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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF THE PROFESSIONAL STAFF IN

AHERICAN STATE PARTIES

by Roland H. Ebel

American political parties have been increasingly

enlisting the aid of the professional and the expert to

assist them in administration, research and public relations.

This study presents an analysis of the role played by the

paid professional staff personnel in American state parties

and the impact of this role upon the power structure of these

parties.

Professional party staff personnel are defined in

this study as salaried employees, responsible to the elected

political leadership and working full or part-time as con-

sultants or administrators in the headquarters or field

office of a political party, candidate or public official.

The definitim arbitrarily excludes both clerical personnel

and elected party and/or public officials even though such

Persons may be engaged in some functions of a technical or

Professional nature or appear on the party payroll. '

The role played in the party by the paid professional

and its effect upon the partypouer structure is approached

from two perspectives. First, an inventory of the profes-

Bional staff structure of America's 104 state and territorial
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parties was made. By means of a questionnaire sent to state

chairmen, data of a descriptive character were gathered on

the types of staff employed by the state parties and their

perceptions of future staff needs. In addition, socio-economic

and career data were obtained by means of a questionnaire sent

to individual party staff persons identified by the question-

naire.

Second, an analysis of a single state (Michigan) as

a case study was conducted to determine (1) the perceptions

of the political leadership as to the role properly to be

played by the professional staff within the political party,

(2) the extent to which the professional staff knowingly or

unknowingly attempts to or succeeds in violating this “proper

role,” and (3) the variables making for staff influence within

the party.

By means of extended interviews with political leaders

and staff persons in the Democratic and Republican parties

of Hichigan data were gathered on the perceptions by both

the staff and the leadership of the proper limits within

which staff personnel should exercise discretion in making

decisions. Particular attention was directed toward specific

situations potentially involving staff people in discretionary

Power, e.g., writingspeeches, dispensing press releases,

recruiting local candidates, etc.

As a framework for the analysis, party staff personnel

were conceived of as bureaucratically structured and thus

subject to the ”laws" of behavior common to bureaucratic

111





Roland H. Ebel

organisations as elucidated by such theorists as Robert K.

Herton, Philip Selznick,.Chris Argyris, Alvin w. Gouldner

and Rensis Likert. Thus, it was postulated that staff person-

nel will seek to maximize their powerM the party

leadership and engage in behavioral mechanisms designed to

protect their prerogatives. This, it was postulated, would

tend to place the party leadership and the party staff in

competition for the decision-making power in the party.

These hypotheses, however, were found to be largely

invalid. The data disclose a relatively high level of

agreement between the party leadership and the staff person-

nel as to the appropriate role to be played by the staff in

the political party, namely, that although party staff

Personnel bring a substantial amount of expertise to the

functions of the party with the result that this expertise

Sives them an impact on party decisions, these functions

are Perceived as properly exercised within and subordinate

to the ideological and decisional framework established by

“‘9 Party leaders. Furthermore, staff personnel manifest a

h18h degree of role acceptance. They tend to view themselves

3' advice-givers rather than decision-makers. In contrast

t0 the pathological tendencies in bureaucratic behavior

described by Merton and others, party staff personnel mani-

fe“ little desire to usurp authority or to run the party

”Sanizations themselves.

It is the conclusion of the study that while

theOl'etically a party staff might be conceived of as bureau-

°P8tically structured, the decentralized nature of American

iv
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state parties tends to reduce the hierarchic element in the

party staff structure. Staff personnel become attached to

individual candidates, office holders and party leaders and,

while they cooperate with each other, they are not centrally

directed. The ”cellular” structure of the party staff re-

sults in an ease of access by staff people to key party

decision-making points in the party which, in turn, has the

effect of producing a consensual image between the party

leadership and the staff as to what the proper staff role

should be not attainable in a strictly hierarchic structure.

This is because ease of access (1) enables the staff to have

a direct influence over leadership attitudes on the proper

staff role, (2) reduces the difficulties placed in the way

0? Performance that would occur if staff were expected to

accomplish tasks without either discretionary power or

access, (3) provides the staff with a sense of participation

in decisions and reinforces its commitment to group norms,

and (it) provides continuous consultation which obviates the

need for extreme discretionary power.
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PART I

INTRODUCTION

Political parties are increasingly enlisting the aid

of the professional and the expert. What is the role (or

roles) being played by the professional staff person in the

modern party? What impact is he having upon the power struc-

ture of our parties? An understanding of these questions is

essential to the theory of party behavior. '

That the professional staff (or bureaucratic element)

constitutes a center of power in the political party is

probably an assumed but only occasionally articulated propo-

sition. However, if it be assumed that in a hierarchically

structured organization it is likely that persons having

specific skills and access to reasonably technical informa-

tion will tend to form an oligarchic group (and therefore a

center of power) within that organization, it is not unreason-

able to postulate that the paid, professional staff member

will, by the nature of his skills and information, also

constitute a power center in the party.

This study is an inquiry into the power role(s) of

the professional staff person in American state political

Parties. It is believed that such an inquiry has implica-

tions for two aspects of the science of politics. First,



it seeks to determine what role is actually being played by

this growing element in the modern political party and what

impact this may have on both the political life and the

' nature of democracy as practiced in the United States.

Second, it has as an objective the testing of a number of

the central themes in organization theory within the context

of the political party. These themes are (1) the “iron

law of oligarchy' as enunciated by Robert Michels; (2) the

effects of socio-economic homogeneity upon the power struc-

ture of an organization as stated by Bendix; and (3) the

power maximizing effects of a monopoly of information and

the channels of communication as developed by Bernard, Simon

and Selznick.

More specifically, it is the purpose of this research

project to determine whether such factors as the degree of

homogeneity of a sub-group within a mass organization and

its monopoly of special skills, information and channels of

. communication tends to produce a controlling oligarchy as

suggested by Michele and, in the case of a political party,

where the political and bureaucratic elements constitute

actual or potential rival oligarchies, what factors exist

Imich might give the dominance to one or the other.



CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM OF ORGANIZED POWER

Social scientists are becoming increasingly concerned

with the role that organization plays in the maintenance and

distribution of power in modern society. This concern stems

from a growing body of data that indicates that the ability

to organize the skills, matériel, and attitudes in any social

system provides the person who controls this organization with

the major instruments of social and political power.1

There are, in the literature of social science, three

basic approaches to the problem of the role of organization

in the achievement of political power. These approaches are

(l) the inherent power of a highly rationalized, impersonal

bureaucracy, (2) the tendency toward oligarchy, and (3) the

dominance of certain skill groups. Although these approaches

are highly interrelated they warrant discussion as distinct

approaches to the problem.

Buzgaugracy. The development of a highly rationalized

administrative hierarchy which characterizes most of the

public and private institutions in modern society has served

as a major conceptual tool in the study of the maintenance

and distribution of power. Based on the work of Max Weber,

'Mueaucracy - defined as an administrative system charac-

terized by a high degree of specialization of function whose

_*

1For example see Seymour Martin Lipset, Martin A. Trow

and James 8. Coleman, Union Democracy: The Intggggl Pglitics

3
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participants are controlled formally by impersonal rules and

informally by such incentives as a regular salary, a pension

and an “office" - has been viewed as the most highly rational,

efficient, and relentlessly powerful of all forms of human

organization.2 Bureaucracy ”chains“ to itself its own partci-

pants on the one hand and,on the other, completely 'overtowers'

the person from the outside who seeks to deal with it.3

There are a number of factors that contribute to the

power of bureaucracy as an organizational type. First, since

bureaucratic organization is based upon technical specializa-

tion, it tends to have a near monopoly over the knowledge and

skills related to the matters with which it is concerned.

The amateur dealing with a bureaucratic structure in the areas

of its competence, as Weber suggests, '. . .finds himself in

the position of the 'dilettante' who stands oppostie the

expert....'“ Second, and related to the above, the

hierarchic structure of a bureaucracy is designed to enable

it to function in a much more rational manner than either an

individual or a non-bureaucratically organized group of

people are capable. This stems from the face that the

expertise of many specialists are linked together in a com-

munication net that provides the decision-makers with a

¥

9; the Intemtional Typgggaphica; Union (Glencoe, Illinois:

The Free Press, 195 : Reinhard Bendix, Higheg Civil Segvants

in Am ric Societ (Boulder, 0010.: University 0 Co orado

Press, 19 9 ; and Philip Selznick, The Or ani i W a n

(New York: The McGraw-Hill Company, 1952;.

2Max Weber, “Bureaucracy,” m M W ' Es s in

@2131, 'Ed. R. H. Gerth and C. Wright ills New Ior

Oxford University Press, 1946).

31big., pp. 228-229: 232-233. “Ibid., p. 232.
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greater amount of relevant data than is available to either

a single individual or an unorganized group.S

Third, the substitution of rules for individual caprice

tends to augment the control of the organization over its

own members. Thus, the organization can be controlled from

the top like a gigantic machine. This reduces the area of

discretion «- the area subject to discussion and choice among

its members.5

Bureaucracy, however, has its ”other face". More

recent empirical research has shown that a bureaucratically

organized administrative system does not, in fact, behave

like a machine: Rather, its operation more nearly resembles

a social system: Rcethlisbsrger and Dicks-on, reporting some

of the earliest research in this field, have shown that

bureaucratic structures tend to break up into informal sub-

groups which may cr may not cooperate with the goals of the

entire organization: They point out that people are incapa-

ble of acting as cogs in an impersonal machine. Rather, .

they tend to form small groups based on the face to face

relationships which exist in the larger organization. These

groups serve the dual function of providing the individual

with his need for a sense of social relatedness and providing

the group a measure of protection against pressures from

without adW from withm. The individual. becomes

k

WW ‘— ——'v

5Noel r. Gist and L. A. Halbsrt, Ur - t , (4th

ed.; New York: Thomas I. Crowsll Company, 195

6Lipsst, 2;. 51., 22. 943., pp. hos-#04.
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a part of this type of sub-group both because he wants to

and because he is forced to by social pressure.7

Truman, in discussing the legislative process,

describes the manner in which loyalty to the face-to-face

group takes precedence over other loyalties - in this case,

loyalty to his conception of the legislative office.

Membership in the legislature...tends to set a man

somewhat apart from others who have not had that

experience and to expose him to competing claims from

the legislative group, claims supplementing the in-

fluence of expectations concerning public office..."

These, like other groups exact a measure of conformity

‘ as the price of acceptance. Any person entering such

an organization, at whatever level, is more or less

subject to its claims if he wishes to 'belong" to it

or to lead it. Once accepted he comes to identify the

goals and claims of the unity as in some degree his

own. Among those claims may be a body of unwritten

rules definingthe proper way of hegdling the claims

of various groups outside the unit.

The develOpment of‘ sub-groups within bureaucratic

structtn'es stems from the basic psychology of the individual.

This psychology is composed of a number of elements.

First, people do not become depersonalized when they

participate in bureaucratic organizations. Rather, they

participate as ”wholes”. Argyris points out' that the highly

rational, impersonal and specialized nature of a bureaucratic

structure tends to run counter to the personality of the

average adult. Instead of being allowed to act independently,

_ A

v

7F. J. Roethlisberger and William J. Dickson; 35mg-

ment mad the '0 er, (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University

mai~1 ’ PP. 3'5600

8David B. Truman, The Gove al P cess (New York:

Alfred A. Knopf, 1950), pp. 3- 5 0 i
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positively mid work with a diversity of objects, modern

bureaucracy relegates him to a passive and dependent status

and anchors him to a limited range of tasks. This creates

tensions which result, he says, in one of a variety of dis-

turbmces within the organization. One such disturbance is

the creation of infomal groups to sanction deviant behavior.9

Second, every individual is subject to forces outside

of the bureaucracy in which he works. As Truman points out,

"the notion of a neutralized public servant without con-

flicting motivations is an illusion; The public official

is not a 'blank sheet of paper on which the organization can

write what it wills". As a human being he comes to his

position with group affiliations and preferences and he forms

additional ones during his tenure".10 The fact that a

bureaucratic structure is part of a wider social structure

which also generates pressures which impinge upon the. loyal-

ties of the individual defines the limits of collaborations“

_. A

jw— f

96hrise~Argyris, "The Individual and Organization:

Some Problems of Mutual Adjustment," A s tive 3c ° ce

Quanta-3;, (June, 1957). 3-23.

lorm. 22c cit" P. 450.

( $11". J. Rcethlisberger, H ement M e (Cam-

bridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni ty recs, 1950 , p. 43.

Odegard states, for instance, that a public servant has

loyalties to (1) political leaders, (2) administrative

a“sari-ore and subordinates..(3) the courts, (4) members of

his profession, (5) the ethical system of the state aid

society, and (6) his own soul and personal integrity. See

Peter 'R. Ode ard, ”Toward A Responsible Bureaucracy," m

w. 292 March, 1954). 19.



Third, the individual brings to the orgmization his

own irrational‘ities. Mn is motivated as much by emotion as

by logic. His values, hopes and fears will have a direct

effect upon the way in which he performs his duties.12 In

addition, the very regularized pmcedures of the bureaucracy

often result in what Merton calls ”trained incapacity" . The

necessity of following regulations, for instance, produces a

bureaucrat who is overly concerned with rules. There is

developed in him the psychological tendency to displace the

goals of the orgmization with its regulations. Thus, the

docile bureaucrat may become, in effect, a sabotetn' of the

goals of the organizatien.13

Bureaucracy's "other, face“ is well summarized by

Philip Selznick in his article, "An Approach to the Theory

of Bureaucracy." He states that sociological research re-

quires that a number of hypotheses be made about btn'eaucrscy.

First, that every formal organization creates an informal

organization which works to modify the goals of the tonal

organization. Second, this process of modification is due

primarily to the fact that the professed goals of the

' orgmization often conflict with or fail to solve the immedi-

ate problems of the participants. Third, since people are

primarily concerned with the solution of their on personal

k _A

“F‘- _____

lzfloethliaberger, 22. LE" PP. 20-310

13Robert K. Merton, "Bureaucratic Structure ad

. Pairsenality," Read I (éd. Robert K. Merton,

Allss P. G,ray Hoe y and Rama: 0. Solvin; Glencoe,

I111-11013: The Free Press, 1952), pp. 364-366.
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problems, the actual procedures of the organization (as

reflected in the activities of its members) will reflect

attempts to solve personal and internal problems of the

organization itself rather than accomplish its formal goals.14

What, then, is the power of bureaucratic organization?

Does the existence of a group of specialists organized in

hierarchic fashion produce an irrestible administrative

organism or are there tendencies within such structures that

substantially reduce the power of the bureaucracy to Operate

effectively? This brings us logically to a consideration of

a second approach to the organization of power - the phe-

nomenon of oligarohy. I

gligggggz. The tendency toward oligarohy, states

Robert Michele, "....is a matter of technical and practical

necessity. It is the inevitable product of the very princi-

ple of organization".'15 This is due to the fact that an

organization requires a certain corps of expert officials ,

A;

14Philip Selznick, "An Approach to the Theory of

Bureaucracy fl American Sociolo ical Review‘ VIII (February,

19#3). #7-51. For empirical studies of the modification of

goals within a bureaucratic structure see Melville Dalton,

      

”Unofficial union Management Relations," American Sociolo i-

Rsviow* XV (October, 1950), 611-619; geymour Martin

Politics f the  
  

 

  

 

  

  

em Socialism' The Interns

Un encoe, 11.: he Free Press, 19 4);

and Mel l e Da , "Managing the Managers," Human Orgggiz -

tion, XIV (Fall, 1955). 4-10.

15Robert Michele, Political Parties: A figgiolggica;

Study of go Oligmmgg figs es 0 g cm emocragx

en.and Cedar P lencoe, .: e Free rose,

1949) p. 35.

 

4

 



10

tdguide its affairs. Because it takes time and experience

to. acquire these technical skills, the rank and file per-

ceive the incumbent official as indispensable to the organi-.

zation- Coupled with this is the fact that the leadership

develops the techniques (such as the control of the election

machinery) to perpetuate itself in office. Describing the

principle of oligarchy as it, relates to the leadershippf

political parties by members of legislative bodies Michele

‘ states,

As...experts, intimately acquainted with all the hidden

aspects of the subject under discussion, many of the

deputies are adept in the art of employing digressions,

periphrases and terminological. subtleties, by means of

which they surround the simplest matter witha maze of

obscurity to which they alone have the clue. In this

way, whether acting in good faith or in bad, they render

it impossible for the masses, whose 'theoretical

interpretere' they should be, to follow them and they

elude all possibility of tee cal control. They are

the masters of the situation.

Oligarchy, for Michels, rests upon three essential

factors: (1) the incompetenceof the rank-and-file member,

(2) the technical indispensability of the expert officials,

and (3) the psychological and economic compulsion of the

official to seek to retain his present position since to

return to his former position would mean the loss of income

and social status.17

The ”iron law of oligarchy" has been both praised

and blamed. Maurice Duverger sees the principle of oligarchy

 P—'—— “—

16M' D. 85s 3“ $130 pp. 83-84e

. A 1711315,” pp. 86; 206-207. See also 0. W. Cassinelli.

The Law mugarchy, Am 0 c Sc 0 - ‘ fl.

XLVII (September, 1953). 7 1.

w—
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.aaa basic phcmmonmmopcan political parties.18 In

.fset. he accepts this notion as descriptive of most all

. social groups. He states,

In consequence the leadership .of political parties -

like that of most present-day social groups: trade

unions, associations, business rims. and so on -

iggmedzgld mmiagciéafityii9dmocrauc in

unset. Trow and Coleman in their study of the Inter-

.naiinnal Typogranhical Union. come to a somewhat less sweep-

ing conclusion. “They discovered that many of the oligarchic

mechanisms found by Michele and his followers ("monopolies

of power-status, funds and communications channsls which. the

officials of most ordinarily possess....") were‘not notice-

able in the ITU; or, if present, ”their effects were greatly

mitigated by other elements in the system'.20 On the other

hand, at the close of their study, they concluded somewhat

circularly that the reason why oligarchy did not.exist in

the ITU was because no simle clique had a monopoly. of the

resources of politics. 21

Opposition to the theory of an iron law of oligarchy,

then, stems from three major sources. First, as was

. 18Maurice Duverger, Poilitical Parties. Trans. Barbara

and Robert North (New York: ohn ey an Sons, Inc., 1951:)

pp. 133-190;

19942.. p. 133.

201.1.pset, 23., 21,-: o ._ cit... p. 13.

2 , p. 413. Probably their most valid con-

clusion is t ”...there is much more variation in the

tarsal organization of associations than the notion of an

iron law of oligarchy would imply." See p. 405.
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mentioned above, there is no conclusive proof that oligarcmr

is. characteristic of all organizations. Second, the law, of

oligarchy assumes that the followers are either an inert

mass or, in the case of a bureaucracy, that the bureaucracy

is- a completely neutral and monolithic organism. The theory

neither takes into consideration the possibility of rival

oligarchies nor the fact that inbureaucratic organizations

there are strong tendencies toward goal modification and, at

times, outright sabotage, both of which would have the effect

of. reducing the power of the oligarchy.22 Third, Michele

never developed an Operational definition of what-oligarohy

is. nor did he clearly differentiate it from "organization”

itself.23

Skill-Elia Theory. A third approach to the problem

of. organized power centers aromd the notion .that a political

system receives its essential character from the types of

skill groups that control the instruments ‘of.-power,;i.e..

those organizations which have the power to mobilize skill.

material and consent.

.. Lasswell and his disciples seem to view political

institutions and the other organized instruments of power

sabeing essentially neutral and subject to capture by that

Smup whose particular skill either dominates society as a

whole or is able to make alliances with other skill groups.

__

223mm, 91.. «215.. p. 71.

2303831110111, 221 Me; PP. 773-784e
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Thus, he sees contemporary revolutionary movements as

alliances among experts in propaganda, organization and

coercion.24

While Lasswell is concerned primarily with the types

of. skills that become generally dominant within a given

political system, other students of organization have

focussed upon the power roles of certain organized skill

amps within»m political and social institutions. Par-

ticular attention has been given to the intellectual and

the expert.25

This literature tends to minimize the power of the

intellectual and the expert. Merton, for instance, holds

that the expert in a social science role experiences a high

degree of insecurity due to the imprecision of his discipline.

