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This report deals with the influence of various organizational resources upon
methods of participation. We found it useful to subdivide the concept of political
participation into four groups: Input participation, decision participation, con-
sumer participation, and respondent participation. Using data from one city and
one sector we cannot suggest any general conclusions, Our findings show these
various methods of participation 1o be highly intercorrelated and that the various
methods of participation = along with organizational resources as income and
stafl, the contextual variable, and preoccupation with the local system level = in-
fluenced each method of participation. This means that we have to take the posi-
tions of organizations in the political system into consideration if we want to
study their participation in the political processes. The resources stemning from
positions in the political system are perhaps more influential upon the method of
participation than the traditional organizational resource variables.

The process of consuming public finances is not without political effects. Con-
sumer participation is related both to decision participation and to input partici-
pation. Our study also indicates that it is wrong to assume closed models with no
feed-back loops when we study relations betwesn interest organizations and pub-
lic authorities.

1. Voluntary Organizations as Folitical Actors

From the beginning, election studies have been concerned with why some
individuals participate in political processes and others not. It may be
fruitful to use some of the ideas developed in election studies to describe
why some organizations participate and others not. Organizations will
participate in political processes if they perceive it advantageous to their
aims. Some will participate on the local level, others at the national level.
To appreciate this variation, we should discuss to what extent the actual
level is able to realize the organization’s aims by the means available at
that system level, that is, those arenas the level controls and the extent to
which control is autonomous at this level. Generally, we believe that
organizations will concentrate their efforts at the system level which
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controls those means that are necessary for the organization's goal at-
tainment. The picture we can construct of the localization of the means is
not a static one, and of course an organization can be preoccupied with
what is happening on more than one system level.

In Norway, especially the large economic organizations participate at
the national level. These are also called ‘hard-value’ organizations (hard
values are economic values). Local studies indicate that it is ‘soft value’
organizations that concentrate at the local level. The main purpose of this
article is to discuss organizational resources in relation to different forms
of participation in local political processes.! The normal way of analyzing
political activity is to treat it as a unidimensional concept. Here we shall
propose a division of the concept of political participation into four com-
ponents as a framework for discussing organizational resources. All the
organizations included in this study operate within the social sector and all
must be said to be ‘soft value’ organizations. They all have a local site;
even so, they may not be interested in politics at this level. Consequently
we must consider their preoccupation with what is going on at the local
level when we discuss their *behaviour’,

The normal way of discussing participation is to see it as an activity
requiring resources. One expects organizations with resources of em-
ployed staff and money to participate more and at more stages in the
decision-making process than those that lack these resources. A British
study (Newton 1976, 1) sums up how some resources can influence politi-
cal activity in this way: *The evidence supports the suggestion that the
membership size is an important determinant of income which in turn
determines the ability to employ full-time, salaried administrators, and
that membership size, income and staff are all closely related to rates of
political activity’. The dependent variable, ‘political activity’, was defined
in terms of ‘the number of issues it (the organization) had been inveolved in
and thus to produce a simple measure of frequency of political activity’
(Newton 1976, 41).

One may ask whether it is fruitful and possible to subdivide the concept
of political activity, or more especially, political participation. If we
discuss political participation in relation to a political system, we can
immediately identify 3 main categories: One is linked to the input proces-
ses, Input Participation, one is linked to the formal and authoritative
decision processes, Decision Participation, and one to the consumption
processes, Consumer Participation. In all these methods of participation
it is also possible to have a Respondent Participation, that is, a response
to demands from authorities.
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Input Participation. Organizations are active in the sense that they put
forward proposals on the input side of the political system. Here we find
claims for changes in rules, for a larger share, and so on. This is the way
usually suggested to understand how ‘interest’ organizations further their
own interests. The concept of ‘pressure group activity’ covers an activity
which is part of Input Participation. But the latter could also merely be
ideas put forward by one actor. All kinds of activity may influence the
‘input’ stream, but here we narrow the concept to refer only to activity that
is directed deliberately towards public authorities. In this pilot study we
have defined this concept operationally to be: “The number of proposals an
organization claims to have put forward to any local authority in the social
sector last year’.?

