actors. One obviously interesting focus
could be leadership recruitment on the various organizational levels and the
extent to which there exist competing chains of command, one between leaders
and one between bureaucrats at the different levels. ;

Although the nine-fold table bears more on the problem of organizational
development than on organizational formation, we nevertheless believe that it
will be worthwhile to analyse variations in institutionalization process along
these lines.

In our analysis we have drawn heavily on examples from Britain and Norway,
the two systems with which we are most familiar, However, we believe our
scheme to be sufficiently flexible for it to be tested on other countries as well. Tt
would be most valuable to study a wide range of parties and countries in order to
arrive at a more precise description of the conditions underlying the various paths
to organizational completion. What kind of environmental conditions would be
conducive to an organization with only one organizational level, the national?
This in fact was the case with the first German trade union, the Allgemeiner
Deutscher Arbeiterverein (1873). The authoritarian way in which this organiza-
tion was run ‘was an outcome, not so much of the historical necessity of the
moment, as of the traditions and of the racial peculiarities of the German Stock’.57
Phrased somewhat differently, do some kinds of political culture more readily
permit the development of organizations of this kind, and if so, how does this
interact with other conditions, such as monetization and occupational composi-
tion of communities? A similar point could be made about the appearance of
bureaucrats in party organizations. Michels argued that a solid organizational
structure would lead to the replacement of ‘the emergency leader by the profes-
sional leader’.*® There is a great amount of comment to be made about each
combination of elements in the two sets. It would carry us far beyond the aim of
this article, but we feel possibilities ought to be presented to direct attention to
yet another problem in the study of organizational formation.
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6. Aspects of Organizational Development

The Growth and Decay of Organizations

We have in this article addressed ourselves mainly to the problem of organiza-
tional formation. But where is the borderline between the formation and the
development of an organization? We should like to reserve the term development
to the lives of organizations once they have acquired all those characteristics
which define organizations. Thus, formation will in this way be linked mainly
to the first phase of organizational institutionalization, while change and develop-
ment are associated with the process of growth and decay. As an indication of
the direction of inquiry after the completion of analysis of the formation phase,
we shall outline briefly some possible lines of investigation.

By organizational growth we mean three kinds of expansion: numerical, ter-
ritorial, and institutional. Although these are closely intertwined, they neverthe-
less are logically separate kinds of problems for the organization.

Numerical growth can take place within the area originally covered by the
organization, or it can also occur in new areas. Numerical growth in itself can be
dealt with by an organization simply by expanding the archives, depending of
course upon the organization’s activities. The problem of putting more and more
names into your membership files involves only a little more work than has al-
ready been done with the existing membership.5® In most cases such numerical
growth is desired. It increases the strength of the organization, economically as
well as in relations towards other organizations.

The second kind of organizational growth, ferritorial expansion, involves dif-
ferent kinds of activities on the part of the organization, and will present new
kinds of problems. A very common way in which political organizations were
formed was through a three stage process, First, several local organizations
emerged; second, they joined in a national federation; and third, this organiza-
tion was given the task of establishing local organizations where these were mis-
sing. The third step involves the territorial expansion of the organization. This
expansion took place in several ways, most of which can be summarized under
the headings diffusion and penetration. Territorial expansion as a diffusion pro-
cess can be thought of simply as the response of the knowledge of organizational
existence, through newspapers, individuals, etc. The early development of the
Norwegian Liberal party was partly of this kind. Liberal newspapers encouraged
people to form local organizations for the Liberal party. Penetration on the other
hand involves the deliberate efforts on the part of the organization to establish
new branches of the party. This determined effort often involved the employment
of travelling secretaries or agents, as in the British Conservative party after
1870.¢® While diffusion as such need not involve any costs for the organization,
penetration does. In Britain both the Liberal and Conservative parties employed
several agents, so many that in both parties they formed their own unions.®! The
third type of organizational expansion is instifutional. Institutional expansion
has two separate aspects. One relates to the organization’s efforts in ‘domain’
extension, to use Thompson’s term.%* This kind of expansion has often taken
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place in Labour movements. The emergence of the educational associations in
Norway and Denmark is an example of this kind, as is the establishment of in-
surance companies, or publishing houses in the case of the Norwegian trade
unions.