This facwr, he asserts, produces a high degree of docility.26

Reitzler paints the same picture The expert, he states, is

30 enmered with his specialty that he is willing to work

 

. 2“Harold D. Laeswell, The World Revo ution Of 0

.Tlme: A Framework For Basic Folio Rese ch (Stanford,

5131?ch Stanford University Press, 19515; Daniel Lerner,

Nazi Elite (Stanford, California; Stanford University

Rees, EEI); and Harold D. Lasswell. "The Garrison State

and S cislists on Violence " The American Journal of Sociolo

XLVI January. 1941) 455—4653.

25599 Robert K. Merton, "The Intellectual In A Public

Bureaucracy," in Social Theo_1% and Social Strucgge (Glencoe,

s: The Free rose, 19 9 Kurt eitzler, On the

Paychology of the Modem Revolution," Social Resear x

(September, 1943), 320-336; and Harold E. w'll'ens—El. inu ..

.1lactglg In Lagr U?i§ns: Organization% Pressures E

Igofessioga; oles” encoe, linois: ree ress,

26Mem, 22o 9-1-30, PP. 162-165.
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at it for anyone who recognizes its value to the extent that

he is willing to pay for its exercise.

Experts like to be given a chance in their own field.

Full of ideas of what could be done there, they are

eager to do it. Therefore they are inclined to accept

the leads5 who can be expected to give them their

”chance.“ 7

The Search For A Cause u Fr me o k

This inquiry, as was stated at the outset, is an

attempt to study the role of a specific group of persons

(the professional party staffer) in a mass organization.

SIt is assumed that - because these persons work under some

form of hierarchically ordered authority, have specific

Skills and access to reasonably technical information -

this group is potentially an organized minority in the

party. This assumption rests on two secondary assumptions.

First, it is assumed that their access to technical informa-

tion, skill, etc., provides them with the tools necessary to

bacome an organized minority. Second, it is assumed that

common skills, professional activities, etc., may very well

Produce group identification that will weld them into an

Organized minority in the party structure.

This set of propositions necessitates the raising of

two related questions. First, what is the nature of this

youp‘f Is it a bureaucracy, an oligarchy, or a skill group?

Second, which of these approaches is most able to provide us

¥

with a valid conceptual framework with which to study the

27Reitzler, 92. gi_t_., p. 328.
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power role of the paid professional in modern political

parties? It is with this latter problem - the search for a

conceptual framework - that this section is concerned.

Bureauczgcz. One method of approaching the power role

of the professional in the political party is to view him as

a member of a specialized bureaucracy within the party. His

power, in theory, would stem from the inherent power of any

”ideal” type bureaucracy as conceived by Weber and his

disciples.28

The use of the concept of bureaucracy as a conceptual

framework, however, has a number of weaknesses. First, while

the concept is helpful in a theoretical explanation of how

organization maximizes power, it does not, in itself, solve

the problem of competing internal sub-bureaucracies which

tend to sabotage the formal bureaucracy itself.29 It is

theoretically possible that a formal bureaucratic structure

might be so divided by competing informal internal bureau-

cratic structures that it has no power at all.

Second, the use of the bureaucratic concept as an

explanation of the power inherent in organization is not

adequate since the power of bureaucracies are greatly diluted

Is their own pathological behavior. Sub-group loyalties and

(niqnesy the overlapping group affiliations of its members, and

_ ‘ 3.

28See pp. 3-4.

29Me1ville Dalton, "Conflicts Between Staff and Line

Hm: erial Officers,” American Sociological Review, XV (June,

1950 . 342-351.
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the perversions springing from the ”trained incapacity" of

its participants all go together to make a bureaucracy some-

thing less than the overtowering force which Max Weber en-

visioned. '

Third, even in the early theoretical literature,

bureaucracy was viewed somewhat paradoxically. 0n the one

hand, the bureaucratic structure was the most powerful of

organizations in the areas of its competence. On the other

hand, it was looked upon as neutral and subject to control

by whomever was in a position to give it orders. The only

solution to this paradox lies in the contention that

bureaucracy is in a power position vie-a-vis those persons

that approach it from without but is completely docile with

respect to its own master. What, then, is the power position

of a bureaucratically organized group of party professionals?

Who are the outsiders and who are its masters?

Must the concept of bureaucracy be disgarded as a

framework in which to study organized power? While no

actual bureaucracies having all the elements which might

logically give them the power theoretically inherent in

their formal structure actually exist, the ”ideal type"

itself can be used as a reference point by which to measure

deviation from the ideal. we must look, then, for

‘mueaucracy acting as organizational power wherever we can

find it. It is conceivable that agtn.l bureaucratic power -

My only reside in a very small segment of a formal

bureaucratic structure.
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Oligazchy. A second method of approaching the power

role of the professional party staff person in the political

party is to view his as a member of an oligarchy. This approach

has at least two advantages. First, it enables the researcher

to disregard formal hierarchic relationships as primary evi-

dence of the staff person's power role and allows the researcher u:

seek for systematic power relations wherever he can find it.

Thus, uninhibited by considerations of formal structure only,

Duverger was able to discover various types of oligarchies

in European parties.3°

Second, oligarchy can be used as a method of more

accurately conceptualizing the structure of the cliques and

sub-groups which reduce the power of a formally organized

bureaucracy.

Probably the major drawback to the concept of

oligarchy as it was formulated by Michele is that he never

clearly differentiated between oligarchy and bureaucracy as

organizational types. In the final analysis, both con-

ceptions or descriptions of the power role inherent in

organization are based on the monopoly of skill and channels

of communication. The major difference between them con-

sists in their formal structure.

,An interesting problem is posed when one looks at the

Dover position of the professional party staffer in terms of

— )

3°Duverger, pp. 933.. pp. 151-157.



18

these two conceptualizations. As far as formal party organ-

ization is concerned, the professional staff person is a

member of a bureaucracy technically under the control of an

oligarchy, i.e., a political oligarchy.

Skill-Elite Theory. The third approach to the problem

of the power role of the paid professionals in a political

party is to view them as a skill elite whose power rests on

the fact that they monopolize certain skills and expertise

which are indispensable to the party leadership. This ap-

proach, however, also has its weaknesses. First, can it

be said that a monopoly of skill by itself constitutes power?

It would seem to this writer that the possession of skill

does not necessarily mean that the skill group would work

together with the degree of unanimity required to give them

power. hThere would be good reason to believe that the same

forces would be at work as are present within a bureaucracy,

namely, cliques, "trained incapacity," etc., which would

greatly reduce the actual power of the group to either

materially affect or sabotage the decisions of the formal

party leadership.

Second, as Wilenski points out, the political leader-

ship tends to acquire the expertise that the outside expert

is originally recruited to provide.31 Thus, there gradually

develops a rival skill elite which reduces the indispensa-

bility of the original one. Thus, the question must be

31Wilenski, 22. 213;” PP. 198-205-
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raised - does skill in itself have any long-range power role

in a political or social institution?

Third, the same question must’be asked of the skill-

elite construct that was asked of the bureaucratic approach,

namely, how does it differ from oligarchy? Are not Vilenski's

intellectuals Michels' oligarchs?

ngclusion. It is the opinion of this writer that,

in spite of its defects, oligarchy presents the most promis-

ing framework within which to approach the study of organized

power. Following Duverger, it is contended that oligarchy

manifests itself in a number of structural forms.32 A given

,oligarchy may have the structure of bureaucracy or may be

tied together by charisma or face to face relationships or

may have aspects of all three. By using the conception of

oligarchy'as a theoretical model the researcher is enabled

to look at an organization in all of its parts and identify

the centers of power and determine what structural charac-

teristics and technical skills provide them with whatever

power they do possess. For instance, some of the elements

producing power for which the researcher can look are (1)

the delegation of discretionary power, (2) a knowledge of

the ”ropes," (3) irreplaceable skills and knowledge held by

certain individuals and, (4) those customs and procedures

which tend to cement the functionary in his position.

AA

32Duverger, pg. git," pp. 151-157.
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For purposes of this research project the leadership

of the political party is viewed as being composed of two

actual or potentially rival oligarchies - the political

oligarchy and the professional oligarchy. That is, there

are or may be two groups within the party that have a sub-

stantial monopoly of skill, knowledge of the ”ropes," a

network of supporters, etc. The political oligarchy has the

essential structure of a "camarilla," i.e., ”a small group

which makes use of close personal solidarity as a means of

establishing and retaining its influence."33 The group is

composed of both legal and ”behind the scenes" leaders of

the party.

The professional (staff) oligarchy is essentially a

bureaucratically organized skill group whose ties are pro-

fessional in nature. Members of this group are recruited

to do a specific job for the party and are paid a salary.

Although theoretically the political and professional

oligarchies stand in superordinate and subordinate positions

respectively, they are viewed as actual or potential com-

petitors for power.

Attempt should be made to state clearly what is

meant by power. Power, as it is used in this study, has

tmth positive and negative features. In the positive sense,

Inwer can be described as the frequency with which the

oPinions and viewpoints of neither an individual or a group

___

f f

3?;pig,, p. 152.
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within the organization become the basis of actual decisions.

It is recognized that technically the power to make decisions

rests with the official party leadership. However, the

ability of elements of either the professional or political

oligarchy to see its viewpoints become the official policy

of the party is what is meant,- in this instance, by power.

More simply stated, is the political oligarchy forced to

listen to and accept the opinions of the professional oli-

garchy it it is to survive or feel that it is in its own best

interests to do so? If so, power is said to reside in the

hands of the professional oligarchy to the extent to which

its advice is accepted. If the survival of the political

leadership does not depend upon the advice of the profes-

sional oligarchy (or if it fails to perceive that it does)

or if it does not believe that following such advice is in

its best interests, power is said not to reside in the hands

of the professional.

In the negative sense of the term, power denotes the

extent to which either an individual or a group of indivi-

duals in the organization are capable of sabotaging the

legitimate commands or goals of their superiors. It should

be noted that this sabotage may stem from deliberate intent

or may result from such non-deliberate causes as "trained

incapacity.” In either case, it is probably more accurate

to say that power, when used in this sense, is more re-

flective of lack of power on the part of the party leader-

8hip than actual power on the part of appointed subordinates.
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Majoz Hmfleses

The propositions being tested can be grouped into two

areas. A first group of propositions relating to the power

position of the bureaucratic element in a political party

can be stated as follows:

Pamsiflon I: In general terms, the professional

staffs in American political parties will have one of the

following two power roles:

a. By virtue of their special skills, access to

specific types of information, and monopoly of

certain channels of communication, the party

professionals will be in ‘a position to either

control or materially influence the decisions

made at or by the ”political” levels of the

party-

or

b. Due to the fact that the party professionals are

either lacking in special skills and information

or are trained to be "neutrally competent"34

they will be manipulable by the political ele-

ments in the party .

More specifically, their degree of influence will depend upon

the following factors:

_‘
‘-

3“By ”neutral competence” is meant essentially

docillity, 1.e., willingness on the part of the party

bureaucrats to take orders and do a "good job“ irrespective

of their on: convictions.

v—i ——— .——v
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Skigl'Faetgzg

l. The degree to which their skills and informa~

tion are perceived by the political leader-

ship to be crucial to the success of the

party.

2. The degree to which these skills and informa-

tion are perceived by the political leader-

ship to be of a technical nature and thus

not within their competence.

3. The degree to which the channels by which

this information reaches major decision points

are monopolized by the party professionals.

4. The degree to which the professional haying

these skills is perceived by the political

leadership to be irreplaceable. Irreplace-

ability can be defused as the difficulty with

which an.outside staff expert can be re-

cruited and prepared to adequately discharge

his duties. Factors making for irreplace-

ability are (1) lack of adequate replacements

for existing personnel, (2) lack of suf-

ficient time (particularly during a politi-

cal campaign) to train such replacements,

and (3) lack of sufficient funds to hire such

replacements.
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The degree to which the party bureaucracy is

structured in such a way as to maximize

opportunities for discretion on the part of

the professionals. Structural factors mak-

ing for discretion are (1) size of staff

organization, thus increasing the need for

delegation of authority, and (2) degree of

geographic, functional and/or political

decentralization, thus increasing the remote-

ness of centralized authority. That is, the

more the party deploys its personnel in the

"field," breaks up its staff into functional

specialties (such as fund raising, organizing,

publicity) and/or allocates staff to differ-

ing political campaigns (state-wide, GOD!

greesional, state legislative, etc.) the

more remote will be the central authority

and the more discretionary power will reside

in the hands of the professional.

The degree to which the party professionals

control the instruments of internal party

control, i.e., the party press and other

media of communication such as manuals,

instructions, research documents, policy

statements, reports, etc.
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Sgcigl Factors

1.

3.

The degree to which the party professionals

are characterized by sufficient socio-

economic homogeneity so as to enable them to

act with a fairly high degree of unanimity

and agreement of purpose. It is assumed

that the existence of sub-groups within the

professional bureaucracy will decrease its

capacity to act in concert, and thus, to

decrease its influence.

The degree to which the party professionals

perceive themselves as having common values,

goals or needs.

The degree to which the party professional,

individually or as a group, is perceived by

the political leadership to have the support

of segments of the party's rank and file or

of segments of the society as a whole.

The degree to which the professionals_them-

selves establish the "tone" of the party as

a result of the fact that they are constantly

engaged in verbalizing its attitudes and

opinions for the party leadership.

WA

1. The degree to which the professional per-

ceives the party‘s goals as being contrary

to his personal norms.
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2. The degree to which the political leadership

requires the professional staff person to

engage in activities which violate his per-

ception of his role.

3. The degree to which the professional oligarchy

is characterized by the disruptive elements

known as ”trained incapacity", i.e., red

tape, "playing it safe," etc.

ngpgsitign II: The ability of the political leader-

ship mn a given party to resist the power of the professional

staff will depend upon:

8.

b.

C.

d.

M A

The degree to which the professional staff is

imbued with the attitudes of neutral competence.

The degree to which the professional staff is

recruited from a social stratum that is sub-

stantially "inferior“ to that of the political

element of the party.

The degree to which the political leadership in

the party has its own expertise and its own

sources of information.

The degree to which the political leadership does

not identify with the frame of reference and/or

the attitudes of the professional staff.35

__

—

35There may very well be a tendency for state chair-

men, for instance, to develop "administrative" interests and

attitudes at the expense of political" ones: to identify

with his staff rather than with the party's political leader-

sup.
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More specifically, the power of the political leadership

vis-a-vie the professional staff rests upon (1) the extent

of their independent expertise and knowledge and (2) upon

their ability to develop docility on the part of their pro-

fessional staff through recruitment, training and super-

visory techniques .

It

to insure

f.

8.

is assured that the political leadership will seek

this docility by the following techniques:

By recruiting personnel that is in sympathy with

the ideology of the party.

By using in-service training programs to develop

attitudes of ideological sympathy or neutrality

on the part of the professional staff.

By employing whatever sanctions are at its

disposal such as the power to promote and dis-

charge personnel.

It is also seemed that there may exist within the

body of the party professionals certain characteristics

which will tend to enhance their tendency toward docility.

These are:

h.

1.

.10!

A sense of identification with the party and/or

its success.

A legal-rational attitude which tends to accept

unquestioningly the legitimate orders of the

political leadership.

A code of ethics which militates against organi-

zational sabotage.
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k. A feeling of having an ”investment" in the

organization in the sense of seniority, promotion

possibilities and/or salary.

1. A lack of suitable employment alternatives.

Propggition III. A relatively high degree of socio-

economic homogeneity within the bureaucratic element (pro-

fessional staff), thus producing relative ease of communica-

tion and common attitudes within it, will have a reinforc-

ing effect upon either Proposition I or II.

Conversely, lack of such homogeneity will tend to

reduce the degree to which the bureaucratic element will be

successful in influencing the political element since the

Vchances are great that they will be unable to act in con-

cert.36

A second area being researched is the extent to which

the bureaucratic element in the party exercises a unifying

(or disunifying) effect upon the party. One might reason-

ably expect that a high degree of shared attitudes on the

part of the professional staff will tend to produce party

unity provided their opinions on matters within their pro-

vince, e.g., campaign, finance, public opinion, etc., are

sought by the political element in the party. This can be

set forth in the following proposition:

‘_

36Lack of homogeneity may, however, be a barrier

against neutralization due to the “unanticipated conse-

quences" in an organization containing diffuse elements.
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Propgsitipg Iv: Homogeneity of attitudes on the part

of. the party professionals will have a unifying effectxon

the party to the extent that their advice is somhtby the

political leadership of the party.

Methodology

The Manchu staff m. The professional staff

person is a salaried employee, responsible to the elected

political leadership and working full or part-time as a

consultant in the headquarters or field office of a political

party, candidate or public official. He is a "man of know-

ledge” in the-sense that he brings or’is expected to bring

to the problems to which he is assigned a body of specialized

information and skill.. This skill may be derived either

from formal training or "experience."37

This definition excludes clerical persons, elected

officials and politically accountable party personnel such

as state'or county chairmen, national comitteemen, etc.

However, it is recognized that the researcher will find that

the line between the political and staff role will often be

blurred- Thus, the differing degrees to which the staff

role is played by persons participating in the day-to-day

activities of the political party can be presented schemati-

cally as follows:

k A

——v 7—— ———— ~—

37nerinition based on Wilenaki's definition of the

staff person in trade unions. See Wilenski, pp. git” p. 32.
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Politiciag with staff functions - e.g., State

omens

Staff persons who have political power or politi-

cal functions.

a. Hold Jobs as a reward‘for political activity.

b. Hold Jobs as a representative of a particular

political leader or faction.

Staff persons who have no directpoliticalpower

or political connections.

Clerical personnel who engage in certain» types of

work that can be classified as a staff or pro-

fessional function - e.g., the secretary who

occasionally speaks to party womens' groups.39

As a meme of determining the extent to which the

above named persons have staff roles (as opposed to politi-

cal or clerical roles) the following criteria may be applied:

1.

2.

3.

They hold appointive rather than elective posi-

tions. That is, they donot hold cons itution-

ally prescribed (and thereby protected positions.

Their recruitment is based on their training and/or

experience in one of the following types of skills

rather. than upon their status within the party.

a. Research

b. Managerial

c. Publicity

Pure clerical activity consumes no more thm.l25

percent of their time.

For purposes of this study, the powerrole of the

professional .staff in state party organizations is being

examined. Thus, the professional staff of a' state political

Party can be said to include the following elements:

—— V—f v—fivv a

33Not. 'a professional staff person under this definition.

39Not a professional staff person under this definition.
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Paid organizers at the state and county level.

Full-time public relations men, advisors and

administrative aids at the gubernatorial, state

legislative and state central committee levels.

Consultants and consulting firms retained by the

political party or individual candidate to work

in.specific fields such as advertising.and fund

raising.
/

Research Design. The research will view the role of

the staff

it is the

essential

the state

performed

scriptive

from two perspectives. At the descriptive level

objective of the researcher to determine (1) the

structural outline of the professional staff at

level and (2) the basic activities and/or functions

by these Persons. More specifically, the de-

section of the project will provide the following

information:

1. Organizational status of state professional staffs

A. Number and types of staff pgsitions in the party

organ za one. s expec ed the the following

types will appear:

1. FUnctional types40

a) Organizational, e.g., field organizers, etc.

b) Publicity

c) Research and policy formation

d) Administrative, e.g. administrative

assistants, office managers, etc.

e) Fund raising

k

40
There will, no doubt, be an element of functional

overlapping with certain staffers playing more than one role,

e.g., a publicity man may play a policy role.
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Organizational types. (The professional staff

person may perform a given functional role in

, any one of the following locations in the total

organization.)

a) State or county party organizations

b) Special committee of the state or county

party organization, e.g., county finance

committee

c) Candidate's personal staff, e.g., campaign

manager

d) Incumbent official‘s personal staff, e.g.,

governor‘s public relations experts

Conditions of employment

1.