Decision participation is a continuous method of participation, by hol-
ding a formal position in an authoritative decision-making body. In this
study we have operationally defined this concept to be: ‘If an organization
claims to have one or more representatives on any board linked to the local
political system’. What we have witnessed at the national level is that the
larger organizations have increasingly become decision-participants. We
do not know whether this has led to an increase or decrease in other ways
of participation. But how this participation might influence the other
methods of participation is a question we shall discuss in this ar-
ticle.

Consumer Participarion is the least political. Easton (1957) defines
the concept of political activity as ‘the activity that aims at influencing the
authoritative distribution of goods in the society’. According to Easton’s
definition, participation in consuming goods which are present as a result
of authoritative decisions is not political participation. But more recently,
political scientists have asked how policy-outputs influence inputs (e.g.
Ranney 1968). Here we shall not try to review this literature, but only
suggest that just as it is natural to ask how outputs influence inputs, it is
also natural to ask how participation in consuming values ‘created” di-
rectly as a result of political decisions affects input participation. In the
social sector many voluntary organizations themselves, or in cooperation
with the authorities, run social institutions. This is mainly possible be-
cause of public money both from the national and the local level. This
sometimes symbiotic relationship has been described as follows (Slack
1968): ‘Voluntary effort as a whole was described in 1959 as having
become an integral part of the health and welfare services. It became an
integral part by virtue on the one hand of being first in the field, thereby
gaining public acclaim, financial support, specialist knowledge and orga-
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nizational experience and sometimes, it must be added, vested interest
and unwillingness to give up what statutory bodies in due course became
better equipped to do. In addition, over recent years, there has been
increasing support, both moral and financial, by government, departments
and local authorities in respect of the statutory social services. That is to
say they have frequently become agents for central or local authorities’
(Slack 1968, 152-3). The same tendencies can also be seen in Norway:
voluntary organizations run social institutions largely funded by public
money. This could be said to have two main aspects. One is the depend-
ence on public finances and the other is the professional concern with
running social institutions. The former aspect is included in our consumer
participant concept, the latter we have named the contextual variable. We
have defined consumer participation operationally to be: “Whether the
organizations have received money from local authorities or not.’

To be arespondent participant you have first to be asked. The process of
responding says something about the relations between authorities and
organizations which we do not see in the other methods. Part of this
concept is the ‘remiss’ institution, where the largest organizations are
asked to give their views on important questions before the government
puts forward a proposal to the national assembly: also relevant are infor-
mal ‘hearings’. While reminiscent of decision participation, this kind of
participation is less formal and so less binding on both the authorities and
the organizations. It may be defined as follows: ‘an organization responsi-
vely participates if it responds to demands/questions/proposals from the
official authorities’.

This way of participation is different from pressure group activity in the
sense that the organization must be asked first. It would be possible and
perhaps fruitful to classify public sectors according to whether the organi-
zations and the authorities both act (take initiatives) and react (respond to
initiatives), whether one acts whilst the other does not respond, or wheth-
er one only responds and does not act.* Here, however, we shall be
concerned mainly with the kind of factors that affect this way of participa-
ting. Here we have operationally defined the concept as: ‘An organization
shows respondent activity if it says that it has been contacted by the local
authorities’. A weak point is that we have no data on whether they have
answered or not. But the authorities would not contact an organization if
past experience was that it did not answer; and and indeed in this partici-
pation the crucial point is to be contacted by the authorities.
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2. ‘Organizational’ Variables

Research with organizations as units shows correlations between organi-
zational resources and political activity. (See Newton 1976, 61.) In this
study we shall discuss how organizational variables might affect the diffe-
rent methods of participation. We have data on the following commonly
accepted organizational resource variables: membership size, income,
employed staff. Since we have reason to expect that these are highly
correlated, we shall resist the temptation to incorporate them in a single
model. In fact, we are not cspecially interested in making a composite
variable either, since we believe that different resources could influence
different methods of participation. We have also added one ‘resource
variable’, namely the proportion of thz organizational membership which
is said to be active in the organization’s work. An organization which lacks
staff resources could perhaps compensate by having more active mem-
bers.

Preoccupation with the actual system level. Organizations will concent-
rate their efforts towards that system level which is relevant to their aims.
We asked the leaders which level was most important to their organiza-
tion. It is not only a question of which level is of relevance to organiza-
tions, but also how important that level is for their goal attainment. We
asked the leaders how preoccupied their organization was with what was
going on at the local political level. We will use the answers to this question
as an indicator of how important that level is for the organization's goal
attainment. Through these two variables we are able to decide the system
level to which the organizations are most attached, and how preoccupied
they are with what is happening at that level.