The other aspect of institutional expansion has two subcategories: the growth
of auxiliary organizations and the relationship to social movements and other
organizations in the environment. The establishment of auxiliary organizations
is a well-known phenomenon where political parties are concerned. Most parties
have youth organizations and some also have women’s organizations. This kind of
expansion provides for socialization into the main party organization.

The other aspect of this kind of expansion concerns other organizations in the
environment. Some parties may establish formalized links with other bodies, like
the relationship between the Labour party and the Trade Unions in several Euro-
pean countries, while others retain informal relationships such as that between
employers’ associations and conservative parties.

But parties, and other types of organizations, may also be related to broader
social movements in several ways. Parties may be part of a social movement or a
social movement may generate its own organizations.*

Bureaucratization and Centralization

In addition to these developmental aspects of growth and decay where the organi-
zation goes ‘beyond its original boundaries’, there is the problem of the continual
structural development within the organization. The C‘institutionalization pro-
cess’ in the development phase relates to the acquisition of characteristics asso-
ciated with formal organizations. Among such characteristics the following can be
mentioned: specification of the organization’s relations to the environment;
codification of rules governing the activities of the organization; establishment of
a permanent bureaucracy; and development of differentiated tasks for the various
departments. This type of growth, with increasing complexity in the tasks and the
management of the tasks of the organizations, creates special problems which
have to be tackled. With respect to mass political organizations, we can distinguish
many new problems, of which we will mention two specifically:

— the development of a bureaucracy at one level will create strains with
and on the other parts of the organizations,

— the development of the organizations and the establishment of new
branches will create problems of communication, both vertically as in
the case of grass-root vs. leadership levels, and in large scale territories
horizontally, between centrally and peripherally located departments.

The growth of a bureaucracy in an organization is an indicator of both formaliza-
tion and of complexity. As soon as the activities of an organization become too
complex to be dealt with in an arbitrary way, more or less as a ‘by-activity’ for
one or a few people, there is a need to establish rules for the proper conduct of
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the organization’s business. As the necessity for a specialized staff increases, there
may arise problems with those who took the initiative to form the organization.

The specialized staff will in many instances be better informed about the re-
sources required to perform the activities of the organization. An illustrative
example of such conflicts arose in the British Conservative party after 1870 upon
the engagement of J. E. Gorst as head of the newly established Central Office.54
Gorst became responsible for building up an effective Conservative party orga-
nization after the Liberal electoral landslide of 1968. In fact, he succeeded to such
an extent that many of the more aristocratic elements in the party complained
about his strong centralization policy and his interference in the affairs of the
constituencies.®® Formalization measured in this way, by looking at the size of
the staff, and supplemented by information about party expenditures can bring
us a step forward in understanding the importance of the party bureaucracy in
relation to other aspects of party organization.®s

The increasing complexity of an organization as a result of bureaucratization
and territorial expansion creates problems of communication both between the
upper and lower strata and between the centrally located and more peripheral
parts of the organization. The problem of hierarchical communication has been
discussed extensively in the literature or organization theory. Less emphasis, how-
ever, has been laid on the second type of relationship. We believe there is a great
need for more research in this area in order to increase our understanding of the
way organizations work. To some extent this has been included in those studies
that have focused on organizational differentiation. Such studies have paid at-
tention to the problems associated with departments possessing varying func-
tions. The problems we should like to see studied are concerned rather with de-
partments possessing identical function, but spread over a large territory.*?
Especially in the early phase of party and trade union development, when com-
munication between various parts of a territory could be difficult and imperfect,
this kind of problem could impose special problems for the organization,

While this article is sketchy and tentative in character, we hope that its argument
will stimulate further research into the problem of organizational formation and
development. As far as we can see, the combination of organizational theory with
approaches and methods from nation-building and political development studies
could indicate new lines of inquiry and investigation into these problems. The
next task must be to test out the propositions and assumptions presented in this
article in empirical studies of the formation of political parties and interest orga-
nizations in Western Europe.

NOTES

1. Notable exceptions are, for example, Robert Michels, Pofitical Partics (N.Y.: Free Press,
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