2.

3.

Salary

Terms of employment

a) Consultant fee or per diem

b) ”Nine to five“ type

Type of tenure arrangement

a) Career security .

b) Subject to capricious dismissal

11. Description of the professional staff person

A. ,Socio-econcmic data: Age, sex, education, social and

economic class, religious background, racial and/or

ethnic background and community of origin.

1.

2.

Skillndata

Types of Jobs or functions performed

a) Skills required

b) Level of training required

Training

a) Training possessed upon entry

b) Types of in-service training
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C. Career line data

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Parents' occupation and education

Professional staff person's education

Occupational history

Haw recruited into staff position

Tenure

a) Length

b) Continuous or intermittent

Evaluation of future career opportunities

III. Recruitment and training

A.- Recruitment

1.

‘2.

Channels of entry

a) Reputation for information or skill

b) Professional status

c) Recommendation

(1) By other staff member

- (2) By party leader

(3) By other professional person

‘ d) Successful volunteer work

e) Special training, e.g., Citizenship

Clearing House program, Folk Fellowship

in Practical Politics, etc.

Requirements

a) Educational level

b) Experience

(1) In politics

(2) In other fields
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c) Degree of political and/or ideological

commitment

B. In-serzgce training: Schools, workshops, confer-

; eneea, trust onal manuals“, apprenticeships ,

professional societies and/or professional confer-

ences

C. Supervision

1. Evaluation procedures

2. Disciplinary procedures

The foregoing descriptive data performs two functions

for the total research project. First, it provides basic

descriptive data about the party professional staff as a

developing political institution in our society. Second, it

provides much of the backginund information for the more

analytical sections of the project.

The descriptive section of the study was conducted on

a nation-wide basis involving the following procedures:

(1) A questionnaire sent to the state chairman of every

state and territorial party asking for basic information on

the composition of their staff and the major staff needs of

their particulu- (2) Upon receipt of the above question-

naire, an instrument designed to obtain socio-econcmic md

career data on the individual staffer“2 was sent to staff

persons identified in the questionnaire. This descriptive

data on the structure and composition of state party pro-

fessional stern is reported in Section II of the study.

¥

'—

4189e Appendix B.

”See Appendix C.
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At the analytical level it is the objective of the

researcher to do an analysis in depth of a single state as

a case study to determine (1) the perceptions of the politi-

cal leadership as to the role properly to be played by the

professional staff within the political party, i.e., the

proper limits within which staff persons should exercise

discretion in making decisions, (2) the extent to which the

professional staff knowingly or unknowingly attempts to or

succeeds in violating this ”proper" role, and (3) the vari-

ables making for staff influence within the party.

Relative to the perceptions of the political leader-

ship as to the proper role to be played by the professional

staff, it has already been stated that the ability of the

political leadership in a given party to resist the power of

the bureaucratic element will depend in part on the degree

to which the former does not identify with the frame of

reference and/or attitudes of the latter.“3 Thus, it was

expected that the following would be discovered by the

researcher:

l. The political leadership would view itself as

both the legitimate and actual source of decisions on

political and/or party matters.

2. The political leadership would define the staff

role as properly ranging from technical assistance to advice

h 4‘

“BSee Proposition II, d, p. 26.
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but will reject the idea that staff should .-be allowed the

discretion to make policy decisions.

3. That segment of the political leadership which is

publicly elected would tend to define the proper staff role

more narrowly than the non-office holding segment of the

party leadership (state chairmen, county chairmen, etc.).

This is due to the fact that: (l) the non-office holding

segnent has duties similar to those of the staff and will

tend to make less of a differentiation between themselves

and the staff. (2) The office holding segment will have a

keener sense of their role as "officials” - a role placing

ultimate responsibility in their hands alone and thus not

subject to delegation.. A

4. The political element will show a limited aware-

ness of the extent to which: (1) discretionary decisions

are made directly by the staff, and (2) that the over-all

boundaries of their decisions are set by the information,

appointments, etc. channeled up to them by the staff.

Relative to the extent to which the professional

staff knowingly or unknowingly attempts to or succeeds in

violating this ”proper" role, it was expected that staff

persons, while having a greater awareness of the discretion-

ary aspects of their role than the political element, will

not have a clear conception of their true power.

The major theoretical prepositions relatim to the

palitical leadership have been set forward on pages 22 to

28 of this chapter. The primary system employed [in
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analysing the extent to which the behavioral patterns sug-

gested by these propositions actually characterize the

attitudes and behavior of leadership and staff personnel

will be to compare the perceptions of the political leader-

ship as to what they feel constitutes the proper staff role

with respect to these patterns, and the perceptions of staff

members as to what they feel the proper staff role to be.

Attention will be primarily directed to specific tasks and

duties engaged in by staff personnel. For instance, the

researcher will not be particularly interested in eliciting

from party leaders a generalized statement of the extent of

discretion staff people should have in handling press re-

leases, but rather, the circumstances under which staffers

must clear such releases, the circumstances under which

minor and/or major changes can be made, etc. What emerges

from this type of analysis is a composite pictm'e of the

general attitudes of the party leadership and party staff

of what properly constitutes the staff role as measured by

a series of attitudes toward specific day to day situations.

It is thus possible to draw a number of conclusions

relative to the types of relationships existing between the

leadership and the staff and their relative power positions

in the party, in terms of the following questions:

L 1. Do the leadership and staff elements hold similar

or conflicting views of the proper staff role?

2, If similar, do the role perceptions of the leader-

ship tend to produce docility or power seeking on the part
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of the staff? That is, to what extent do the expectations

of the leadership permit and/or encourage the staff to in-

crease its discretionary authority at the expense of the

leadership?

3. If conflicting, do the role perceptions of the

staff tend to motivate them to increase their power vis a 33

the leadership?

4. What phases of the staff operation tend to be

free from control by the leadership, either because the

leadership doubts its own competence, because such freedom

conforms to the expectations of the leadership, or because

the staff mnopolizes expertise in the area in question?

Data g‘athgmg procedures. Attention has been called

to the fact that the role of the professional staff in'

American political parties will be viewed from two per-

spectives, the descriptive and the analytical. Descriptive

data was obtained by the use of two different mailed

questionnaires. A one-page questionnaire"4 was sent to 104

state and territorial party chairmen in March, 1959 asking

them to report the types of staff personnel assigned to

their party organizations, the utilization they make of

public relations firms and their perceptions of future staff

needs.45 A total of 94 party chaimen responded for a

Msee Appendix A.

45
The mailing of the original questionnaire to state

chairmen obtained from lists in the office of the Michigan

Republican State Central Committee and the office of the

Michigan Democratic National Oommitteeman was followed by

two subsequent mailings 'to non-responding chairmen.
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response rate of 93.8 per cent. Those not responding. were

Republican party chairmen in Arkansas, Ohio, Tennessee,

Wyoming and Hawaii and Democratic party chairmen in Missis-

sippe, North Carolina, South Carolina, Ohio and Tennessee.

The data obtained from this questionnaire are discussed in

Chapters II and III.

A second mailed questionnaire46 designed to obtain

information on the socio-economic background of party staff

personnel, their career patterns and expectations was sent

to those persons whose positions were listed on the question-

naire retmned from the state chairmen. The questionnaires

were sent to a total of 167 persons in two waves in April

and May of 1959. From this mail-out there were returned

74 usable questionnaires for a response rate of M.9

per 002111.47

A

—*—‘v

“See Appendix B.

”Little consensus exists concerning the relative

validity of varying rates of rettn-ns from mailed question-

naires. Estimates vary from Herbert A. Teaps' contention

that" . .one seldom needs to content himself with less

than 95 per cent returns . . ." to the more moderate con-

tention of Robert Ferber that” . . .the response rate is

usually anywhere from O to 50 per cent.“ Lawrence E. Benson

states that questionnaires mailed to elite groups will

averageabout 40 per cent.- See Herbert A. Toops, "Question-

naires,” En cl0 edia of Educational Resear h- ed. Walter

S. Monore rev. e acm- an Company, 1950),

pp. 949-950, RobertFerber, ”The Problem of Bias in Mail

Returns: A Solution,” Pablic Opinion §uarter1b XII (Winter,

1948), 669 and Lawrence enson ' urveys Can be

Valuable," .239" X (Summer, 1946’ 237.

On the basis of the literature one is forced to pre-

dict that the sample employed in. this aspect of the study

tends to slightly over-represent those persons who are more
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No claim is made for the representativeness of the

sample. Some states, notably Michigan where the researcher

is fairly well known, showed a greater response thm others.

However, all of the usable questionnaires were employed in

the analysis.48' Thus, the conclusions drawn from the data

are considered to be exploratory and of partial validity in

nature. These data are discussed in Chapter IV.

The data for the case study section of the project

were obtained by interviews with party leaders and profes-

sional staff people in Michigan during the Spring of 1959.

The miverse selected for interviewing contained the follow-

ing individuals :

 

highly involved inpartystaffworkmdlieintheupper

socio-economi’c levels - in other words, the elite elements

amongthe party staff personnel. However, since it is not

unlikely that due to their professional status party staff

people will naturally fall in the upper socio-econonic

levels as far as the society at large is concerned, it can

be argued that thehfactors motivating replies to mailed

questionnaires will work to produce a fairly-“representative

group. It could also be the case that the .9 per cent

returning the questionnairerepresents a higher proportion

of permanent, non campaign-only staff people. See Philip

Salisburg, "Eighteen Elements of Danger in Making Mail

Surveys,“ Sales Mmgement XLIV (February, 1938) 28ff.

For the problem of small numbers see footnote 50,

p0 Me

”The number of usable questionnaires by state are

as follows: ' Arizona 2, California 3, Colorado 1, Connecti-

cut 3, Delaware 2, Florida 1, Georgia 1, Illinois.2,

Indiana 2, Iowa 1, Maine 2, Michigu: 18, Minnesota 2,- New

Hampshire 1, New Jersey 5, New Mexico 2, New York 5, North

Dakota 2, Oklahoma 1, Oregon 2, Pennsylvmia 4, South

Dakota 1, Texas 2, .. Utah 1, Vemont 1, Virginia 1, Washington

13), geet Virginia 1, Wisconsin 2, Wyoming 1, ad Washington,

. . l. '





41

Democratic Pm Leaders

Chairman, Democratic State Central Committee

' Democratic National Committeeman

Vice Chairman, Democratic State Central Committee

Democratic National Committeewoman

....Governor, State ofMichigan

Justice, Michigm Supreme Court

Lt. Governor, State of Michigan

Michigan Secretary of State

Michigan Attorney General

Minority Leader, Michigan House of Representatives

Republican Pglitical Loggia

Chairman, Republican State Central Comittee

Republican National Committeeman

Vice Chairman, Republican State Central Committee

Member, Republican State Central Comittee and

volunteer gubernatorial campaign manager, 1958

1958 gubernatorial candidate and titular leader

of Michigan Republican Party

Speaker, Michigan House of Representatives

Chairman, Kent County Republican Committee

Chairman, Oakland County Republican Committee

Chairman, Wayne County Republican Committee

Former Chairman, Republican State Central

Committee

Fomer gubernatorial candidate

Former Speaker, Michigan House of Representatives49

 

Il9While not currently holding public or party office,



\

42

Democratic Professional Staff Personnel

Press Secretary to the Governor of Michigan

Executive Secretary to the Governor of Michigan

and 1958 campaign director

Former Executive Secretary to the Governor of

Michigan

Speech writer for the Governor of Michigan

Researcher and Speech Writer for the Governor

of Michigan

Administrative Assistant to the Governor of

Michigan

Former Administrative Assistant to the Governor

of Michigan

Administrative Assistant to the Lt. Governor

of Michigan

Director of Public Relations, Democratic State

Central Committee -

Field Organizer, Democratic State Central

Committee

Field Organizer, Democratic State Central

Committee

Former Field Organizer, Democratic State Central

Committee

Administrative Assistant, Democratic Caucus,

Michigan House of Representatives

Republican Professional Staff Personnel

Public Relations Director, Republican State

Central Committee

Press Relationstssistant to Republican

Gubernatorial Candidate

these three former party leaders must be considered to be a

part

Vith

of the party leadership and all three have worked closely

staff'members currently on the Republican Party staff.
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Administrative Assistant to Republican

Gubernatorial Candidate

Assistant to Republican Gubernatorial Candidate

and to former State Chairman '

Administrative Assistant to the Chairman,

Republican State Central Committee

Organizational Director, Republican State Central

Committee

Field Organizer, Republican State Central

Committee

Executive Secretary, Kent County Republican

Committee

‘Executive Secretary, Wayne County Republican

Committee

Executive Secretary, Oakland County Republican

Committee

Former Executive Secretary, Genesee County

Republican Committee

Executive Secretary, Genesee County Republican

Committee and former press secretary to the

Governor of Michigan

Executive Director, Republican State Finance

Committee

Administrative Assistant, Speaker of the Michigan

House of Representatives

A.number of considerations went into the selection

01’ the interviewees. First, it was decided to limit, in

so far as possible, the interviewing to current political

1asiders and professional staff personnel. However, due to

the high turnover rate in both categories, a few persons

"1‘0 had recently vacated official leadership positions or

a“Eff jobs were interviewed. Second, it was relatively

difficult to define the boundaries of the state party
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organization. That is, it was difficult to decide whether

or not a definition of the Michigan Republican or Democratic

pmy should include congressmen, state legislators, county

chairmen or state administrative officers and their re-

spective staffs. The plan followed was to include only

those segments of the party leadership and staff structure

that are related significantly to state political problems

and the state-wide campaign. Thus, congressmen, congres-

sional candidates, local officials, local candidates and

their staffs were eliminated as not being significantly

related to either state political problems or the state-wide

culpaign. On the other hand, in addition to the state party

chairmen and the staffs attached to the state central com-

mittees, the Governor, state legislative leaders and county

Ohairmen and their staffs were included in the interviewing.

In addition, such state party leaders as vice-chairmen,

na‘lzional comitteemen and committeewomen who, although not

directly responsible for directing the party staff but who

Work closely with them, were also included. It should be

110th that, when defined in this fashion, close to a total

uluv-arse of state political leaders and staffers was ob-

tallied.5°

50Although analysis based on a small number of cases

Evolves substantial risk, in m exploratory study such as

11:13. one is necessarily committed to small numbers of cases.

u should be noted, however, that the data. under scrutiny is

°t a sample but rather. almost a total universe. Paul T.

thnd’ Ralph M. Goldman and Richard 0. shin point out in

13 connection that " . . . numbers as small as 4 to 10 in
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_ A number of the problems in the interviewing situation

should be noted. Irho most recurring difficulty was that of

insufficient time for the interview. Political leaders -

particularly office holders - work under tight schedules.

Often it was impossible to obtain sufficient time to com-

plete the interview. Consequently, it was often necessary

to omit questions in, the interview schedule in order to

accommodate the time limit of the interview situation. As

a means of over coming this problem, attempt was made to

arrange the questions according to their importance without

8attrificing the continuity of the interview. However, the

interviewer often found it necessary to innovate as he moved

thmugh the interview.

A second problem stemmed from the fact that the

Pea‘pondents had such differing functions and tasks in the

—_¥

*— fl

3 Single cell of a table can be statistically significant

“hen the relationships lean strongly in one direction; that

if an event can happen in only one of two ways, the proba-p

' bility that 4 events will happen in the same way by pure

chlance is approximately 6 in 100: for 5 cases, it is about

3 in 100. In .most statistical work, results are considered

81.Snificant when no more than 5 cases in 100 may be expected

‘0 deviate'due to chance alone.'.I See The Politics of

PI'eaidenti Nomin Conventi s (Washington, 5.5.: The

No 8 n ution, 9 0 Po -

Furthemrs, George W. Snedecor states thats”It seems

reasonable that the possibilities of munch in ample

IllaErna are more and more restricted as the sample size ap-

~ Washes that of the pepulation." See S atistical Methods

4581:1: 121.; Ames, Iowa: The Iowa StateMege recs, 9 ,

While it may appear that the small mmbers problem

flees in connection with the 74 mailed questionnaire re-

P011393, that data are being primarily used for descriptive

es whereas the Michigan data are being offered as

p‘I'H-al validation of hypotheses concerning staff behavior.
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pm that questions applicable to some were inapplicable to

others. Thus, there resulted a certain unevenness in the

quantity of responses to any single question.

Finally, the interviewer met with a certain ammmt 'of

evasion md stereotyped responses on the part of a number of

interviewees. This was particularly characteristic of

office holders.

The end result of these difficulties is that the re-

searcher was not able to obtain a tightly knit set of

responses to 'his questions. Rather, he obtained a series

01‘ ”cases" which, while not susceptible to rigorous statisti-

ca]. analysis, when taken together, however, present a fairly

clear picture of politician and staff perceptions of the

PPO‘per staff role.





PART I I

THE COMPOSITION OF STATE PARTY STAFFS

IN THE UNITED STATES

Section II of this study seeks to outline in some

detail the staff organization of the Democratic and Republi-f

can: state and territorial parties. Chapter II will largely

comprise an inventory of the state and territorial party

staffs as they are currently organized. Chapter III will

examine some of the major variables effecting the composition

01' party staffs. Chapter IV will describe the socio-economic

background and functions of the nation's political staffers.

‘1'?



CHAPTER II

THE STAFF ORGANIZATION OF THE STATE PARTIES

Staff organizations of state and territorial parties

in the United States are characterized by great diversity.

If staff size is used as a measure of this diversity we

find that party staff organizations attached to state

central committees range from no staff at all in either

party in Nevada to thirty employees attached to the New

York Republican organization.

Size of staff is not the only factor differentiating

state organizations from each other- Party organizations

differ in the functions performed by staff personnel. Many

Party organizations are content to limit themselves to

secretarial help while others apparently feel the necessity

to have on their staffs such ”luxuries" as full-time di-

rectors of women's activities.

This chapter will describe the staff organization of

mflaky-four state and territorial parties responding to a

<Netionnaire mailed to state chairmen in March, 1939.1

\

1See pp. 38-39.
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A general picture of the staff organization of the

ninety-four state organizations studied can be obtained

from Table l . 2

The table discloses a number of interesting phe-

nomena.3 The most commonly reported staff position, other

than clerical, is that of executive secretary, executive

director or administrative assistant to the state chairman

(classified together as ”general executive“). In fact,

forty-four of the state organizations list executive secre-

tary, executive director or administrative assistant as a

staff position. The next three most commonly reported

positions (public relations, field organization and finance)

together total only forty-five. If one adds the position of

office manager to the general executive category, the number

2A number of difficulties relating to the tabulation

01' this data should be noted. First, it should be remembered

that. this data is limited in its focus. These staff positions

were reported in March, 1959. A number of changes in the over-

all staff organization of the state and territorial parties

may well have been made since that date. This is particularly

Pue as the state party organizations prepare for the 1960

Presidential campaign. Second, a number of state organizations

isting other staff positions did not report having any cleri-

cal positions. This might have been an oversight on the part

of the respondent or reflect the fact that the data was

gathered during a period of low party activity. It can be

asBurned that many of the states not reporting clerical posi-

1$1010.13 have them during campaign periods at least. In fact,

it is the assumption of this writer that some of the states

reporting no staff at all, employ clerical help during cam-

Paig'ns. Third, in some instances categorization of personnel

2'38 made difficult by the fact that staff persons often

Ouble in brass.” For instance, in a Michigan party organ-

zetion the secretary to the state chairman also acts as a

gaff specialist for women's activities. Finally, it should

r noted that this tabulation does not differentiate between

uIll—time, part-time and temporary positions.

A 3For a more complete presentation of the data see

Ppendix E.
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of state organizations reporting some type of administrative

staff post is greater than the next three most prevalent

positions combined.

If one were to postulate what types of positions

would be the most common among the state organizations (based

on an estimate as to how the. political leadership perceives

the requirements of a political organization) this writer

would hypothesize the following order of preference: (1)

public relations or press men, (2) field or precinct organ-

izers, (3) finance directors, (1}) general administrators,

and (5) researchers in that order.“ While this postulate

seems to reasonably reflect the data it fails completely to

eInlain the ubiquity of the general executive category.