Contextual variable. Tt is of course relevant to ask in what context an
organization operates. To find one variable that could contain all the
different contexts is of course not possible. But in this connection we are
interested in seeing the kind of effect active social work might have on
methods of participation. As an indicator of active social work we asked
how many persons were employed by the organizations in social work:
54% had nobody employed in that work, whilst the remainder had from 1
to 20 persons employed in institutions which were run solely by the
organization or in cooperation with local authorities.

Interest groups — cause groups. It is common to distinguish between
‘Interest groups’ and ‘Cause groups’, or between organizations that in-
volve people in their occupational capacity and those that do not. Accor-
ding to this distinction all organizations included in this report are ‘cause’
organizations; none involve people in their occupational capacity. But in
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the social sector we could distinguish between organizations that work
mainly for people other than their members, and those that work mainly
for their members. This grouping is somewhat similar to that between
interest organizations and cause organizations. The former can be said to
work directly and primarily for the members’ benefits, whilst the cause
organizations might well work for others. The leaders were asked about
the objectives of the organization, to say whether the members of the
organization joined mainly to take care of their own interests or to take
care of others’ interests. 64% of the organizations were classified working
mainly for their own members” interests or both kinds, whilst 36% were
classified as working mainly for others’ interests. The former group we
call interest organizations and the latter cause organizations. During the
collection of data we became aware of how different the interest organiza-
tions were from the cause organizations. The former seemed to be less
preoccupied with the local political level. Handicap organizations (organi-
zing people with common physical or psychical handicaps) are almost all
of this kind. And obviously their aims cannot depend too much on local
authorities for their fulfilment.

Table 1 shows how the categorization of the organizations influences
system preoccupation. It is dangerous to make any inferences on how
various organizational characteristics affect participation and relations to

Table 1. Preoccupation with local political system level and objectives of organizational
work. In percent.

Objectives of organizational work

Systems Working Working G
preoccupation mainly mainly diff.
for for the
others members
Particularly
precccupied
with what is 40 22 +18
happening at
local level
Preoccupied 6l 28 +32
MNot or not
much,
preoccupied 0 30 =50
Total 100 (MN=10} 100 (N=18) 0
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Table 2. Organizational characteristics and organizational context. In percent.

Organizational context

Organizational Have people Have no Taotal N
characteristics employed in people

social work employed in

social work

‘Interest’
Organizations 11 89 100 18
‘Cause’
Organizations 67 13 100 9
gamma = -( 88235 (5 =0.0017)

authorities without explicitly controlling for preoccupation with what is
happening at the actual level and thereby indirectly for how dependent an
organization is upon public decisions in order to reach its goals. Let us
have a closer look at some differences between organizations working for
their members and organizations which say they mainly work for others.

Table 3. Comparing ‘Interest’ and ‘Cause’ organizations with respect to organizational

resources. In percent.

‘Interest
Organizations’

‘Cause
Organizations’

Organizational income

More than 25000 N. Kr. 56 80
Organizational income

Less than 25000 N Kr. 44 20

Total % 100 (N = 16) 100 (N = 1)
Organizational staff 22 30

Mo organizational

staff 78 70

Total % 100 (N = 18) 100 (N = 1)
More than 200 members 39 &0

Less than 200 members 61 40

Total % 100 (N = 18) 10 (N = 1)
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Table 2 shows a marked contrast between organizations working
mainly for their members (‘Interest Organizations’) and organizations
working for others (‘Cause Organizations’). Two out of three cause orga-
nizations have persons employed in social work compared to only one out
of ten of the interest organizations. The cause organizations in this local
setting work for others by running social institutions. We must also see if
they differ with respect to organizational resources.

Table 3 shows how interest organizations differ from cause organiza-
tions with respect to organizational resources. Cause organizations have
higher income and more members than the interest organizations. All
these findings underline the necessity of controlling for system level
preoccupation, activity in social work, and organizational resources if we
wish to discuss the effects of working for the members’ interests or for
others in the social sector.

Satisfaction with the relations to the authorities. One further approach
is to argue that dissatisfaction creates activity. We asked the organizatio-
nal leaders how satisfied they were with the relations they had with the
local social authorities.