An attempt can be made, however, to explain the

t"Elative universality of the general executive staff role.

This phenomenon probably stems in part from the fact that

the questionnaire was designed to obtain information on staff

organization under the aegis of the state chairman. It can

be Dostulated for instance that a good share of the public

Ifilations staff work is done for the individual candidates

and office holders rather than for the state organization as

““011. This postulate, however, cannot be directly substanti-

ated from the data of this study.5

\

“This hypothesis is based solely on the writer's im-

DreBsions of the priorities given various staff functions by

garty organizations gained during two tours of duty as a

e"fiber of a state political staff.

is 5One relatively simple way to test this proposition

to see whether state organizations not controlling the
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A second possible explanation stems from the general

lack of continuity in state party organization. Staff organ-

ize tions are built up for campaigns and then dissolve. The

high number of general executive staff positions reported in

this study may primarily reflect the fact that this position

is the most permanent and on-going of all the state party

staff roles.

A final explanation for the preponderance of the

administrative staff position is that many state chairmen

carry out their duties on a part-time basis and need some-

one to handle the day to day operations of the party.

This seeming develOpment6 in the direction of a full-

time administrator for state party organizations‘will probably

h‘

governorship are more likely to have public relations personnel

attached to their staff organizations than those controlling

he governorship - the assumption being that governors would

hEIVe their own public relations men and thus not the state

committee. The results of this test, as far as the data of

this study is concerned, is inconclusive. Of the eighteen

states in which public relations staff positions were re-

POrted, only six represented situations in which the state

°°ntrolling the governorship reported no PR staff men while

the opposition party did. Seven states had PR men attached

to both parties and five states reported public relations

atenff only in the dominant party. This data .is summarized

38 follows:

 

a. States in which only 0 ositi n party reported

public relations staff attached to state com-

mittee: Connecticut, Iowa, Missouri, New Mexico,

Wisconsin, Idaho.

b. States in which both parties report PR staff:

Illinois, Michigan, New York, North Dakota,

Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota.

0. States in which only party controlligg' overnor-

ship reported PR staff: De aware, ndiana,

Colorado, New Jersey, Texas.

6Twenty-two state chairmen listed this position as

heir one or two most pressing staff needs.

 

°ne of t
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ha ve’a formalizing effect on party organization in a number

of ways. First, it will tend to increase the professional

nature of the entire staff organization. This is true not

only because the administrator himself will, of necessity,

become more experienced and professionalized, he will also be

in a position to supervise the recruitment of other staff and

provide them with long-term direction and guidance. Second,

it will enable parties to operate more adequately on a year-

round basis. Third, it may well facilitate the development

of a more programmatic party system by placing in positions

of influence people who tend to be issue oriented rather than

merely power oriented, thus reducing the tendency for parties

to be merely '. . . holding companies for . . . factional

groups fighting for local, state and congressional offices."7

Fourth, the presence of a full-time professional administrator

18 a step toward the revitalization of the minority party in

one-party and marginally competitive states. It will enable

the minority party to engage in organizational efforts and

party activities on a year-round basis.

It is interesting to note in this connection that of

the total number of non-competitive states, the minority party

“33 some type of executive officer in only 17.08 per cent of '

\

Wh 7James Macgregor Burns, ”Republicans, Democrats, Who's

111069}; New York Times Ma azine, January 2, 1955. Reprinted

raDe 1d Stourzh and Robert Lerner, Readi s in eric n

W1. (Chicago: American Foundation gar Pofiticfi

“cation. 1957. 1958), p. 253.

Ark 8This figure does not include the minority parties in

naignsas and Tennessee which did not respond to the question-

e.
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those states.9 The picture brightens somewhat when one looks

at the marginally competitive states. The minority party has

an executive officer in 66.6 per cent of the states reporting.

Only Republican party organizations, however, report having

such a staff position in the marginally competitive states

in which they dominate. Democrats in marginally competitive

states in which they dominate do not seem to perceive a need

for this particular staff role.

The need for a general executive officer to administer

party functions seems to be fairly widely perceived by the

party leadership. Twenty-two state chairmen stated. that this

was one of their ”one or two most pressing staff needs."10

01‘ these, six were from the chairmen of the minority party

in competitive states, six were from the minority party in

One-party states and two were from the minority party in

marginally competitive states.

A second interesting phenomenon stemming from the

data in Table l is the low number of party organizations re-

Dorting the presence of professional field organizers on

their staffs. This is surprising when one considers that

1mPlicit in the literature and folklore of politics is the

notion that, whatever their short-comings, politicians have

a healthy respect for precinct organization. This

M

9See Appendix F for a discussion of the index of

competitiveness used in this study.

10See Table 10.
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professional competence, however, is a major “perceived need”

of twenty-two state chairmen.n

A third observation also tends to belie one of the

current myths of politics, namely, that public relations

budgets are the preserve of the Republican Party. Twanty-

five party chairmen reported having one or more professional

public relations men on their staff. Eleven, or M per cent

of the total, were Democrats. More Republican chairmen,

however, appear to perceive the need for this type of pro-

fessional assistance. Twelve Republican as against eight

Democratic chairmen cite PR help as their “one or two most

pressing staff needs.”12

Regional Patterns In Staff Organization

Party staff organization appears to follow certain

”Eglonal patterns. Table 2 summarizes the data on staff

°Pganization by region.

Again, the most universally reported staff position

by region, other than clerical, is that of administrative

3’818tant, executive director or executive secretary with

f1"e of eight regions reporting 50 per cent or better of

t"'heiir- party organizations having this position filled.

Public relations personnel is concentrated in three regions -

115cc Table 10.

12See Table 10.



.
.

.
:
.
_
M
.
.

(
s
a
p
.
‘

it;Q.

11‘
14

.
u
.

.

am
!

 



l

T
A
B
L
E
2
.
-
S
t
a
t
e

p
a
r
t
y

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
i
n
g

s
t
a
f
f

p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
s

b
y

r
e
g
i
o
n
*

N
o
.

R
e
-

p
o
r
t
i
n
g

G
E

C
M

0
M

P
O

F
P
R

R
N
A

Y
A

C
N
S

 

N
e
w

E
n
g
l
a
n
d

S
t
a
t
e
s

 

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

6
l

l
O

l
l

l
l

O
0

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

6
5

0
O

O
0

0
O

O
O

0

47¢

 

T
o
t
a
l

1
2

6
l

O
l

l
1

l
O

O
8

2

 

56

 

M
i
d
d
l
e

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c

S
t
a
t
e
s

 

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

5
h

0
l

O
3

3
i

0
o

5
0

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

5
2

0
l

O
0

3
2

1
l

3
1

T
o
t
a
l

1
0

6
O

2
O

3
6

3
1

l
8

l

 
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n

S
t
a
t
e
s

 

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

9
3

2
O

'
1

O
O

0
O

0
g

3

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

7
3

l
O

1
O

l
l

O
O

2

 

T
o
t
a
l

1
6

6
3

O
2

O
l

1
O

O
9

5
 



T
A
B
L
E
2
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

N
o
.

R
e
-

p
o
r
t
i
n
g

G
E

C
M

C
M

F
0

F

B
o
r
d
e
r

S
t
a
t
e
s

P
R

W
A

Y
A

N
S

U
S

 

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

 
1
0

 

C
e
n
t
r
a
l

S
t
a
t
e
s

 R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

 
1
2

4
3

1
2

5
5

#N

“‘0

1
1

 

P
l
a
i
n
s

S
t
a
t
e
s

 

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

#3

MN

 

 

57



y
3
'
I
.
‘

i

>
.
.

I
v

E
1
?

.
T
h
a
i
fi
m
m
m
w
w

-
.

l
'
.

o
.
.
’

.

T
l

.
:

.
.

 



T
A
B
L
E
2
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

N
o
.

p
o
r
t

R
e
-

i
n
g

G
E

C
M

C
M

F
0

F
P
R

W
A

Y
A

N
S

U
S

 

M
o
u
n
t
a
i
n

S
t
a
t
e
s

 R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

[\Q)

#3

vme

   

1
5

58

 

T
e
r
r
i
t
o
r
i
e
s

 R
e
p
u
b
l
i
c
a
n

D
e
m
o
c
r
a
t
i
c

T
o
t
a
l

  
2

0
O

O
0

O
0

 

‘
T
h
e

r
e
g
i
o
n
s

a
r
e

c
o
m
p
o
s
e
d

o
f

t
h
e

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

s
t
a
t
e
s
:



T
A
B
L
E
2
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

a
.

N
e
w

E
n
g
l
a
n
d
:

C
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
c
u
t
,

M
a
i
n
e
,

M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s
,

N
e
w

H
a
m
p
s
h
i
r
e
,

R
h
o
d
e

I
s
l
a
n
d
,

V
e
r
m
o
n
t
.

b
.

M
i
d

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c
:

D
e
l
a
w
a
r
e
,

N
e
w

J
e
r
s
e
y
,

N
e
w

Y
o
r
k
,

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
,

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,

D
.
C
.

0
.

S
o
u
t
h
:

A
l
a
b
a
m
a
,

A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
,

F
l
o
r
i
d
a
,

G
e
o
r
g
i
a
,

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
,

M
i
s
s
i
s
s
i
p
p
i
,

N
o
r
t
h

C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a
,

S
o
u
t
h

C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a
,

T
e
x
a
s
,

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a
.

d
.

B
o
r
d
e
r
:

K
e
n
t
u
c
k
y
,

M
a
r
y
l
a
n
d
,

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
,

O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a
,

T
e
n
n
e
s
s
e
e
,

W
e
s
t

V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a
.

e
.

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
:

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
,

I
n
d
i
a
n
a
,

I
o
w
a
,

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
,

M
i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a
,

O
h
i
o
,

W
i
s
c
o
n
s
i
n
.

f
.

P
l
a
i
n
s
:

K
a
n
s
a
s
,

N
e
b
r
a
s
k
a
,

N
o
r
t
h

D
a
k
o
t
a
,

S
o
u
t
h

D
a
k
o
t
a
.

g
.

M
o
u
n
t
a
i
n
:

A
r
i
z
o
n
a
,

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
,

I
d
a
h
o
,

M
o
n
t
a
n
a
,

N
e
v
a
d
a
,

N
e
w

M
e
x
i
c
o
,

U
t
a
h
,

w
y
o
n
i
n
g
.

h
.

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
:

A
l
a
s
k
a
,

H
a
w
a
i
i
,

C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
,

O
r
e
g
o
n
,

w
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
.

i
.

T
e
r
r
i
t
o
r
i
e
s
:

V
i
r
g
i
n

I
s
l
a
n
d
s
,

P
u
e
r
t
o

R
i
c
o
.

N
o
t
e
:

F
e
r

k
e
y

t
o

a
b
b
r
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

s
e
e

T
a
b
l
e

I
,

p
.

5
0
.

59



60

the Middle Atlantic, Central and Plains states with the other

regions reporting few such positions.

It is difficult to explain why public relations staff

positions tend to concentrate in these three regions. Elimi-

nating the Plains States, which appear to be a special case,

eight states, stretching in a belt through the center of the

country from New York to Chicago, account for #8 per cent of

the public relations personnel. Two hypotheses can be ad-

vanced to explain this datum. First, as can be seen from

Table 6, the larger and more professionalized party staffs

are also located in the belt from New York to Chicago,‘

probably reflecting the fact that this is the richer, more

populous and politically competitivesection of the country.

Second, these parties operate in the industrial center of

the nation. Big business has not only spawned the public

relations industry, it has also created in its communities

attitudes favorable to the use of PR techniques for both civic

and political activities. In addition, business is in a

position to lend its public relations expertise to the

parties. In this latter connection it is interesting to

note that two-thirds of the state organizations in question

are Republican.

The Dakotas monopolize the public relations staff

attached to the parties in the Plains States with all four

party organizations in the two states having this position

filled. They also, like the states in the Middle-Atlantic

and Central regions, tend to be more highly professionalized.
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The explanation of this probably lies in the fact that these

states have had a tradition of strong political organization

since the turn of the century stemming from the activities

of the agrarian movements, particularly the Non-Partisan

League and the Farmers Union.13

All regions reported 50 per cent or better of their

state party organizations as having clerical help.

Southern state parties had the highest incidence of

party organizations without any professional staff. Of the

sixteen party chairmen reporting, two Democratic party organ-

izations (Arkansas and Georgia) and three Republican (Loui-

siana, Mississippi and South Carolina) report no staff organ-

ization of any kind. This result is not unexpected, however,

for at least two reasons. First, in one-party states where

the crucial decisions are likely to be made at the primary

election, professional political staff work in the majority

party is done for individual candidates rather than for the

party as a whole.1h Second, with little chance of winning

and scant resources available, there is little motivation for

the minority party to employ a permanent professional staff.

The incidence of field organization presents an

interesting phenomenon. It will be noticed from Table 2 that

 

13For a description of the organizational techniques

of the Non-Partisan League see Robert L. Morlan, Political

Prairie Fire: The Non-Partisan League, 12;§-1222 (Minnea-

polis:_ University of Minnesota Press, 1955 , Chapter 2.

1h
V. 0. Key, So hern Politics State and Nation,

(New‘York: Alfred A. Knopf, I955), pp. EGO-505.
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only one region - the Central states - reported any substantial

[number of states haying professional organizers on their staffs

while three other regions reported having a. scattering of

such personnel. Four of the regions - Middle Atlantic, Border,

Mountain and Pacific - reported no such personnel in any of

their states. Consequently, when the responses to the ques-

tion, “What do you consider to be your one or two most press-

ing staff needs“ are analysed it is significant to note that

the need for professional field organizers was perceived

most strongly by the chairmen in the region already having

the greatest number, i.e., the Central states, where seven

of twelve chairmen reported this as a need. In the four

regions having no professional field organizers, the inci-

dence of perceived need is as follows: (1) Middle Atlantic

states, two of ten chairmen; (2) Border states, two of ten

chairmen: (3) Mountain states, three of fifteen chairmen;

(h) Pacific states, one of nine chairmen. In the remaining

three regions which already have a scattering of this profes-

sional role, three of sixteen chairmen in the Southern states,

three of eight in the Plains states and none in New England

reported a need for field organization.

These data seem to indicate that the perception of

the need for a particular type of staff function is strongly

reinforced by experiencing the benefits of that staff func-

tion. In the nation-wide sample, for instance, one-third of

the state chairmen reporting field organization as a perceived

need already have some such personnel on their staffs. Only
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two chairmen having personnel in this category did 22; re-

port a need for more. The fact, therefore, that there is

little perceived need for field organization in the rela-

tively wealthy Middle Atlantic, New England and Pacific

states seems also to indicate that perception of need is

more closely related to prior experience than to the finan-

cial resources available to the parties.

The utilization of public relations figm§. The

growth of the public relations industry during the past two

decades has caused wide-spread interest in the utilization

of professional public relations and/or advertising firms by

political organizations.15 While the two parties are very

similar in the extent to which public relations and/or press

16 there is amen are attached to the state party staffs,

fairly pronounced disparity between them in their use of

independent public relations firms. Here the stereotype of

the Republican Party as spending substantial sums of money .

on professional public relations advice is more supportable

by the data.17 Eighty-five per cent of the Republican state

chairmen indicated that they use a public relations firm or

advertising agency on either a year-round basis or during

campaign periods while only 56 per cent of the Democratic

chairmen so indicated. Seventeen per cent of the Republican

 

15See Stanley J. Kelley, Jr., Professional Public

R lati n and Political Power, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins

Press, 1956).

16See Table 13.

17See comment on p. 55.
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chairmen and twelve per cent of the Democratic chairmen

report using PR firms on a year-round basis. The data broken

down by region is shown in Table 3.

The Profesgignalizatioh at State Party Staffs

As a means of obtaining a clearer conception of staff

organization in the states, an index of professionalization

has been developed to take into account both type and number

of staff attached to party organizations. The index, designed

to reflect varying levels of professionalization, was con-

structed as follows:

1. Four points were awarded to a party organization

having a staff person assigned to supervise and coordinate

the rest of the staff.

2. Three points were awarded to a party organization

for every appearance of the following staff positions involv-

ing some supervisory duties but to a lesser degree than in

category one: finance director, public relations director

or professional publicity man, organizational director and

persons classified as general executive but g2t_having

supervisory duties.

3. Two points were awarded for every appearance of

the following staff positions involving no supervision of

professional people: office manager, researcher, field man,

campaign manager, director of women's or youth activities.

4. One point was assigned for each clerical posi-

tion. In the event that the position was part-time or if it
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was activated only during campaign periods it was awarded

one-half its original point value. The party organizations

and their professionalization scores are shown in Table 4.

The scores for clerical and professional personnel are shown

separately in columns 1 and 2. Column 3 indicates the

total points for both colums l and 2.

The state party organizations shown in rank order as

to their professionalization scores can be seen in Table

5.18

The Republicans nationally show a higher level of

professionalization than do the Democrats with a margin of

31 per cent over the Democrats in professionalization points.

When the party organizations are compared on a state by

state basis, a similar picture appears. Republicans have

a higher professionalization score in twenty-two states:

the Democrats in thirteen states: the two parties are equal

in ten states and eight states and/or territories are non-

comparable due to insufficient data._ Similarly, if the

average professionalization score for the party organizations

reporting is calculated we find that Republican staff organ-

izations average 4.19 while Democratic staff organizations

average 3.19 points.

It is interesting to compare the level of staff profes-

sionalization by region. This data is summarized in Table 6.

 

18Inasmuch as the actual level of professionalization

is not reflected in the clerical score, Table 5 utilizes the

professional score only.
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TABLE 4.--State party staff professionalization scores

 

 

 

 
 

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (a)
Profes- Total Profes- Total

State Clerical sional Points Clerical. sional Points

Alabama 0 3 3 l 0 1

Arizona 5 0 i l 4 5

Arkansas 0 O O - - -

CaUflxnna 1+ h 8 } 0 h a

Colorado 1% 3 hi 1 0 l

Come-onion) 2 1+ 6 ’ 5 11 16

Delaware ; O O 0 15 5 65

Florida I 1; 1 2; 2 a

Georgia 0 0 0 i 4 a;

Idaho 1 O 65 6% 3 '5

Illinois ) 1 7Q 8% 2 4 6

Indiana 3% 0 3% 51 7 125

Iowa " l o l 5 9 in

Kansas 1 5 6 i 1+ o 4

Kentucky 2 0 2 i 2 O 2

Louisiana 5 O Q j 0 O 0

Maine 1 4 5 1 O O 0

Maryland 0 o o 2 1 o 1
I

Massa- ! ;

chusetts i 3 0 3 1 3 0 3
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TABLE 4--Continued

 

 

  

Democratic Party Republican Party

(1) (2) (3) (l) (2) (3)

Profes- Total Profes- Total

State Clerical sional Points Clerical sional Points

Michigan 2 11 13 3 19; 22;

Minnesota 1% 10 115 0 18 18

Mississippi - - - O O 0

Missouri. 1 0 1 3i 7 10;

Montana 1 O 1 0 4 4

Nebraska 0 0 0 l 2 3

Nevada 0 0 O O 0 0

New

Hampshire 0 2 2 0 0 0

New Jersey 8 16 24 1 3 7 10

New Mexhx: O 4 4 l 3 4

New York 10; 4 14; 12 14 26

North

Carolina - - - l 0 1

North ‘

Dakota 0 7 7 O 6 6

Ohio - - - j - - -

Oklahoma 1 0 1 l 1

Oregon 0 3 3 1 1; 4 5i

anmflyama 8 6% 14$ 7 10 17

Rhmb hfland l. 3 4 l 4 5

South
3 .

Carolina , - - - ' O O O
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TABLE 4--Continued

 

 

 

 
 

Democratic Party Republican Party

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Profes- Total Profes- Total

State Clerical sional Points Clerical sional Points

South

Dakota 1 13 14 3 75 10;

Tammsax: - - - - - -

Texas 1; 11 12; 3% 7 10;

Utah 0 1% 15 1 4 5

Vermont 0 4 4 0 5 5

Virginia 0 3 3 0 3 3

(ashkmnon 1% 0 1% l 2 3

West

Virginia 0 O O 2 4 6

Wisconsin 2 8 10 l 9 10

Wyoming Bi 2 Si - - -

Alaska 0 O O , 0 O O

I

Hawaii 35 O 35 } - - -

Washing- . .

’ ton, D.C.l O 0 O 0 0 0

Virgin

Islands 1 - - - - - -

Rants Run: - - - - - -

 
 

q‘Dash (-) designates states not responding to question-

naire.
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TABLE 5.--Professionalization scores arranged in rank order

  

Democratic Party Republican Party

 

 

State Score State Score

New Jersey 16 Michigan 195

South Dakota 13 Minnesota 18

Michigan 11 New York 14

Texas 11 Connecticut 11

Minnesota 10 Pennsylvania 10

Wisconsin 8 Wisconsin 9

Illinois 7% Iowa 9

North Dakota 7 South Dakota 7%

Idaho 6% Texas 7

Pennsylvania 65 Indiana 7

Kansas 5 Missouri 7

California 4 New Jersey 7

Connecticut 4 North Dakota 6

Maine 4 Vermont 5

New Mexico 4 Delaware 5

New York 4 Illinois 4

vermont 4 California 4

Alabama 3 Washington, D. C. 4

Colorado 3 Rhode Island 4

Oregon 3 Oregon 4

Rhode Island 3 Utah 4
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TABLE 5--Continued

 

 

Democratic Party

-_

 

Republican Party

 

 

State Score State Score

Virginia 3 Arizona 4

Washington, D. C . 3 Georgia 4

New Hampshire 2 Montana 4

wyoming 2 West Virginia 4

Utah 1% New Mexico 3

Florida 1 Idaho 3

Arizona 0 Virginia 3

Arkansas 0 Florida 2

Delaware 0 Nebraska 2

Georgia 0 washington 2

Indiana 0 Kansas 0

Iowa 0 Maine 0

Kentucky 0 Colorado 0

Louisiana 0 Alabama 0

Maryland 0 New Hampshire 0

Massachusetts 0 Kentucky 0

Missouri 0 Louisiana 0

Montana 0 Maryland 0

Nebraska 0 Massachusetts 0

Nevada 0 Nevada 0

Oklahoma 0 Oklahoma 0

Washington 0 South Carolina 0
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TABLE 5--Continued

 r

.1

 

 

fDemocratic Party Republican Party

State Score State Score

west Virginia Mississippi

Alaska North Carolina

Hawaii Alaska

Virgin Islands Virgin Islands

Puerto Rico0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

Puerto Rico
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TABLE 6.--Professionalization scores by region

 

 

Democratic Republican Regional Regional

 

Region Score Score Score Score

New England l? 20 37 3.08

Middle

Atlantic 29% 40 69% 6.95

South 18 16 34 2.12

Border O 11 11 1.10

Central 36; 66; 103 8.58

Plains 25 15% 405 5.06

Mountain 17 18 35 2.33

.Pacific 7 10 17 1.89

 

Viewed regionally, an analysis of the two-party

lorofessionslization level produces much the same result as

1:he preceeding comparisons. Republican staff organizations

achieve a higher score than the Democrats in six of the

(eight major regions. Democrats are more highly profession-

tilized than the Republicans in the Plains states and also

hold a slight edge in the South.

A rank ordering of the regions according to average

professionalization score reveals a distinctively higher

level of professionalization in the North and East with de-

creasing averages as one moves South and West.19 These

E

19The rank order of the regions is as follows:
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results are not surprising. As has been pointed out, party

organizations in the richer, more populous and politically

competitive sections of the country tend to have larger and

more professionalized party staffs while the poorer, more

sparsely settled and non-competitive sections feel, ap-

parently, that they can afford to do without this luxury.

It is also interesting to relate professionalization

and competitiveness.20 One would expect to find the follow-

ing:

 

Central states (8.58); Middle Atlantic states (6.95); Plains

states (5.06): New England states (3.08): Mountain states

(2.33); Southern states (2.12): Pacific states (1.89);

.Border states (1.10).

20Following the index of competitiveness developed

for this study and discussed in detail in Appendix F, the

states can be classified as follows:

1. Non-competitive: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,

Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma,

South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia.

2. Cgmpfititive: Arizona, Connecticut, Illinois,

Ixmdiana, Iowa, evada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Massachusetts,

Minnesota, Washington, Wyoming, Utah.

3. Transitional, ngrentlz compgtitive: Kansas,

Maryland, Pennsy vania.

4. Tgangitignal, Mgzgdggllz QQmEetitive:

a. Democratic dominant: Kentucky, Michigan,

Missouri, Ohio, Rhode Island, West Virginia.

b. Republican dominant: 'California, Delaware,

Idaho, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, New Hamp-

shire, New York, North Dakota, Oregon, South

Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin.
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l. The average professionalization scores will tend

to be the highest in the competitive states and lower in

the marginally competitive and one-party states.

2. The professionalization scores will tend to

closely approximate each other in the competitive states

and vary more markedly in the marginally competitive and

one-party states.

3. The dominant party will tend to have a higher

professionalization score than the minority party.

With respect to proposition number one above, it is

true that the one-party states have the lowest professional-

ization score as expected. However, the marginally com-

petitive states have a higher average score than the com-

jpetitive states. The two-party averages can be ranked as

follows:

1. Transitional: Marginally competitive - 4.59

2. Competitive - 4.16

3. Transitional: Currently competitive - 3.58

4. Non-competitive - 1.88 _

Proposition two, that professionalization scores

will tend to closely approximate each other in competitive

states and vary more markedly in the marginally competitive

and one-party states, also is not warranted by the data.

The competitive states have the highest average difference

in professionalization scores between parties while the one-

party states have one of the lowest. This is demonstrated

in the following table where the competitive groupings are
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ranked as to the average difference between the two-party

professionalization scores.

TABLE 7.--Average differences between the two-party

professional scores

 

I

 

 

 

Competitive Grouping Average Difference

1. Competitive 2.29

2. Transitional: Marginally

Competitive 1.47

4. Transitional: Currently

Competitive .47

 

Proposition three, that the dominant party will tend

‘to have a higher professionalization score than the minority

Ioarty, produced mixed results. In one party states the re-3

sults were even with two states in which the majority Party

llad the highest score, two states in which the minority

IJarty had the highest score and one state in which the

scores were the same for bothparties. In the marginally

<=ompetitive states which the Democratic Party dominates,

‘the minority party had a higher score in four states and

the parties were even in one state. In the marginally

competitive states dominated by the Republicans the majority.

party had the higher score in seven instances, the minority

party in five and in one state the scores were even. This

entire data is summarized in Appendix G.
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In summary, it would appear that neither the com-

petitive structure of the state nor the perception of the

competitive situation by the political leadership has any

clear influence upon the extent to which a party organiza-

tion has attempted to build a strong staff organization.21

Other variables such as party tradition and party finances

must be looked to as more adequate explanations of the

phenomena revealed by the data.22

Perceptions pf Staff Needg

The foregoing pages of this chapter have attempted

to describe the actual staff organization of America's

state and territorial parties. This section will attempt

to briefly lay out the manner in which the state chairmen

themselves perceive their own staff organization and their

future needs.

In response to the question: "Do you feel that the

size of your staff is adequate for the needs of your party?',

 

21This is corroborated statistically by computing the

rank order correlation between competitiveness and level of

professionalization. These results are as follows:

Rppk Ordeg Coprelation Cogfficients

o essionalization Professionalization

Party Score Score: Total Points

Democratic .0003 .1161

Republican .2836 .3287

22For a possible explanation of the role of such

variables as party finance and party tradition upon the

development of a strong staff organization, see pp. 60-61,

831 92-93.
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a surprising 33 per cent of the state chairmen responded in

the affirmative. Fifty-nine per cent responded negatively

and eight per cent made no response.

When the data are analysed regionally, Republicans

appear to be substantially more dissatisfied with their staff

organizations than the Democrats in the Southern, Border

and Middle Atlantic states while Democrats tend to manifest

these same attitudes in the Central and Plains states.

Little difference in attitude between the parties, however,

is noticeable in New England, the Mountain or the Pacific

states. This data is summarized in Table 8.

An analysis of the data in relation to competitive-

ness produces somewhat surprising results. State chairmen

in the competitive states (56 per cent) are the most likely

‘to indicate that they feel that their professional staffs

tare adequate for their needs whereas only 30 per cent of

the chairmen of the marginally competitive states, 25

loer cent of the chairmen of the one-party states, and 17

lper cent of the chairmen of the currently competitive states

felt that their staffs are adequate. Viewed in relation

‘toiparty, the competitive groupings show the following

results:
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TABLE 8.--Perception by state chairmen of adequacy of staff

organization

  

Response of State Chairman'

 

Region Democratic ' Republican

  
New England States

 

Connecticut

Maine

Massachusetts

New Hampshire

Rhode Island

Vermont H
I
H
>
H
>

>
>
H
>
H
>

  
Middle Atlantic States

 

Delaware

New Jersey

New York

Pennsylvania

Washington, D. C. >
>
H
>
>

H
H
>
I
H

  
Southern States

 

.Alabama

Arkansas

Florida

Georgia

Louisiana

Mississippi

North Carolina

South Carolina

Texas

Virginia 1'

__ .1

.Border States

 >
H
I
I
I
I
I
H
>
>

H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
I
>

 

Kentucky

Maryland

Missouri

Oklahoma '

Tennessee

west Virginia  

H
>
I
>

H
I
H
H
H
>

H
I
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Region

Response of State Chairman

 

 
Democratic Republican

 

Central States

 

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Michigan

Minnesota

Ohio

Wisconsin   
H
H
H
b
H

H
I

Plains U
)

6
"

m d
'

(
D

m

H
I
>
H
I
>
>

 

Kansas

Nebraska

Nerth Dakota

South Dakota

 H
H
H
H

>
>
H
H

 

Mountain States

 

Arizona

Colorado

IIdaho

Montana

Nevada

New Mexico

lJtah

\iyoming

¥

¥

Alaska

California

Hawaii

Oregon

Washington

 

- e
p
q
r
~
.
-
<
.
-

I
-
*
-

 

H
H
>
>
>
H
>
H

Pacific States

H
H
H
H
H

I
>
H
H
H
>
H
>

H
H
I
H
H
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TABLE 8--Continued

 

WW-.

Response of State Chairman

 

Region Democratic Republican

  
Territories

 

I

HVirgin Islands

Puerto Rico

 

*Abbreviations: A = Adequate; I = Inadequate;

- = No Response.
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Percentage of State Chairmen

Viewing Their Professional

Staff As Adequate

Republican (Competitive) 70

Democratic (Non-Competitive) 50

Democratic (Marginally

Competitive, Democratic

Dominant) 50

Democratic (Competitive) 46

Republican (Marginally

Competitive, Democratic

Dominant) 40

Republican (Marginally

Competitive Republican

Dominant) 38

Democratic (Currently

Competitive) 33

Democratic (Marginally

Competitive, Republican

Dominant) 15

Republican (Non-Competitive) 10

Republican (Currently

Competitive) 0

One possible way to explain the high satisfaction level on

the part of the state chairmen in competitive states is to

postulate that they already have highly developed staff

organizations. This proposition is not supported by the

data since the competitive states have a lower average

professionalization score than the marginally competitive

states. Probably the only valid explanation for this phe-

nomenon is that the parties in the competitive states are

reasonably successful and therefore do not view the building

of a professional staff as a major road to power.
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It should be noted in this connection, however, that

there is a marked tendency in all competitive groupings for

the minority party to be lgpp satisfied with its staff organ-

ization than the majority party. This is particularly true

in the South where only the Republican organization in

Alabama expressed satisfaction with the adequacy of its staff.

Thus, it would appear that minority parties feel that the

building of a professional staff is at least one source of

future electoral success. This data is summarized in Table 9.

As a second method of attempting to ascertain the

perceptions of state chairmen as to their staff needs, they

were asked to indicate what they considered to be their “one

or two most pressing staff needs.” This data, already dis—

cussed earlier, is summarized in Table 10.

Again it will be seen that the Republicans nationally

have slightly greater perceived needs than do Democrats.23

As a means of determining the types of states and regions

which have the highest level of perceived needs, a perceived

needs index was developed based on the professionalization

index employed earlier in this chapter. The formula is as

follows:

1. State parties expressing a need for personnel in

the ”general executive“ category were given four points for

each item listed.

 

23Democrats nationally had a three per cent higher

level of satisfaction with their staff than Republicans.
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TABLE 9.--Perception by state chairmen of the adequacy of

staff organization arranged by competitive groupings

States

Response of State Chairman

 

Democratic

 
Republican Total

 

Non-Competitive Group

 

Alabama

Arkansas

Florida

Georgia

Louisana

Mississippi

North Carolina

Oklahoma

South Carolina

Tennessee

Texas

Virginia

Total Adequate  

A

A

I

I

I

A

3 (50%) H
H
H
I
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
|
>

(10%) 4 (25%)

 

Competitive Group

 

Arizona

Colorado

Connecticut

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Nevada

New Jersey

New Mexico

Massachusetts

Minnesota

Washington

Wyoming

Utah

Total Adequate  ‘. u
H
H
H
H
>
>
>
>
H
>
H
>
w
H

(50%)

H
I
>
>
>
H
>

H
>
>
H
I

\
J

3
"
!

(64%) 14 (56%)
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TABLE 9--Continued

 ____________________T______________________________._________.

Response of State Chairman

 

  

 

States Democratic Republican Total

Currently Competitive Group

Kansas I I

Maryland - I

Pennsylvania 3 I

Total Adequate 1 (50%) o (0%) 1 (205:)

  
Marginally Competitive Group: Democratic Dominant*

 

Kentucky A A

Michigan. I I

Missouri A I

Ohio - -

Rhode Island - A

West Virginia I I

Total Adequate 2 (50%) . 2 (40%) 4 (44%)  
Marginally Competitive Group: Republican Dominant

 

California

Delaware

Idaho

Maine

Montana

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New York

North Dakota

Oregon

South Dakota

Vermont

Wisconsin

N
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
>
H
H
>
H

I

I

A

I

I

I

I

A

A

I

A

A

I

5Total Adequate (15%) (38%) 7 (26%)  
*Total adequate fOr marginally competitive group:

Democratic Party - 4 (23.5%): Republican Party - 7 (38.8%)

and total - 11 (31.4%).
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2. State parties expressing a need for personnel in

any of the other professional categories were awarded three

points for each item listed.

3. State parties expressing a need for clerical

personnel were awarded one point for each item listed.

4. State parties expressing a need for a "general

increase in staff“ but who listed nothing specific were

awarded one point.

5. The total points for each party reporting were

totaled and the averages for the geographic regions and

competitive groupings computed. Table 11 contains the per-

ceived needs scores for the geographic regions arranged in

rank order with the adequacy percentages at the right.

TABLE ll.--Rank ordering of perceived needs indices by region*

 

Perceived Adequacy

Region Needs Score Percentage

Plains States 5.87 25.0

Central States 3.58 36.3

Mountain States 3.20 46.3

Pacific States 3.10 0

Middle Atlantic States 2.30 55.5

New England States 2.16 54.6

Border States 2.10 33.3

Southern States 2.06 28.5

 

*The adequacy percentages designate the percentage of

state chairmen in the group who stated that their party staff

is adequate for their needs.
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It will be seen from Table ll that, with the exception

of the Border and Southern states, the perceived need scores

and adequacy percentages are quite consistent. That is,

the higher the perceived needs score the lower the adequacy

percentage. This result follows logically. The state chair-

man who views his professional staff as adequate will also

have fewer perceived personnel wants.

Although the Southern and Border states do not follow

this general pattern, it is not too difficult to explain

their behavior. If one looks at the professionalization

level in these two regions one finds that they rank sixth

and eighth respectively.2u In the case of the South, the

low adequacy score stems largely from the attitude of the

Republican state chairmen. However, since the entire pro-

fessionalization level of the South is low, these chairmen

probably do not perceive the need for as highly developed

staff as they would in a region where the general profes-

sionalization level is higher. In this case, therefore,

it is postulated that they derive their over-all perceptions

from the general behavior patterns of their region. The

data lends itself to a similar interpretation in the Border

states although the general perception of inadequacy on the

part of the state chairmen is more equally distributed

between the two parties.

 

ZhSee Table 6.
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When viewed in terms of competitive groupings,

attitudes toward staff needs are found to be similar to

those expressed toward the adequacy of staff. Chairmen in

competitive states have a substantially lower perceived

need score than those in the marginally competitive and

currently competitive categories. This data is summarized

in Table 12.

TABLE 12.--Bank ordering of perceived needs indices by

competitive grouping

 

 

Competitive Perceived Adequacy

Grouping Needs Score Percentage

Currently Competitive 6.60 20

Marginally Competitive 3.76 30

Competitive 8 _ 2,50 70

Non-competitive 1.60 25

 

Finally, in relation to party, the competitive group-

ings can be arranged as to their perception of staff needs

a8 follows:

1. High sense of perceived staff needs. (Competitive

groupings with high perceived needs scores and

low adequacy percentages.)
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Perceived Adequacy

W W:

a. Republican

(Marginally Com-

petitive Rep.

Dominant 3.96 3t

b. Democratic

(Marginally Com-

petitive Rep.

Dominant 53.61 17

c. Republican '

(Currently

Competitive) 3.33 0

Modegate sense of perceivgd staff ngeds. (Com-

petitive groupings with fairly high perceived

needs scores and fairly low adequacy percentages.)

a. Republican

(Marginally Com-

petitive, Dem.

Dominant 3.60 40

b. Democratic

(Currently

Competitive) 3.33 33

c. Democratic

(Competitive) 3.15 46

d. Republican

(Non-Competitive) 2.71 10

Low sensg of percgived staff needg. (Competitive

groupings with low perceived needs scores and high

adequacy percentages.)

a. Republican

(Competitive) 1.8a 60
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b. Democratic

(Marginally

Competitive,

Dem. Dominant) 1.40 50

c. ’Democratic

(Non-Competitive) .875 50

In conclusion, although the data on the perceptions of

state chairmen concerning their staff needs is not totally

consistent, the following regularities can be seen. First,

party organizations in the competitive groupings tend to

have a moderate or low sense of the need for staff. As has

already been pointed out, this is probably due to the fact

that, since each party wins elections with some degree of

regularity, they do not perceive the development of a pro-

fessional staff as a necessary instrument in the gaining of

power. Second, state chairmen in the marginally competitive

and currently competitive groupings, with the exception of

the Democrats in the marginally competitive states which

they dominate, tend to have a relatively high sense of the

need for professional staff help. This is most likely due

to the fact that the parties in this electoral situation

are either “on the make“ or are trying to hold on to their

position of dominance as best they can. These states tend

to have higher professionalization scores to begin with and,

in contrast to the competitive states, appear to view staff

organization as a road to the gaining or holding of power.

The one exception - the Democratic party organizations

in the marginally competitive states which they dominate - can
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be partially explained by the fact that the states in this

grouping (Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, Rhode Island and

West Virginia) are predominately Border states which tend

to follow Southern behavior patterns.

Finally, the party organizations in the non-competitive

grouping tend to have a low perception of the need for staff.

The majority parties do not need staff to win elections. The

minority party, while having a clear view of the inadequacies

of their staffs, apparently perceive their staff needs in

relation to the opposition whose staffs are extremely limited

to begin with.25

 

2517'or a discussion of the phenomenon of Emulation,

see Chapter III.