In Table 4 we have simply dichotomised between those who answerezd
very pleased and those who answered pleased and bad relations. This
variable could affect the style of participation.

Table 4. Frequencies of the answers on the question of satisfaction with the relations to the
local social authorities. In percent.

Very pleased with the relationship 54
Pleased with the relationship 29
Less pleased with the relationship 0
Bad relations 4
No relationship at all 4
Don't know 9
Total 100 (N =28)

3. Hypotheses

Although we have very few cases on which to apply all these variables, we
shall try to offer some assumptions about how these independent variables
will operate in the social sector of one specific city.

170



3.1 What Could Influence ‘Input Participation'?

We expect preoccupation with what is going on at the local level to be
positively correlated with input participation. Organizations will concen-
trate their efforts towards the system level which is seen as relevant to
their aims. And further, input participation will increase with increasing
preoccupation with what is happening at this level.

H1. Preoccupation with the local level will be positively correlated with
input participation at that level.

Organizational resources and participation

In the sense that input participation corresponds to the concept of political
activity, we have at least two schools of thought. One opinion is that
smaller groups are likely to be more politically active than large ones. ‘Ina
variety of institutions, public and private, national and local, “action
taking'’ groups and sub-groups tended to be much smaller than *‘non-ac-
tion taking™ groups and subgroups.” (Olson 1974, 53). Olson supports this
claim by arguing that smaller groups are more effective: *‘For the small,
privileged group can expect that its collective needs will probably be met
one way or another, and the fairly small (or intermediate) group has a fair
chance that voluntary action will solve its collective problems, but the
large, latent group cannot act in accordance with its common interests so
long as the members of the group are free to further their individual
interests.” (Olson 1974, 53: See also James 1951) Alternatively, it can be
argued that larger groups will be more active, ‘because the greater the
number of members, the greater the resources of voluntary labour, the
greater the likelihood of public authorities taking action which affects the
interest of some members, and the greater the likelihood of organizations
having a critical mass of members who will want to react’. (Newton 1976,
43).

To test these two hypotheses it is necessary to hold constant the degree
to which one organization is dependent upon public decisions at the given
level. If we do this, and then compare organizations which are equal with
respect to system dependence, but have unequal size, we could say:

(1) Organizational resources as employed staff could reduce the costs
linked to participation.

(2) Leaders in larger organizations are probably more dependent on “ta-
king home points’ for public appearance because of their distance from

171



the members. This will inspire leaders of larger organizations to politi-
cal action. Input participation by putting forward proposals is often
visible action.

(3) Smaller groups often have a more open and democratic way of wor-
king. This represents a cost with respect to initiatives related to input
participation. Larger organizations have to a greater extent delegated
authority to their leaders to take initiatives. This will reduce the costs
linked to initiatives related to input participation.

(4) To the extent that input participation is linked with dissatisfaction with
present output from the system, we would probably find small groups
more active. Because smaller groups are poorer and weaker, they will
probably have a higher propensity to be dissatisfied than rich and
wealthy groups.

We do not have data here on whether input participation is of a protest
nature or not. But if our expectations are not supported, the degree of
dissatisfaction in the input streams could represent an alternative hypo-
thesis to the assumptions made here.

H2: *When we control for system level preoccupation, staff and income,
we expect membership size to be positively correlated with input
participation.’

Contextual variables

Normally, to be actively involved with social work in cooperation with the
authorities would lead to organizational experience and thereby reduce
the costs linked to making proposals. On the other hand, running social
institutions indicates good contacts with the authorities and this could lead
to passivity in relation to input participation: the cases are dealt with
during daily contact and there is no need to put up proposals. But if they
would like to do so, it would not cost much because of their good contacts
with the authorities. It could also be agreed that active social work in
running social institutions would direct organizational attention away
from politics. But since this social work is heavily dependent upon politi-
cal decisions for money, we do not think it would.

It is of course dangerous to go too far with such a discussion with only 23
cases for analysis. However, within this limitation, it might be profitable
to see how far this variable is positively correlated with input participa-
tion, especially because this kind of work is closely related to public
financing.

172



H3: We expect activity in running social institutions to be positively
correlated with input participation.