CHAPTER III

SOME BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE PARTY STAFFS

The purpose of this chapter is to develop in somewhat

further detail two propositions concerning the behavioral

characteristics of state party organizations relative to

their utilization of party staffs. These propositions are:

(1) that the staffs of the two major parties in any given

state will tend to approximate each other in size, general

composition and degree of professionalization; and (2) the

proposition suggested by Joseph Schlesinger in “A Two-Dimen-

sional Scheme for Classifying the States According to

Degree of Inter-Party Competition“ that in one-party pre-

dominant states the minority party will tend to be weak

organizationally.1

Inter-Party Emulation in Staff Compggition

Proposition one, that the professional staffs of the

two major parties in any given state will tend to approxi-

mate each other in size, general composition, level of

professionalization, etc. is based on an assumption con-

cerning the manner in which the political leadership views

its chances of electoral success. This assumption can be

 

1

The A erican Political Science Rev w XLIX

(December, 1955). TI53-1126.
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stated as follows: the leadership of a political organiza-

tion will be greatly influenced by "memory"2 in its stra-

tegic planning and thus tend to perpetuate organizational

and campaign techniques that have been successful in the

past. In the case of the majority party this impulse will

cause it to perpetuate tried and true techniques; the

minority party, on the other hand, will tend to emulate the

organizational structure and techniques of the majority

party.

This assumption can be extended to other phases of

party behavior. That is, it is my assumption that the

minority party will tend to emulate the majority party in

such matters as leadership and candidate recruitment,

ideology and issue position, campaign techniques, etc.

However, it is the objective of this chapter to restrict

the analysis to emulation in the area of staff organization.

Three indexes will be employed to test the phenomenon

of emulation as it relates to the composition and structure

of state and territorial party staffs. They are (1) the

extent to which the two-party professionalization scores

in each state approximate each other, (2) the two-party

incidence within each state of four selected staff positions;

and (3) the two-party utilization, within each state, of

public relations firms.

 

2See Appendix F.
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The two-party approximation of ppofessionaligation

scopgs. Forty-four states and territories can be compared

as to their professionalization level by determining the

difference between the Democratic and Republican profes-

sionalization score in each state. These computations are

presented in Tables 1 and 2. From Table l, which includes

clerical positions, it can be seen that 20.5 per cent of

the states and territories are identical in their level of

professionalization, 47.7 per cent have a point spread of

two points or less and only 25 per cent have a point spread

of over five.3

When clerical positions are removed from the compu-

tations similar results are obtained. As is shown in Table

2, states and territories having an identical professional-

ization score number 22.? per cent of the total while 47.?

per cent have a point spread of less than three. when one

considers that the average point total per staff position

is three, close to half of the units involved differ in

level of professionalization in the equivalent of only one

position.

 

3The Spearman rank order correlation between Republi-

can and Democratic parties for the professionalization level

for all of the states is .550. In a number of instances,

states reporting personnel in the General Executive category

did not report having clerical help. Assuming that a party

having an executive secretary, executive director of adminis-

trative assistant on its staff will have some type of

clerical help and that its omission from the questionnaire

was an oversight on the part of the respondent, one point

was awarded to each state reporting a general executive but

no clerical position. States ranked on the basis of this

hypothesis achieved a rank correlation of .617.
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TABLE l.--Inter-party professionalization score differences:

tatal points‘

 

 

Inter-Party Number of States Per cent

Point Difference Reporting This Spread _ of Total
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Total 44

"See Table 4, Chapter 2.
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‘I’

TABLE 2.--Inter-party professionalization score differences

Inter-Party Number of States Per cent

Point Difference Reporting This Difference of Total

 

 

 

 

o 10 22.7

1 7.

2

211: 1 47.7

3 2

32 2

4 7

4i 1 74.9

5 2

5% 1

6 0

7 3

1

8; 1

9 2

1o 1 100.0

Total 44

 

“*See Table 5, Chapter 2..
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Finally, the following graph demonstrates the extent

to which the two parties parallel each other in profession-

alization.

Twp-party incidence of staff positiops. .The degree

to which similar positions appear on the staffs of the two

parties in any given state is also an index of the phenomenon

of emulation. Four staff positions have been selected for

analysis: general executive, field organization, finance

and public relations. When the two-party incidence of each

position for all of the 44 comparable states and territories

is computed it is discovered that 56.3 per cent of the units

manifest a similar pattern of incidence relative to the

general executive category; 90.9 per cent are similar with

respect to the presence of field organizers on their staffs;

81.8 per cent are similar with respect to finance personnel;

and 75 per cent are similar in their recruitment of public

relations personnel.

While the gross data above would indicate a high

level of inter-party similarity as opposed to dissimilarity,

this appears to be due largely to the fact that in many

states neither party has the given position on its staff.

Thus, when the similarities and dissimilarities between

party organizations in only those states havipg the staff

position are computed, a somewhat different result obtains.

0f the 31 states having general executive personnel, 38.7

per cent are similar while 61.3 per cent are dissimilar. 0f

the seven states having field organization personnel on
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their staffs, 42.9 per cent are similar while 57.1 per cent

are dissimilar. With respect to public relations personnel,

38.8 per cent states were similar; and with respect to

finance only one of nine units is similar.

In conclusion, it is the opinion of this writer

that the data on the two-party incidence of staff positions

in the states supports the hypothesis that the parties tend

to emulate each other in the development of staff organ-

ization. The fact that the degree of similarity is lower

when the states not having a given staff position are re-

moved, can be explained by the fact that there is, of

necessity, a time period within which this emulation takes

place. That is, one party will tend to lag behind the

other in its perception of the utility of a given staff

function. Over time, however, emulation will take place.

The uti ation of ub c elati n f s. The

extent to which public relations firms are utilized by the

state and territorial party organizations provides a final

index of the phenomenon of emulation. Of a total of 35

comparable units, there are eighteen (51.4 per cent) in

which both parties utilize a PR firm to some extent; four-

teen units (40 per cent) in which one party utilizes a PR

firm and one does not; and three in which neither party

uses such a firm.

0f the eighteen states in which both parties

utilize a public relations firm to some extent, in eleven
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(61.1 per cent) the level of utilization is identical,’+ and

seven (38.9 per cent) differed in the extent of their

utilization.

Conclusigps. The proposition that the two major

parties within a state will tend to emulate each other in

the size, general composition and professionalization of

their staffs is, in the opinion of this writer, supported

by the data. The evidence can be summarized as follows:

1. State parties will tend to have similar profes-

sionalization scores. Between 20.5 and 22.7 per cent of the

states manifest no professionalization point spread between

the parties depending upon whether the Total Point Score

or Professionalization Score is used. In 47.7 per cent of

the states the parties will be within two points of each

other out of a total point spread of 14.

2. State parties will tend to show a similar

incidence of specific staff positions.‘ Similarity of

recruitment of the four staff positions studied - general

executive, field organization, finance and public relations

- evidences itself in 56.3, 90.9, 81.8 and 75 per cent of

the instances respectively.

3. State parties will tend to have a similar

pattern of utilization of professional public relations

firms. In 51.4 per cent of the comparable states both

 

“Respondents were asked to indicate whether they

utilized a public relations firm on a year-round basis,

during campaign periods only, or neither.
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parties utilize a public relations firm to some extent and

in 31.4 per cent of the states the utilization is egactly

similar.

The high level of emulation seen in the data

tends to indicate that one party is highly motivated by

what it sees the other party doing. There is, apparently,

a good deal of trading of perceptions as to what organiza-

tional devices will lead to electoral success. Further

research is needed to determine whether parties trade

perceptions in other areas of activity. The results of

such research should cast additional light on the factors

producing similarity between the parties and moderation in

our party system.

Part Com etit on and St f m siti n

The notion that the minority party in the less

competitive states is characterized by organizational weak-

ness is relatively common to political science. Schlesinger

states that:

It is clear that the distinction between the one-party

predominant and the one-party cyclical states lies in

the position of the minority party. In the former

states, the lesser party gives every evidence of being

fragmentary and weak in organization. When it wins,

it is most likely to be purely by default, due to

some sudden vulnerability of the majority party, a

major national trend, or a split within the major

party. The electorate is not irrevocably wedded to

the dominant party; a majority of the voters can bring

themselves to vote for the opposite party. But the
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minority organization is so weak that it is unable to

follow up its momentary advantage, frequently because

of its inab lity to present attractive and capable

candidates.

While organizational weakness extends to many party

functions other than staff organization, the size and pro-

fessionalization of a party's professional staff is one

index of the organizational strength or weakness of the

party.

As a test of the proposition that the minority party

is weak in the less competitive states, the Professional-

ization Total Points Scores6 are used as a basis for com-

paring the two parties on a state by state basis. Looking

first at what Schlesinger terms "one-party states" it is

found that the minority parties, as a group, have a

slightly higher total Professionalization Total Point Score

than the majority party.7 This can be seen from the

following total points scores:

 

5Schlesinger, pp, pip,, pp. 1125-1126.

6See Chapter 2, Table 4. This score includes clerical

positions.

7Four states originally included in the one-party

category by Schlesinger were excluded. Arkansas, Mississippi

and South Carolina were not included due to insufficient data.

vermont can no longer be considered to be a one-party state.
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state W W

Alabama 3 1

Florida 2% 4

Georgia 0 4;

Louisiana 2 0

Oklahoma 1 1

Texas 12% 10$

Virginia _3_ _3_

Total 22% 24

When the seven comparable states above are viewed indivi-

dually, it is seen that the majority party has a higher

score in three, the minority in two, and two states are

even. Although the results differ slightly depending upon

whether one looks at the total score or at the number of

states that have a preponderance of points, it is clear

that the minority party is not substantially weaker in

professional staff organization in the states compared.

The results are similar when the “one-party cyclical“

and “one-party predominant” states are compared.8 The

8The data of Figure_I in Schlesinger, pp. pip,, p.

1122 has been up-dated to 1958. Thus a number of states

fall into a different competitive classification than they

did in the original article which dealt with the period

1900-1950. Currently, the states can be classified as

follows: Compgtitive - Indiana, Washington, Idaho, New

Jersey, Montana, Colorado, Nevada and Wyoming. One-party

Cyclical - Massachusetts, Minnesota, Connecticut, Michigan,

ebraska, Pennsylvania, Iowa, South Dakota, Maine, Illinois,

New York, Utah, Ohio, Arizona, Missouri, West Virginia,
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majority party in the seventeen comparable states classified

as one-party cyclical show a one point edge over the

minority party (148-147). In the nine one-party pre-

dominant states the minority party has a one point edge

over the majority party (39-38).

The minority parties in both classifications manifest

slightly higher professionalization levels than the majority

parties when viewed on a state-by-state basis. In the one-

party cyclical states the minority party has a higher level

of professionalization than the majority party in eight

states, a lower professionalization score in seven states,

and two are even. In the one-party predominant states the

minority party has a higher professionalization score in

five states, a lower score in two states and two are even.

There is, however, a substantial difference in the

level of professionalization between p11 of the state organ-

izations in the one-party cyclical group and the one-party

predominant group with the former averaging 8.70 total

points per party and the latter averaging 4.27.

Cpnclusipnp. While the attempt to explain the

difference between the position of the minority party in

the one-party predominant and one-party cyclical states

by attributing it largely to weak organization cannot be

New Mexico. One-pgpt§ Prgdominant - New Hampshire, North

Dakota, Wisconsin, Ca i ornia, Kansas, Delaware, Oregon,

Maryland, and Kentucky. See Joseph A. Schlesinger, ”The

Structure of Competition for Office In the American States,“

ngpvippal Spience, V (July, 1960) 197-210.
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invalidated on the basis of one index of organizational

strength, the data of this study tend to indicate a possible

weakness in that approach. If it be valid to assume that

the size and composition of a party's professional staff

is somewhat reflective of the attitudes of the party leader-

ship toward organization, then the fact that there is

relatively little difference between the majority and

minority parties in staff professionalization would seem to

indicate similar attitudes toward party organization on

the party of both sets of leaders.9 By the same token, if

the structure of a party's professional staff organization

is any reflection of its ability to mobilize its volunteer

organization, the majority and minority parties tend to

enter the political fray quite evenly matched. Thus, while

it can be argued that the minority party has fewer volun-

teers to do its work, a narrower base from which to finance

its activities - both definable as organizational weakness -

and that professional organization does not automatically

produce grass-roots organization, the balance among the

parties in professional staff development points to the fact

that possibly organizational strength has not been as crucial

a factor in electoral success as heretofore supposed or that

this is one gap that the minority parties are rapidly closing.

 

9There is also relatively little difference between the

attitude of the majority and minority party leadership rela-

tive to their perception of the adequacy of their staffs.

64.0 per cent of the chairmen of the minority parties stated

that their current staff is inadequate for their needs and

65.2 of the chairmen of the majority parties made a Similar

statement. See pp. 78-93.



CHAPTER IV

AMERICA'S PROFESSIONAL PARTY STAFF PERSONNEL

Introduction

Chapter II of this study outlines the basic structure

of state party staffs in the United States. Those data,

however, tell us nothing about the type of people who assume

these positions, their career patterns or their expectations.

The purpose of this chapter is to enquire into the socio-

economic background of the nation's party staff people, how

they are recruited, the length of their tenure, their

general qualifications for the position they hold, and their

expectations concerning their jobs and their future careers.

The data of this chapter are based on an analysis of

74 questionnaires received from party staff personnel

throughout the country in April and May of 1959.1

Of the 74 respondents used in this analysis, 89

per cent work on a full time basis and 97 per cent have

regular appointments. Less than 3 per cent of the sample

work during campaign periods only. Thus, this group of

respondents tend to represent the regular employees of the

 

 

1See Questionnaire: Political Party Staff Member,

Appendix B. For a discussion of the methodology employed

in this chapter see pp. 38-40.
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state organizations and not those professionals who move in

and out of the political arena from election to election.

It will be seen from Table l, which summarizes the

socio-economic characteristics of American party staff

personnel, that the professional staffer is largely an urban

Protestant from a relatively privileged background.

Place of origin. Ninety-two per cent2 of the group

studied have spent their entire lives in an urban area and

only 4 per cent were raised in rural farm or non-farm areas.

This is in constrast to 26 per cent of the population who,

as late as 1950, lived in non-urban areas. Thus, while

rural areas tend to place a disproportionate share of their

numbers in governmental decision-making positions, particu-

larly at the state level, they do not appear to be repre-

sented on the professional staffs of our state political

parties in proportion to their numbers.3

This datum leads one to suggest the hypothesis that

rural groups view their political objectives as being quite

specialized rather than broadly programmatic in nature.

This would lead them to work in farm organizations which

specialize in agricultural policy questions or in direct

politico-governmental decision-making positions where they

 

2Two respondents in the ”moved“ category were raised

in urban areas entirely. See Table 1.

3See Donald R. Matthews, The Social Background of

Political Decision-Makers (“Short Studies in Political

Science"; New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1954),

able 7.
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can function as a veto group rather than in the more broadly

programmatic political party.

It is interesting to note that the distribution

between categories of locality is roughly the same for both

parties. Contrary to what might be expected, however, over

twice as many Democratic staff people were recruited from

the small towns than Republicans. Republican staff person-

nel were substantially more urbanized with 77.5 per cent

coming from localities of over 25,000 as opposed to 58.9

per cent for the Democrats.

Rpligion. The religious composition of party staffs,

while heavily Protestant, parallels the basic religious

composition of the nation at large. One might have expected

to find a greater representation of Jews in the group due

to the fact that they are heavily represented in the legal

and intellectual professions. That the parties tend not

to recruit persons from minority groups to fill staff posi-

tions might be inferred, although such cannot be substan-

tiated by the data.

Spcial status. It is clear from the data that party

professionals are recruited from the upper classes in

American society. Sixty per cent of the staffers come from

families, the head of which either owned his own business

or held a professional or managerial position. In fact,

49 per cent (45 per cent of the Democrats and 51 per cent

of the Republicans) of the staff members' fathers had at

one time managed their own businesses. If the 8.6 per cent



117

of the group which came from farm families be added to the

figure, over 57 per cent of the staffers' fathers either

owned or operated their own business enterprises at some

period in their lives. Again, it is important to notice

that both parties recruit for their professional staffs

substantially the same percentage of personnel whose.

antecedents stem from the business community. *

This high percentage of staff people coming from

managerial or entrepeneurial families is significant for

the data to be presented in Chapters V and VI. One might

expect the “business point of view“ to prevail among a

sizeable percentage of the staff. Subsequent data gathered

from personal interviews with Michigan staff personnel,

however, tends to indicate that the political staffer is

prepared to accept the viewpoints of the party or politician

for whom he works. Family background does not appear to

greatly affect the ability of staff people to adjust to

the policy positions of the party to which they are attached.

Education. Professional staff people not only come

from successful homes, they come from educated homes as

well. Over 24 per cent of the fathers and 1? per cent of

the mothers were college graduates, as opposed to percent-

ages of 5.2 and 3.7 for the population at large as late as

1940. Furthermore, a high school education is twice as

frequent among the parents of party staff personnel as it

is for the population at large.
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The staffers themselves manifest this same educational

level. A high school diploma is almost twice as common

among the party professionals as it is in the population at

large based on 1960 figures and the ratio of college degrees

held by staffers to that of the national population is 9

to 1.

It is interesting to note both the type of institu-

tion and the type of curriculum in which the staff person

did his college work. Only 4 per cent attended an Ivy

League college and only 10 per cent took their degrees from

a Big Ten institution. By far the bulk of the group (47.5

per cent) did their college work in lesser known univer-

sities with a substantial number (18.4 per cent) choosing

a city college.

The majority of the professional staff people did

their academic work in social science and liberal arts

while law was practically non-existent. A ranking of the

respondents' college major or final professional degree

produces interesting results. This data is summarized in

Table 2.

The academic background of party staff personnel

tends to dramatically reinforce the stereotyped image of

the two parties. It will be noticed that close to 50 ,

per cent of the Democratic respondents majored in a social

science or public administration as opposed to 36 per cent

of the Republn:ans. Conversely, 16 per cent of the Republi-

cans did their work in business as opposed to 3.5 per cent
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TABLE 2.--Academic curriculum pursued by party staff personnel

 

 

Total

 

 

Curriculum Democrats Republicans

Social Science 12 ( 44.5)' 5 ( 19.3) 17 ( 32.1)

Liberal Arts 8 ( 29.6) 6 ( 23.1) 14 ( 26.4)

Business 1 ( 3.7) 8 ( 30.7) 9 ( 17.0)

Journalism 2 ( 7.4) 6 ( 23.1) 8 ( 15.1)

Public Administration 2 ( 7.4) 1 ( 3.8) 3 ( 5.6)

Law 1 ( 3.7) O ( O ) l (_ 1.9)

Science-engineering l ( 3.7) 0 ( 0 ) l ( 1.9)

Total 27 (100.0) 26 (100.0) 53 (100.0)

 

of the Democrats. It should be noticed that Journalism, a

basic source of training for Republican staff people, is

negligible among Democrats.

In summary, the data suggests that Democratic state

party organizations tend to recruit people with primarily

social science and liberal arts training (“egg heads”) while

Republicans recruit from a broader spectrum of technically

trained persons. This finding corroborates the data re-

ported in Chapter V that Democratic politicians seek staff

people with an ideological affinity for the party whereas

Republicans primarily look for expertise in their staff

members.“

 

“See pp. 195-197.
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Family sitpption. A final set of socio-economic

characteristics should be briefly discussed, namely, the

family situation of the respondent. It will be seen that

staffers tend to have settled family life situations.

That is, by far the greatest percentage are married and

have children. The fact that the number of single staff

persons is less than that of the population at large seems

to indicate that professional party staff work is not

viewed merely as a temporary stop-over for single people

on their way up the career ladder. Over 54 per cent of

the group have families of four or more people to support.

The fairly permanent nature of party staff work is

corroborated by the fact that 33.3 per cent of the re-

spondents have beem employed by state political organiza-

tions for five or more years and an additional 29.4)have

worked for at least three years.

Conclusion. We have seen that the professional staff

people attached to state party organizations are recruited

from the upper socio-economic brackets. It is interesting

to hypothecate as to the probable causes of this and

speculate on the possible impact this development may have

upon politics in the united States.

First, as to cause, it is fairly obvious that the

skills required to operate any sizeable organization in a

modern industrial society, whether it be a business corpora-

tion, labor union or political party, are both substantial

and similar. Thus, all organizations will tend to recruit
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staff people from the same sources and with similar skills.

The staff people attached to labor unions, business corpora-

tions, political parties and other organizations have become,

for all practical purposes, inter-changeable parts.

In this connection it is interesting to compare the

socio-economic characteristics of the party staff personnel

in this study with the United States Senators studied by

Matthews and the businessmen studied by Warner and Abegglen.5

It will be seen from this data, presented in Table 3, that

as far as the two variables chosen for comparison (father's

occupation and respondent's own education) is concerned, the

socio-economic status of the party professionals is almost

identical with that of the 8562 business men studied by

Warner and just slightly lower than the United States

Senators holding office during the 8lst Congress.

Second, it can be postulated that, given a managerial

elite in the United States, it may well be mandatory for

political parties to recruit from the same group if it is

to engage in successful intercourse with public officials,

government agencies and private organizations.

The development of a corps of party staff people.

drawn from the managerial class may have a definite effect

upon the American party system. First, it obviously means

 

58ee Donald R. Matthews, "United States Senators and

the Class Structure," Political Behavior, Ed. Heinz Euean,

Samuel J. Eldersveld and Morris Janowitz (Glencoe, Illinois:

The Free Press, 1956) 187-188 and W. Lloyd Warner and James

C. Abegglen, Bi Business in America (New York: Harper and

Brothers, 195W, pp. -1 , 20, 35, 48.
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TABLE 3.--Comparison of socio-economic characteristics of

party staff personnel, United States senators and American

business leaders (in percentages)

Party U.S. Business

SES Characteristic Personnel Senators Leaders

 

Educational Level

 

College Graduates 66.2. 87.0 58.0

High School Graduates. 32.4 10.0 35.0

Less than High School 1.4 3.0 19.0

Father's Occupation

Professional 22.9 22.0 14.0

Manager-Proprietor 37.1 33.0 49.0

White Collar 15.7 1.0 8.0

Warker 15.7 3.0 10.0

Farmer 8.6 40.0 9.0

 

that another of the major centers of power in the United

States will be increasingly in the hands of the ”managers.”

It is already a fairly common practice for young executives,

labor union staff personnel and journalists to move in and

out of party staff positions during campaign periods.

Second, although the subsequent data of this study

produces a picture of the party staffer as manifesting a

high degree of role acceptance and docility, and thus a

willingness to accept the party viewpoint on most matters,

it is very possible that the socio-economic homogeneity of
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the party staff and their similarity to the management class

generally may act ultimately as a consensus producing factor

in the American political system.

Cprggr Patterns of American Party Staff ngsgnnel

We have seen something of the socio-economic back-

ground of state party staff personnel. It is also important

to note the structure of the professional party staff career.

Specifically, we wish to explore the nature of the position,

the skills and experience for which staff members are re-

cruited, the group affiliations of party staff members and

the expectations, both immediate and future, of party staff

personnel.

The party staff job. Party staff members tend to be

generalists. That is, they do not engage, regardless of

the special skills for which they might have been originally

recruited, in a single function or speciality but rather

perform a wide variety of tasks for the party. This is

clearly reflected in responses given to a question designed

to obtain information on the respondents' position or

function in the party.6 Respondents were asked to check

all of the twelve response categories which they deemed

appropriate and to list any additional functions not covered

by those categories. Republicans averaged 3.95 and the

Democrats 4.09 categories per respondent. In other words,

 

6See Appendix B, question 17.



124

the 74 respondents indicated that their job involved them

in at least four different aspects of party activity.

Public relations and office management were the most fre-

quently checked categories. These data are displayed in

Table 4. ‘

TABLE 4.--Functions of party staff personnel

W

 

 

 

Per cent of Respondents

Engaging In It

Function Democrats Republicans Total

Public Relations 78.? 60.0 68.4

Political Secretary 39.3 42.5 41.0

Legislative Liaison 30.3 35.0 32.8

Administrative Assistant ‘ 27.2 42.5 35.6

Legal Advisor 0 5.0 2.?

Organizational Director 33.3 22.5 27.3

Organizational Field Man 30.3 25.0 27.3

Fund Raising ) 33.3 22.5 27.3

Campaign Management i 39.3 27.5 32.8

Research 3 39.3 30.0 34.2

Office Management ) 57.5 50.0 53.4

Business Management I 18.1. 17.5 17.8
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It is interesting to compare this data with the

information on staff positions obtained from the state

chairmen.7 If the comparable positions are grouped into

major classes of function (i.e., executive, public relations,

field organization, fund raising and campaign management

functions)8 and then ranked, there results a remarkable

agreement between the party staff respondents and the state

chairmen as far as the incidence of types of staff functions

is concerned. These rankings are as follows:

State Chairmen Pgrty Staff

Executive 1 1

Public relations 2 2

Field organization 3 3

Finance 4 4

Campaign management 5 5

A clearer picture of the functions and duties engaged

in by party staff members appears when the responses to av

question asking them to indicate the functions on which they

 

7See Table 1, Chapter 2.

8Categories are composed of the following positions:

For State Chairmen: Executive - GE, OM; Public Relations -

PR, R; Field Organization - F0; Finance - F; Campaign Manage-

ment - CM. Not included were WA, YA, C, US. For staff person-

nel; Executive - Political Secretary, Administrative Assist-

ant, Office Management, Business Management; Public Relations

- Public Relations, Research; Field Organization - Organiza-

tional Director, Organizational Field Man; Finance - Finance;

Campaign Management - Campaign Management. Not included -

Legislative Liaison, Legal Advisor.



126

spend the bulk of their time are analysed.9 By using the

same five-fold classification and by taking the first re-

10
corded response only, the following results are obtained:

Number of Respondents

Che kin Function

Democrats Republicang Totpl

Executive 9 10 19

Public relations 9 14 23

Field organization 8 5 13

Finance 1 1 2

Campaign management 0 0 0

It is clear that public relations is the basic staff

specialty and is the function on which most professional

staff members spend their time. Management and executive

functions run a close second and even assume first place

if ”second” responses are counted.

The high incidence of these two functions as opposed

to field organization, finance and campaign management re-

quires explanation. It can accurately be stated that what

emerges from these data is a picture of state party staff

functions; that if the staff members attached to individual

 

9Appendix B, question 18.

0When second responses are added, the totals are as

follows: (1) Executive - 33: (2) Public relations - 31;

(3) Field organization - l6; (4) Finance - 3; and (5) Cam-

paign management - 1. It will be noticed that executive

functions replace public relations as the most checked

category of function. This, of course, corresponds with

the original ranking and indicates that while public rela-

tions is the single most important staff job, executive or

administrative functions are widely spread among staff members

although constituting a secondary function.
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candidates were counted, the percentage primarily in cam-

paign management, field work and finance would probably

increase. Second, public relations is involved in all

phases of party activity. Thus, as is shown in Chapter VI,

every staff member becomes a public relations man at some

point in the campaign. Third, public relations, as opposed

to field organization and fund raising, is a specialized

function that cannot be turned over to volunteer party

workers as is often the case with the other three functions.

Before concluding this description of the party staff

I job, notice should be taken of the qualifications respondents

feel are vital to party staff work. Respondents were asked

to list in order of importance what, in general, '. . . you

consider to be the three most important qualifications for

staff work."11 Responses were categorized and weighted

according to the following formula:

1. Qualification given first rank was assigned 3

points.

2. Qualification given second rank was assigned

2 points.

3. Qualification given third rank was assigned 1

point.

Table 5 presents the results of this data.

 

1

1Appendix b, question 21.
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TABLE 5.--Rank order of qualifications staff respondents

feel are most important for political staff work

 

Number of Points

 

  
Qualification ' Democrats Republicans Total

Ability to work with people 37 31 68

Dedication and party loyalty 21 29 50

Knowledge of politics and gov't. 15 17 32

Knowledge of public relations 9 23 32

Political experience l4 14' 28

Organizational skill 14 10 24

Motivation; interest in politics 7 14 21

Intelligence 15 4 l9

Attractive personality 10 7 17

Administrative ability 4 10 14

Understanding of party

principles 4 9 13

Hard work ' 9 4 l3

Flexibility and adaptability 7 2 9

Contacts and/or familiarity

with the state 4 3 7

Broad experience 1 5 6

Good judgment 3 2 5

Idealism; issue goals 3 l 4

Imagination 2 2 4

Self confidence, initiative,

aggressiveness 3 l 4





129

TABLE 5--Continued

.____________T.____________

Number of Points

 

 

Qualification Democrats Republicans Total

  
Ability to work under pressure

Liberal arts education

Good health, energy

Ability to take criticism

Persuasiveness

c
:

t
o

A
:

t
o

x
»

c
:

«
P

t
o

h
:

t
o

a
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\
d

c
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a
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4

0

Good appearance 0

0

O

2Sufficient time
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It is interesting to compare this data with the

results of a similar question asked Michigan staff members

in personal interviews and reported in Chapter VI. Inter-

personal skills rank high on both scales along with public

relations skills. The same phenomenon occurs when all

Michigan respondents are removed from the sample. This,

however, is not surprising since gregariousness and socia-

bility have been found to be directly related to political

participation at all levels.12

Job tenupe. Important to a clear understanding of

the party staff structure is the pattern of tenure enjoyed

by party staff members. Specifically, do party staff person-

nel tend to remain in their positions from election to

election, serve for one campaign only, or move in and out

of party service?

Tables 6 and 7 demonstrate fairly conclusively that

staff personnel attached to state party organizations tend

to have fairly stable careers. That is, over 64 per cent

of the respondents have been in party work for three years

or more thus making it highly probable that they will have

served in two general elections. Democrats appear to have

had more success in holding their staff members than Republi-

cans. Thirty-five per cent of the Democratic respondents

have served their party six years or more as opposed to 20

per cent of the Republicans.

 

12See Robert E. Lane, Politipal Life, (Glencoe,

Illinois: The Free Press, 1959) pp. 164-165.
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TABLE 6.--Length of service of party staff personnel

  -_ W m

g —-  

 

 

 
 

Number Responding

Number of 7

Years Democrats Republicans Total

1 6 ( 17.6) 7 ( 17.9) 13 ( 17.8)

2 5 ( 14.7) 8 ( 20.5) 13 ( 17.8)

3 5 ( 14.7) 10 ( 25.6) 15 ( 20.6)

4 3 ( 8.9) 4 ( 10.3) 7 ( 9.6)

5 3 ( 8.9) 2 ( 5.1) 5 ( 6.9)

6-10 , 7 ( 20.5) 4 ( 10.3) 11 ( 15.0)

over 10 5 ( 14.7) 4 ( 10.3) 9 ( 12.3)

Totals 334 (100.0) 39 (100.0) 73 (100.0)

 

TABLE 7.--Extent to which job tenure of party staff person-

nel has been interrupted

 

Democrats Republicans Total

Respondent has

remained on job

uninterruptedly 26 ( 76.4) 32 ( 80.0) 58 ( 78.3)

Respondent has

had interrupted

service 8 ( 23.6) 8 ( 20.0) 16 ( 21.7)

 

Totals 34 (100.0) 40 (100.0) 74 (100.0)
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It is also important to note that over 78 per cent

have remained on their jobs without interruption. Thus,

the data indicate that only a minority appear to move in

and out of staff jobs. Again, however, it should be

cautioned that this is probably reflective of the state

party operation only. One would expect to find a sub-

stantial number of people working for specific candidates

on a campaign by campaign basis.

In general, however, the length of tenure of party

staff personnel has been greater and the amount of movement

in and out of staff positions has been less than anticipated

by the researcher. This data, while fragmentary, points to

the tentative conclusion that America's political parties

are rapidly moving in the direction of the permanent party

staff structure analogous (although decentralized) to the

staff organization to be found in Great Britain.

Ppevious egpgriencg. Party staff people are a

fairly selectively recruited group. Their experience, skills

and occupational background is largely drawn from public

relations and administration. Respondents were asked to

Acheck the skills or experience they had when they were first

hired to a political staff position and then to indicate for

which of those types of skill or experience they were

primarily hired.

Table 8 displays the types of skills or experience

(the respondents perceived themselves as having when they
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TABLE 8.--Skills and experience staff personnel perceive

themselves as having when first hired

 

Per cent Checking Item

 

Experience or Skill Democrats Republicans Total

 

 

 

   

Political

' Previous party work 47.0 50.0 48.6

Candidate for office ~2.9 0 1.3

Public Relations

Research 64.7 25.0 43.2

Newspaper work 38.2 42.5 40.5

Speech writing 20.5 37.5 35.1

Radio-TV work 26.4 27.5 27.0

Advertising 1 0 10.0 5.4

Administrative

Administrative experiencei 35.2 57.5 47.2

Business experience 38.2 52.5 45.9

Governmental experience 32.3 37.5 35.1

)

Organizational experience‘ 14.? 17.5 16.2

Academic 44.1 12.5 27.0

Legal 0 2.5 1.3
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accepted party staff employment. It can be seen that most

staff members represent themselves as having either public

relations or administrative experience and/or skills. It

is equally obvious from the preceeding data that most

staff members continue performing the same types of

functions that they had performed in ”private“ life.

What is of particular interest, however, is the

manner in which the recruitment pattern, as reflected in

the data of Table 8, conforms to the common image of the

two parties. Again it will be noted, for instance, that

the Democratic respondents check academic and research

experience almost three times more frequently than do

Republicans. Similarly, Republicans record administrative

and business experience at almost an 8 to 5 rate over

Democrats. The two parties draw almost equally from the

press and the radio-television industry.

The lack of lawyers on party professional staffs is

worthy of notice. If, as Lasswell has stated, ”. . . the

lawyer is today . . . the one indispensable advisor of

every responsible policy maker of our society - whether we

speak of the head of a government department or agency, of

the executive of a corporation or labor union, of the

secretary of a trade or other private association, or even

of the humble independent enterpriser or professional man

. . .“13 one might expect to find a sizable number engaged

in.party staff work. This, however, is not the case.

 

13H. D. Lasswell and M. s. McDougal, ”Legal Education
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A number of explanations can be advanced for their

absence from this phase of party activity. First, legal

training is not directly related to the types of skills

party organizations need on their staffs. The talents of

the public relations expert, newsman or experienced organ-

izer are much more in demand. While, as Schlesinger and

Matthews point out, the lawyer's skills and general career

situation are well suited to his becoming a candidate, i.e.,

”political generalist',1u the growing complexity of modern

campaigning forces him to employ specialists to do his staff

work for him. Second, party staff work does not provide the

best source of upward mobility for the lawyer either in

the political party itself, in non-political organizations,

government or private practice. Political candidacy, on

the other hand, provides excellent advertising, and other

areas of party work excellent personal contacts.

Organigeg gpoup affiliapions. Over 73 Per cent of

the respondents were associated in some fashion with at

least one organized interest group.15 Republicans, however,

had a greater incidence of group association than Democrats

 

and Public Policy,“ he Analysis pg Pglitical Behavior, Ed.

H. D. Lasswell, (London: Routledge, Kegan Paul Ltd., 1948),

p. 27.

. 1“See Joseph A. Schlesinger, “Lawyers and American

Politics: A Clarified View,” Midwest qurnal p; Politipal

Scignce, I, (May, 1957), 26-39 and Donald . Matthews,

220 92-20, pp. 30-320

15Appendix B, question 28.
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with 80 per cent of the former reporting group affiliations

as opposed to 64.7 per cent of the latter.16 The partici-

pation of staff respondents in organized groups is depicted

in Table 9.

As a means of obtaining an index of group participa-

tion, weights were assigned to each of the percentages

listed in Table 9 as follows:

1. Member - one point per percentage point.

2. Salaried employee - two points per percentage

point.

3. Officer - three points per percentage point.

By employing this index, the group affiliations of the

respondents can be ranked as follows:

Points

Rank Type of Affiliation Democrats Republicans Total

 

1 Religious organ-

izations 73.3 102.5 88.9

2 Business, Commercial

and Industrial

associations 70.3 100.2 86.3

3 Professional

associations 52.8 77.5 66.0

4 Labor Unions 32.2 30.0 30.9

Farm organizations 14.5 7.5 10.6

16
These percentages represent those who have been

associated with at least one group in some fashion. Not

represented in the statistic are the many respondents who

listed more than one type of group affiliation.
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TABLE 9.--Group affiliations of party staff personnel

W

Percentage Checking Affiliation

 

Type of Affiliation Democrats Republicans Total

  
Professional Associations

 

  

 

  

 

Member 26.4 32.5 29.?

Officer 8.8 15.0 12.1

Salaried employee 0 0 0

Labor Union

Member 23.5 15.0 18.9

Officer 2.9 5.0 4.0

Salaried employee 0 O 0

Farm Organization

Member 5-8 7.5 6.7

Officer 2.9 0 1.3

Salaried employee 0 0 O

  
Business, Commercial or Industrial Association

 

  

 

Member 11.? 15.0 13.5

Officer 17.6 25.0 21.6

Salaried employee 2.9 5.0 4.0

Religious Organization*

Member 20.5 20.0 20.2

Officer 17.6 27.5 22.0

Salaried employee .0 0 0

  

”One precaution should be stated relative to this

category, namely, that there is no way to determine whether

or not some respondents equated simple church membership

with organizational activity in a religious group.
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A number of interesting findings stem from these data.

First, there is a perfect rank order correlation in the rank

order between the Republican, Democratic and total group of

respondents. This tends to provide some evidence for the

fact that party staffers are recruited for their skills

rather than their ideological identifications. If we

eliminate religious organizations from the analysis, a)

strong case can be made for the logic of this rank order.

We have seen that public relations and management functions

take up the greatest percentage of the staff member's time

and represent the basic skills for which he is hired. Thus,

it is evident that the heaviest concentration of group

affiliations would fall in the business and professional

associations. It should be noted, however, that very few

respondents indicated having worked for any of these

associations in a staff capacity. Thus, there appears to

be little direct recruitment by political parties from

organized interest groups.

Second, the affiliations of the staff members in

these two types of associations reinforces the picture

already drawn of the party staff member as having both

upward mobility and a fairly high socio-economic status.

Third, it is interesting to note the fact that not

only is labor union affiliation low on the list, the

Republican respondents have a slightly higher index of

participation than do Democrats. While recognizing the

tentative nature of any conclusions based on the sample
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utilized in this study, it is nevertheless fairly safe to

conclude that Democratic party organizations do not draw

as great a percentage of their staff members from labor

organizations as might be expected. A somewhat similar

conclusion (although reversed in terms of partisanship)

can be drawn from the data on farm association affiliation.

This finding is somewhat at variance with the position

taken generally in the literature of-political science that

group membership tends to structure the political environ-

ment, reinforce party and ideological identfly and act as a

channel into political activity in the party generally

associated with the group.17 Two explanations can be

advanced to account for this phenomenon. First, the fact

that the staff members of the private associations do not

tend to move directly into party organizations tends to

reduce the representation of some groups which might

logically be expected to place a large number of their

people on party staffs. Second, the low level of Democratic

staff affiliation with labor unions and the low Republican

affiliation with the major farm organizations may be due to

the fact that these groups already provide informal staff

services to the party they support electorally.18

1VSee Lane, pp. pip., pp. 189-195 and Elihu Katz and

Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Personal In luence, (Glencoe, Illinois:

The Free Press, 1955) pp. 62-64.

18For documentation of this point see Fay Calkins,

The 010 and the Demoppatic Party, (Chicago, Illinois: The

University of Chicago Press, 1952) p. 132.
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Influences on Recruitment

An analysis of the major influences which resulted

in the respondents taking a party staff position reveals

that the party itself is its own best recruiting agency.

Most staff respondents entered party work as a result of

their association with political officials or candidates

although friends ranks a close second.19 This data is

displayed in Table 10.