Interest groups|Cause groups

As we already have seen, the organizations in our sample which are
classified as interest groups (working for their own members) are much
less concerned with what is going on at a local level than the cause
organizations. For this reason we expect interest groups in this sample to
be negatively correlated with input participation.

H4: In the local social sector interest groups are negatively correlated
with input participation.

If we control for system preoccupation, and other factors which are
correlated with input participation, we would expect ‘working for own
interest’ to be positively correlated with input participation. It is perhaps
more stimulating to work for your own interests than for others.

Methods of participation as independent variables

To have representatives in decision making bodies would indeed reduce
the costs linked to making proposals.

HS5: We assume organizations which are represented in decision making
bodies to show a higher input participation than those which are not.

The relationships with the authorities

Until now we have argued that input participation would be influenced by
organizational resources. But another way to view the problem could be to
see input participation as a result of dissatisfaction with what the system
creates. As organizational theory on organizational problem-solving finds
dissatisfaction with the present situation as a point of departure, we could
assume that these organizations submitted proposals to the authorities
especially when they were not satisfied with what the system produced. If
this is the case we would assume:

H6: When we conitrol for organizational resources and system preoccu-
pations we expect less satisfactory relationships with the authorities
to be positively correlated with input participation.

3.2 What Could Influence ‘Consumer Participation’?

We assume preoccupation with what is going on at this level to be positi-
vely correlated with consumer participation. Of the organizational resour-
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ces, we believe the organization’s income to be positively correlated with
consumer participation. For organizations, high income also means high
expenses. And high expenses are often financed by public funds. Accor-
dingly, we must control for the contextual variable.

H7: When we control for system preoccupation and running social insti-
tutions, we expect organizational income to be positively correlated
with consumer participation.

If it is the case that to work for other people in the social sector means
running social institutions, interest groups will be negatively correlated
with consumer participation.

H8: When we control for system preoccupation and running social insti-
tutions, we expect interest organizations to be negatively correlated
with consumer participation.

We believe that it could be favourable for an organization to have repre-
sentatives in the decision making bodies if it wishes to ‘consumer partici-
pate’.

H9: Having representatives in decision making bodies is positively cor-
related with consumer participation.

3.3 What Could Influence Decision Participation?

When we control for system level preoccupation, what kind of organiza-
tional resources could be positively correlated with having representa-
tives in the decision making bodies at local level? First, membership size
could be positively correlated with decision participation. In politics num-
bers count, and direct representation of an organization which represents
many people would be more politically significant than that of one with
few people. At least this would normally be the case, but sometimes small
organizations possess a strategic position in the political system and could
be selected to join decision bodies for this reason.

H10: Membership size is positively correlated with decision participe-
tion.

Another variable that we assume is correlaied with decision participation
is the contextual variable of being involved in running social institutions.
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These organizations would have specialized knowledge and contact with
what was happening in the sector. For this reason we assume:

H11: Running social institutions is positively correlated with decision-
participation.

Input participation and decision participation

Input participation over a longer period could result in decision participa-
tion. By being active and constructive in input participation, an organiza-
tion could show that it deserves a voice in the relevant decision making
body.

HI12: Input participation and decision participation are positively corre-
lated.

Interest groups and decision participation

The interest groups in our sample were less preoccupied with what is going
on at local level. This indicates that they are negatively correlated with
decision participation.

H13: Interest organizations ure negatively correlated with decision parti-
ciparion.

Consumer participation and decision participation

If you consume public goods in a particular field, that would indicate your
interest in what is happening in that field. We assume consumer participa-
tion to influence decision participation.

H14: Consumer participation and decision participation are positively
correlated.

We have already suggested that decision participation could be positively
correlated with consumer participation. This might, then, be a two-way
relationship:
Consumption influences the chances of being a decision partici-
pant, and being a decision participant influences the chances of

becoming a consumer participent.

We shall see later if we can trace any such tendencies.
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3.4 What Could Influence a Respondent Participation?
For the authorities time is a scarce resource. They therefore only contact

organizations if the latter are ‘powerful’ and if the contact can be made
without too much loss of time.

Organizational resources and respondent participation

Of the organizational resources, we believe that to have employed staff is
of importance. Employed staff would drastically reduce the costs for the
authorities to make a contact. This is also so because membership size and
staff are positively correlated. The Pearson’s r between these two varia-
bles is 0.61 (s = 0,001).

HI15: Having emploved staff in the organizations and being contacted by
the authorities are positively correlated.

Social work and respondent participation
To be involved in social work would increase the chances that the authori-

ties would have reason to make a contact, and would probably reduce the
costs linked to making the contact for the authorities.

H16: To be involved in running social institutions and respondent partici-
pation are positively correlared.

Decision participation and respondent participation

To have representatives in the decision-making bodies would make it
easier for the authorities to make contact, but it would probably be less
necessary for them to do so because of the continuous contact in the
decision-making body. For this reason we do not expect to find any
significant correlation between decision participation and respondent
participation.

H17: Respondent participation and decision participation are not signifi-
cantly correlated.

Interest groups and respondent participation

Because of the lesser preoccupation of ‘interest groups’ with what is
happening at local level and because of their lack of staff, we expect
interest organizations and respondent participation to be negatively cor-
related.

H18: Interest groups are negatively correlated with respondent partici-
pation.
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4. Analysis

We will begin the analysis by testing the assumptions we have made. Then
we will discuss models that could explain some of the variances in the
dependent variables. Let us start the test of our assumptions by first
showing some simple correlations.

Let us discuss Table 5 step by step in relation to our assumptions before
we trace more general patterns.

Input participation

Table 5 supports our assumption with regard to a positive correlation
between system occupation and input participation. (r = 0,59). We ex-
pected further membership size to be positively correlated with input
participation. Table 5 does not support this assumption. A partial correla-
tion between membership size and input participation, controlling for the
other organizational resource factors and system preoccupation, shows
no connection between membership size and input participation. Table 5

Tahble 5. Relationships of organizational rescurces variables and other organizational
characteristics to different methods of participation.

Methods of Orrganizational resovrces  Other organizational characteristics
participation MS  AM IN  ST' 10 RS RA' PR' DM
Input

participation 0,12 -0.35% 0,05 0,17 -0,36* 0,40* 0,43* 0,59* 041*
Consumer

participation? 0,22 0,12 047* 0,17 -034* 0.47* 0,07  0,37*
Decision? 0,06 -0,05 0,32+

participation

Respondent? 0,59% —0.43* 0,49* 0,13 0,13
participation

M5 = Membership size

AM = Proportion of members being active

IN = Organizational income

ST = Organizational staff

10 = Interest organizations

RS = Persons employed in institutions run by the organization
RA = Very pleased with the relations with the authorities

PR = Preoccupation with what is happening &t local political level
DP = Decision participation

Pearson Correlation coefficients.,

a = Dummy variables

* = level of significance better than 0,05%
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supports our assumption of a positive correlation between running social
institutions and input participation. The hypothesis still holds when we
control for the other factors which are positively correlated with input
participation. The assumption of a negative correlation between interest
organizations and input participation is supported, as is that of a positive
correlation between decision participation and input participation. The
assumption is still supported when the other influential variables are
controlled in a partial correlation. We assumed that those less satisfied
with their relations with the authorities would be more active in input
participation than those who were satisfied. Table 5 shows this is not the
case. On the contrary, it shows a significant positive correlation between
being very pleased with the relations with the authorities and input partici-
pation. The process of problem solving described in organizational theory
literature does not seem to be similar to the process of input participation.
Rather, it could be the case that previous success in putting forward
proposals creates good feelings towards the authorities and inspires furth-
er input activity. There is also a negative correlation between the propor-
tion of members being active and input participation, but this correlation
disappears when controlling for the other intervening variables. We shall
later consider these variables in a regression model. At present we can
conclude that neither of the organizational resource factors are correlated
with input participation. The latter seems rather to be a function of the
contextual variables: system preoccupation, good relations with the aut-
horities, and decision participation.

Consumer participation

As we expected, organizational income is positively correlated with con-
sumer participation. This is so even if we control for other intervening
variables in a partial correlation. The organizations which are created
mainly to protect their own members’ interests are negatively correlated
with consumer participation in the local sector. The assumption made
about a positive correlation between consumer participation and decision
participation is also supported by Table 5. As we might have expected, we
also have a positive correlation between involvement in running social
institutions and consumer participation. This is not surprising since this
involvement is heavily financed from public funds. Secondly, Table 5 also
shows that it is possible to be a consumer participant without being too
concerned with what is going on at the local political level. Consumer
participation seems to be a function of organizational income (expenses),
involvement in running social institutions, and decision participation.
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Decision participation

We assumed membership size to be positively correlated with decision
participation. Table 5 shows this is not the case. If numbers count in
politics, this does not seem to be the case in the local social sector with
regard to having representatives in decision making bodies at the local
social level. One reason for this could be that these arenas are not seen as
‘political’ — in the sense of a local political struggle on these questions. In
this case more professional considerations could be of importance when
representatives are chosen. If so, we would expect our next assumption to
be supported: (H11)

Running social institutions is positively correlated with decision
participation.

Table 5 supports that assumption. There is a positive correlation between
decision participation and the contextual variable.

As we have already seen, there is a positive correlation between input
participation and decision participation. We asssumed interest organiza-
tions to be negatively correlated with decision participation, but Table 5
does not support this assumption. The main explanation for this is that the
authorities in our city instituted a special board for the handicap organiza-
tions. Their relations with the authorities are channelled mainly through
this board. If we exclude this board from consideration, r ‘improves” tor =
—0,24, but the level of significance is only 10%. As we already have seen,
the assumption about a positive correlation between consumer participa-
tion and decision participation is supported.

Decision participation seems to be a function of contextual circumstan-
ces, consumer participation, and input participation. The contextual vari-
able and consumer participation are highly correlated, but we shall discuss
that when we use regression analysis.

5. Four Closed Systems

The analysis clearly shows that several of our variables are closely con-
nected. This indicates models with feedback loops between the various
variables. But let us assume that we have four different systems, one for
each method of participation — and see if our tendencies are persistent
before we put the pieces together again.
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What seems to influence input participation?

There was a positive correlation between input participation and system
preoccupation, running social institutions, cause organizations, decision
participation, and satisfaction with local authorities. If we assume a closed
system with these as independent variables, we can make a regression
equation. In a regression analysis containing all these variables, only two
turn out in the end to be significantly and positively correlated with the
dependent variable system preoccupation and decision participation.
A regression equation with these variables gives:
Y = The number of proposals put forward = input participation.
X = particularly preoccupied with what is happening at local political level
(dummy)
Z. = having representatives in a decision-making body at local level
(dummy) = decision participation
The result of this regression analysis was:
Y'=027+ 1,29 X + 0,67 Z
R2=043 S = 0,08%
When we standardize the beta coefficients we have the following model:

These results indicate that system preoccupation and having represen-
tatives in a local decision-making body are together able to explain 43% of
the variance in the dependent variable: system preoccupation is the more
important.

The regression analysis ‘throws out’ the contextual variable, and the
relations with the authorities as insignificant in this model. Our ‘relations
with the authorities’ variable was not a good one: 83% answered that they
were pleased with the relationship or very pleased with the relationship.
The few cases that we have make us hesitant of drawing definite conclu-
sions on these points.
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What seems to influence consumer participation?

We found a positive correlation between consumer participation and
organizational income. If we see organizational income as an indicator of
organizational expenses, we have a positive correlation between organi-
zational expenses in the social sector and consumer participation.

We also have a positive correlation between having representatives in
decision-making bodies and consumer participation. This gives us a re-
gression equation with:

Y = consumption of local public money (dummy)
X = organizational income (expenses). The incomes are grouped in
categories ranging from 0 to 12
Z = Having representatives in decision-making bodies within the
local political system (decision participation) (dummy)
Having a dummy variable as a dependent variable we are most interested
in the effects of the independent variables on the dependent one. The
result of this regression analysis was:
Yt =0,11+007X+ 0,34 Z
R? = 0,34
Level of significance: 0,05%
When we standardise the beta coefficients we have the following model:

These results indicate that the model is able to ‘explain’ 34% of the
variance in the dependent variable. Of the two independent variables, the
standardized beta coefficients show that organizational income is the
more important.

What seems to influence decision participation?

We have found positive correlations between decision participation and
the contextual variable: running social institutions, input participation,
and consumer participation.
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We will again assume a closed system with these variables as indepen-
dent ones and make a regression equation in this instance. The contextual
variable drops out as insignificant, and we are left with input participation
and consumer participation as significant independent variables.

Y = having at least one representative in a local decision-making
body (dummy)

X = number of proposals put forward = input participation

Z = having received money from local authorities = consumer par-
ticipation (dummy)

The result of this regression analysis was:
Yi=0,17+ 1,4 X + 041 Z
rr = 0,278 = 0,07%

When we standardize the beta coefficients we have the following model:

These results indicate that decision participation is influenced directly by
consumer participation and indirectly by consumer participation through
input participation, and that input participation influences decision
participation. Of these, consumer participation is the most influential
variable. The level of significance is not very good, but the results seem
reasonable. However, the model ‘explains’ only 27% of the variance in the
dependent variable.

What seems to influence respondent participation?

We found positive correlations between respondent participation (having
been contacted by the authorities) and having employed staff, involve-
ment in running social institutions, and being a cause organization. Be-
cause the cause organizations were so highly correlated with running
social institutions we experienced multicolinearity in our first regression
maodel, The cause organizations were so highly correlated with both the
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contextual variable and the organizational resource variables, that a result
with this factor would be hard to interpret. Hence we removed that
variable from our regression equation. The remaining variables turned out
to be significant in our regression equations.

Y = having been contacted by local authorities (dummy) = respon-
dent participation

X = number of persons engaged in social work for the organization
= contextual variable.

Z = having persons employed in staff positions in the organization
(dummy) = organizational resource variable.

Again we have assumed a closed system with these two variables opera-
ting as independent ones.

The result of the regression equation was:

Y1= 0,004 + 0,42 Z + 0,028 X
2= 0,44 S = 0,05%

When we standardize the beta coefficients we have the following model:

e
L~

Cd

0.59

The model shows that the variables having employed staff and the number
of persons employed in social work for the organization together ‘explain’
449 of the variance in the dependent variable. Having staff is the most
influential variable, with both a strong direct effect on the dependent one,
and an indirect effect through the running of social institutions.

6. From Closed Systems to Open and Dynamic Systems with
Feedback Loops

We have seen that it is artificial to assume closed and unrelated systems
when in fact they are open and intercorrelated.
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Our three decision variables which are linked directly to a model of a
political system, input participation, decision participation, consumer
participation turn out in this analysis to be intercorrelated in one dynamic
model instead of three static and closed ones. And respondent participa-
tion seems to be different, and not so closely connected with the three
other methods of participation.

A review of our regression models gives in fact this result:

A Respondent Participation Model

social
institutions

S

Having
emnployed
starf

We have already commented upon the respondent participation model.
The multiple participation model shows that the main variables influen-
cing the method of participation are the other methods of participation,
system preoccupation, and organizational income. The two systems are
probably connected; having employed staff and organizational income are
highly correlated.

When we study the participation in political processes, it is not enough
to allow for system preoccupation, organizational resources variables,
and contextual variables. We must also take into account the organiza-
tions' various positions in the political system itself. The resources stem-
ming from positions in the political system are influential variables opera-
ting on each method of participation. The consumption of public finances
has political consequences, influencing both input participation and deci-
sion participation. Accordingly, we must not exclude the consumption of
public goods when we study the political behaviour of organizations.

These results have several consequences. The beta coefficients were
created with the assumption of the absence of feed-back loops. The results
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show that this is not the case. This means that the beta coefficients in our
regression models should have been estimated under the assumption of a
dynamic system, with feed-back loops. But this also implies that it is
wrong and dangerous to assume closed and none feed-back models when
we discuss connections between interest organizations and public author-
ities. Participation in one part of the political system influences and is
influenced by participation in other parts of that same system.

We chose the dependent variables from a general model of a political
system. These data give empirical support for the usefulness of having a
general concept of a political system — a model which links processes
together again,

NOTES

1. An earlier version of this article was presented at European Consortium for Political
Research Workshop on Interest Group Strategy, Freie Universitiit, Berlin 1977, The data
are based on interviews with the chairmen of 28 social organizations and the administra-
tive leaders within the social sector in a city in southern Norway. 1 would like to thank
Karl Erik Brofoss and Tore Hansen for valoable comments. 1 am also indebted to the
Department of Government, University of Essex, where the work on this project has been
carried out. My thanks also to Mike Weston for linguistic advice. This project is financed
by the Norwegian Research Council for Science and the Humanities.

2. The year in question was 1972,

3. I have tried to describe this way of thinking in Solvang 1973.
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