TABLE lO.--Persons influencing staff members to enter party

staff work

 

Type of Influence

Percentage of Respondents

Checking Influence

 

Democrats Republicans Total

 

Members of immediate family

Friends

Business or professional

associates

Fellow workers

Political officials and

candidates

Public school teachers

College professors

20.5 20.0 20.2

38.2 45.0 41.8

17.6 30.0 24.3

2.9 ' 7.5 5.4

35.2 60.0 48.6

2.9 o 1.3

20.5 2.5 10.8

 

 
 

19
See Appendix B, question 22.
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When respondents were asked to indicate the greatest

influence on their decision, the rank order displayed in

Table 11 resulted.

TABLE 11.--Rank order of influences motivating professional

staff personnel to accept a political staff job

W

 

 

Ranking

Type of Influence Total Democrats Republicans

Political officials or

candidates 1 1‘ 1

Friends 2 1* 3

Family 3 3*

College professors 4 3* 4*

Professional or business

associates 5 5 he

Fellow workers 6 6*

School teachers 7 7 6*  
 

*Ties

It is interesting to note the relatively minor role played

by business and professional associates and fellow workers

in motivating the respondents to enter party staff work.

Again, if it be assumed that group membership tends to

structure the political attitudes of those participating,

the data appear to be at variance with this assumption.

A number of explanations, however, can be put forward to
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account for the data of Table 9. First, the highly in-

fluential role played by political officials and candidates

is due, most likely, to the fact that such persons are the

actual recruiters of staff and the fact that personal

influence tends to emanate from persons of superior status.20

Second, if it be assumed that friendship groups play a role

similar to business, professional and work associates in

influencing decisions, their greater influence is probably

due to the fact that friendship groups are entered into

voluntarily and involve their members in fewer cross

pressures than do business and work groups. To put it

another way, ”. . . value homophily - or mutual attraction

on the basis of shared values. . .' is more characteristic

of friendship groups than it is of business and/or work

groups.21 Third, it is possible that business and profes-

sional associates tend to view political participation as

an irrelevant career side-track and thus actively discourage

such activity.

Although family only ranked third among the influences

propelling staffers toward party work, most respondents came

from families that were fairly active in politics.22 This

data is summarized in Table 12.

 

20Lane, pp. pip., p. 90.

21

22

Katz, pp. cit., p. 59.

See Appendix B, questions 12 and 13.
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TABLE 12.--Political activity of family of party staff

 

  

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

personnel

Percentage Reporting

Type of Activity Democrats Republicans Total

Father

Held elective office 14.3 7.1 10.7

Political candidate 35.7 42.8 39.2

Party staff person 0 0 0

Volunteer worker 50.0 50.0 50.0

Mother

Held elective office 14.2 0 5.5

Political candidate 0 0 0

Party staff person i 0 9.0 5.5

Volunteer worker ) 85.7 90.9 88.8

Other'relative

Held elective office 11.1 14.3 13.0

Political candidate 44.4 57.1 52.1

Party staff person 11.1 14.3 13.0

Volunteer worker 33.3 14,3 21.7
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TABLE 12--Continued

 

 

Percentage Reporting

 

Type of Activity Democrats Republicans Total

 
 

General level of family's political activism

 

Very active 5.8 20.0 13.5

Moderately active 29.4 35.0 32.4

Slightly active 26.4 32.3 27.0

Inactive 38.2 17.6 25.6

No response 0 2.9 1.3 
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It will be seen that the families of Republican

respondents display a greater tendency to be politically

active than do the families of Democratic staff members.

Although there is no data in the study itself to explain

this difference, it nevertheless substantiates the obser-

vations of other researchers.23

Staff respondents evidenced mixed motivations for

going into party work. Thus, while party work satisfies

such idealistic motives as the opportunity to work for the

realization of personally held social and economic objectives

and as a useful area of endeavor in which to invest ones

training and skills, a number were motivated by what

appeared to them as an attractive career and an opportunity

to obtain good training for other types of work. The basic

motivations of the party staffers are displayed in Table 13.

It is interesting to note that both parties are

quite similar in the manner in which they rank the alter-

natives, except for items one and two.

 

23Following Angus Campbell's discussion in ”The Case

of the Missing Democrats," New Re ublic, 135 (1956) pp. 12-

15, Lane argues that ”interested and concerned Democrats” are

less likely to participate actively in politics than "con-

cerned Republicans" because (1) a greater percentage of

Democrats in the thirties and forties were young people who,

traditionally are characterized by low political activity in

the United States; (2) the upwardly mobile - those who would

normally be active in organized groups - tend to either

switch to the Republican Party or become inactive due to

cross pressures between their traditional loyalties and

their new status; and (3) many of the Democrats mobilized

by the new deal were a part of the politically inert segment

of the population and who, while motivated to vote the

Democratic ticket, nevertheless retained their basic attitude

toward political involvement. See also Lane, pp. cit.,

pp. 144-145. ""
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TABLE l3.--Rank order of reasons cited by professional staff

members to be important in leading them to accept a political

 

 

 

 

staff job

Ranking

Reason Cited Total Democrats Republicans

Realization of social and

economic views 1 (89)* 2 (38) l (51)

Outlet for training and

skills 2 (87) 1 (44) 2 (43)

Attractive career I3 (68) 3 (31) 4 (37)

Good training for other

work 4 (68) 4 (29) 3 (39)

Improvement in salary' 5 (36) 5 (22) 5 (l4)

Provides useful contacts 6 (23) 6 (13) 7 (10)

Opportunity to help political

career of friend 7 (l9) 7 ( 6) 6 (13)

Provides desirable social

contacts 8 ( 0) 7 ( 0) 8 ( 0) 
 

*Respondents were asked to rank in order of importance

the categories listed in Table 13. The ranking was deter-

mined by assigning weights to the first three choices as

follows: 3 points for an item ranked first, 2 points for

an item ranked second, and 1 point for an item ranked third.

Paint totals appear in parentheses. See Appendix B, question

2 .
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Only a minority of the respondents indicated that

they planned to remain in party staff work, although if

those who displayed uncertainty or a desire to combine

party work with an outside career are added to those who

plan to remain in their jobs, the number of respondents who

have a fairly substantial commitment to party staff work as

a career swell to 41.8 per cent of the total.2u This data

is displayed in Table 14.

TABLE l4.--Number of party staff members who plan to remain

in party staff work

 

 

 

Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

Remain in party staff work 9 ( 29.0)* 11 ( 30.5) 20 ( 29.8)

Has other vocational goals 16 ( 51.6) 23 ( 63.9) 39 ( 58.2)

 

Both 4 ( 12.9) 1 ( 2.8) 5 ( 7.5)

Uncertain 2 ( 6.5) 1 ( 2.8) 3 ( 4.5)

Total 31 (100.0) 36 (100.0) 67 (100.0)

 

*Percentage in parentheses

It is interesting to compare the motivations of those

who definitely have other vocational goals to those who re-

tain a substantial commitment to party staff work. If the

categories employed in Table 13 are regrouped into party

goals, career goals and mobility goals, the two groups rank

these goals as follows in Table 15.

 

2“Appendix B, question 25.
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TABLE l5.--Employment motivations of party staff personnel:

a rank order‘

I)

Respondents with Substantial

Commitment to:

 

Party Staff Other Vocational

 

 

 

Work Goals

Group Rank in Group Rank in

Motivation Rank Table 13 Rank Table 13

Party Goals 2 l

Realization of social

and economic views 3 1

Opportunity to help E

political career of 2

friend 7 6

Career Goals 1 2

Attractive career 2 4

Outlet for training and)

skills . 3

Improved salary § 4 7

Mobility Goals i 3 3

Useful contacts 3 6 5

Social contacts i 2

)

Training for other works 8 8

l
 

_f

*Group rank obtained by computing the mean of the total

of the rankings from Table 13 in each group. The smaller the

figure, the higher the average ranking.
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It will be seen, first of all, that neither group

receives mobility goals as the major motivation for entering

party staff work. Even when asked specifically to list the

ways in which their present employment would serve to help

them achieve other vocational goals,25 a greater percentage

(50 per cent) listed training, experience, etc., than con-

tacts with potential future employers, etc. (35 per cent).

Second, those planning to pursue other careers were

substantially more motivated by party considerations than

were the careerists. Those who plan to remain in party

work, logically, rank career goals as their most compelling

motivation.

In summary, it would appear from these data that the

bulk of the respondents do not perceive party work as a

major spring-board to upward mobility. The party careerists

apparently feel that party employment provides them with

the most attractive career open to them. Non-careerists,

on the other hand, enter party work for basically ideological

reasons but perceive career and salary opportunities to be

better elsewhere.

Respondents, however, perceived party staff work to

provide them with some obstacles to attaining other voca-

tional objectives. Of the forty responding to the query26

only 37.5 per cent stated that their present employment in

 

25Appendix B, question 26.

26Appendix B, question 27.
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no way would hinder them in those objectives; 37.5 per cent

stated that being typed as partisan or overly political is

a drawback to employment elsewhere. In addition the develop-

ment of personal antagonisms and jealousies (10 per cent),

the constant temptation to return to political life (5 per

cent), the interruption to one‘s career by engaging in

politics (5 per cent) and the dangers of both over special-

ization and under specialization were each mentioned.

Summary and Conclusions

This chapter has attempted to present an analysis of

the socio-economic background and career patterns of a

nation-wide group of staff people attached to state party

organizations. Although sampling difficulties described

earlier require that the data be treated with caution,

there emerges a picture of the type of person attached to

the party state central committees. It is not descriptive,

however, of the many persons who provide professional

assistance to the parties and their candidates during cam-

paign periods only.

The major findings of this analysis can be summarized

as follows:

1. Party staff members tend to come from families

in the upper socio-economic brackets as measured by their

father's occupation and the general level of their parents'

education.
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2. Party staff members themselves tend to have

achieved a relatively high socio-economic status as measured

by their educational level and the prestiege level of the

types of experience and/or skills they had acquired at the

time they entered party work.

3. Party staff people come from families that are

fairly active politically.

4. Staff people of both parties show marked similar-

ities in their socio-economic characteristics and career _

patterns although there is a tendency for the party stereo-

types to show up in recruitment patterns. That is, more

academically and research oriented persons (”egg heads“)

appear on Democratic payrolls while Republican staff people

tend to have technical or business training and/or experience.

5. Professional party staff work provides fairly

stable employment as measured by the respondents' job tenure

and family situation. A sizeable percentage indicate a

substantial commitment to party staff work as a career

although the majority have other vocational goals.27

6. Party staff people tend to be recruited for

their managerial skills as measured by their education,

skills and experience, official capacity in the party and

group affiliations. -

 

27Twenty per cent of the respondents indicated that

party staff work is stable employment, 43.2 per cent indi-

cated that it is fairly stable, and 33.7 indicated that it

is unstable. See Appendix B, question 29.
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A number of implications for the American party

system can be tentatively drawn from the findings of this

chapter. First, although it is not its purpose to probe

the degree of influence upon party affairs exerted by party

staff people, their essential similarity will not make for

party articulation. Rather, it is postulated by this writer

28 this socio-economic similar-that, all things being equal,

ity will tend to perpetuate the consensual nature of our

two-party system.

Second, the essentially managerial character of the

persons recruited into party staff positions will tend to

insure that the staff will reflect the dominant values of

the society - values such as political stability, the

primacy of economic success, etc. - which characterize the

managerial society. Innovating elements will have to enter

the party system from outside the formal party staff struc-

ture. In fact, it is postulated that whatever innovation

is achieved by professional staff people, by far the great-

est contributions will emanate from those staffers assigned

to individual candidates rather than from the permanent

staffs. It is this periodic injection of “new blood“ into

the party staff arteries that will act as an antidote to the

tendency for the permanent staff to become increasingly con-

servative.

 

28It will be argued in Chapter VI, however, that

there are important elements in the work situation that tend

to break up and/or nullify the tendency of socio-economic

homogeneity to produce anything approximating 'cabalism.’
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Third, the development of a corps of party managers

may hasten the trend toward engineered consensus evident

already in American politics and in many other areas of

American society. One may expect to find political parties

engaging increasingly in ”scientific politics” - the depth

interview, the staged politicodrama, the community-directed

party fund drive, etc. They bring the ”red feather” and

the ”station break" to politics.

Finally, the rise of the ”new pro” and his skill in

the use of modern communication and organizational techniques

will probably accelerate the trend toward the nationalization

of American politics.



PART III

THE PARTY STAFF IN ACTION: FUNCTION, ROLE AND INFLUENCE

Political parties are often perceived as conducting

political wars on the basis of a grand strategy carefully

worked out in the planning councils of the top leadership.

While this is not an entirely erroneous conception, a much

more realistic picture of party activity is that of a loosely

knit organization of candidates, office holders, volunteers

and other leadership at various levels making day by day

decisions in reaction to the ever changing tides of party

fortune.

What is the role of the paid professional staff per-

son in the party decision-making process. What is the

extent of his influence on party decisions? Does he act as

one of a number of influences on the leadership or does he

have decision-making powers of his own?

The basic assumption underlying this study is that

the professional staff ". . . by virtue of its special

skills, access to specific types of information, and

monopoly of certain channels of communication, will be in

a position to either control or materially influence the

decisions made at or by the 'political' levels of the

party. ”1

J

1
 

See p. 22.
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The purpose of Part II is to analyse the influence

of the professional staff upon party decisions by contrast-

ing the perceptions of the party leadership concerning the

proper role of the staff in decision-making and/or dis-

cretionary activities and the perceptions of the professional

staff relative to their decision-making role in the party.

Chapter V will describe the manner in which the political

leadership in Michigan perceives the “ideal” staff role.

Chapter VI will describe the perceptions of the profes-

sional political staff personnel as to their role. Chapter

VII will evaluate a number of propositions put forward in

Chapter I concerning the factors producing staff influence

in the party.



CHAPTER V

THE IDEAL STAFF ROLE AS PERCEIVED

BY THE POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

One of the basic variables affecting the manner in

which a staff structure in any type of organization will

operate is the perception by the group for which the staff

works of the proper staff role. That is, the freedom of

action, the outer limits of discretionary power, in fact,

the very functions that the staff performs will be largely

dictated by the perceptions of the leadership as to what

constitutes the proper role of the staff within the total

organization.1

The purpose of this chapter is to analyse 22 inter-

views with Michigan political leaders on the function and

role of the party staffs which they supervise and with

which they work. These interviews, focusing on the actual

operation of the staff and on the way in which each poli-

tician actually utilizes his staff assistants in concrete

situations, are designed to produce an image of the ideal

 

A 1The term role can be defined'as the behavior ex-

pected or deemed appropriate for an individual in a given

'social situation. As Walter Coutu states, ‘With every

social position there are socially prescribed duties or

functions to be performed, and rights to be enjoyed...Every

role involves a whole system of behaviors more or less ex-

pected and enforced by various groups.” "Role Playing vs.

Role Taking: An Appeal for Clarification,” American Soc;-

ological Review, (April, 1951), 180.
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staff role as reflected in the perfections of the political

leadership.

Theoret cal Conce tions of the Ide Staf Role

Political leaders, of necessity, bring to their

working relations with the professional staff members

attached to their parties a set of conceptions as to the

role staff members should properly play in the life of the

party and its organization. From a theoretical standpoint,

the many different conceptions held by the political leader-

ship can be grouped into three ideal types, designated as

”neutral,” "committed” and “consultant” staff types. Each

of these conceptions involves a particular type of commit-

ment to the party on the part of the staff members, a

difference in the degree of discretionary power granted to

the staff, and a different approach toward the direction of

the staff onthe part of the leadership. In addition, each

conception derives from a perception by the political

leadership oftheir own competence. A description of each

conceptual type follows.

Thp ”neutrpl' stafg. One theoretical conception held

by the political leadership concerning the proper role that

the professional staff should play in the party is that it

should function in a manner similar to a neutral civil

service. That is, staff members are recruited for their

skills and competencies only and exercise these skills

totally under the direction of the leadership. Staff
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personnel are not considered to be decision-makers although

they might be brought into decisional situations as advice

givers.

The "neutral” professional staff member is conceived

as bringing a particular type of commitment to his job.

He is not recruited for his ideological position (although

it is expected that he not harbor ideas antagonistic to

those of the party) as he is for the skills he can bring to

the work situation. It is expected that he will bring with

him a relatively low level of commitment to his personal

opinions and that he be relatively open to the issue posi-

tions taken by the political leadership. If the ”neutral”

staff brings any type of commitment to its work, it should,

in the opinion of the politician holding this view, be a

commitment to objective criteria such as integrity, loyalty,

the canons of scholarship, etc. In fact, the leadership may

actively encourage this type of commitment on the part of

its staff by shielding them from the ideological winds blow-

ing within the party.

The ”neutral“ staff is conceived as rightfully having

little discretionary power and little leadership in policy

formulation. Instead, it provides technical implementation

of policy laid down by the leadership. It is assumed by

the politician holding this view of the staff role that the

staff requires a relatively great amount of direction and

that clearance of all policy, or otherwise sensitive matters,

is essential.
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Politicians holding this conception of the staff role

perceive themselves as actively carrying on the affairs of

the party and as having a high degree of competence. In

fact, the neutral staff conception assumes an active leader-

ship.

It is postulated that the conception of a "neutral“

staff will be concentrated most heavily among the leadership

of parties that have strong contending factions within them;

that the holding of this conception is both an attempt to

maximize electoral strength without unduly straining party

unity, and also a protective mechanism on the part of

factional leaders since neither faction wishes to see the

other increase its power by the development of an autono-

mously functioning staff organization.2 It should not be

thought that this viewpoint is wholly limited to the leader-

ship of factionalized parties, however. Relatively unified

parties in which the leadership entertain high self-confi-

dence may also hold similar views.

The “committed” staff. A second theoretical con-

ception held by political leaders as to the proper role of

staff is that it should be primarily an extention of the

leadership itself. That is, the staff, by virtue of its

 

2In actual practice, competing party factions will

often develop their own staffs. For instance a legislative

group may have a staff loyal to it whereas the party organ-

ization may have a staff organization loyal to it. Com-

munication between these two staff structures may be a

factor for increasing party unity, however.
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commitment to the ideology and issue positions of the party,

acts and speaks for the leadership. In one sense, the

"committed" staff actually is absorbed into and becomes a

part of the political leadership.

It is obvious that the type of commitment individual

staff members are expected to bring to the job is sub-

stantially different in this view from that of the “neutral“

staff. The staff member is recruited not only for his

expertise and skill but also because of a demonstrated

predeliction for the party. In fact, he may very well have

worked up through the ranks. The politician holding to the

conception of the ”committed" staff type as the proper staff

role may also extend his conception a step further and

expect that the staff will be related to the leadership by

"charismatic” ties.

The relationship between the staff member and his

skill is also different from that of the "neutral” type.

Unlike the latter, the expectation is greater that the

"committed” staff exercise its skills within the framework

of party policy. The political views of the leadership

have, in a sense, independent validity and the staff is

expected to be as loyal to the party position as it is to

objective criteria such as the canons of scholarship.

Because the staff is ideologically committed to the

leadership it is assumed that it has the capacity for

greater discretionary power than would be true of the

"neutral” staff type. In party decision-making they are
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perceived as associates rather than merely implementing

technicians. Policy decisions are viewed as collective

decisions involving both the professional staff and the

leadership. Thus, in implementing policy the staff can

make many secondary decisions without the necessity of

clearing them with the leadership. Also unlike the ”neutral”

staff, the "committed" staff is perceived as requiring little

sustained direction.

This view of the proper staff role is also based on

a relatively high level of self-confidence on the part of

the political leadership, although staff is seen as materi-

ally enhancing this competence. Staff and leadership are

viewed as associates, having somewhat different statuses

but, where the formulation of party policy is concerned,

fulfilling similar roles.

It is postulated that this conception of the proper

staff role will most likely be found in parties that are

ideologically homogeneous. The committed staff would be

too great a disunifying influence in the factionalized

party for it to be seriously entertained by the leadership.3

Rather, the notion of the committed staff will tend to be

found in parties enjoying a high degree of consensus. In

such parties, total energy can be expended in maximizing

party strength rather than in holding together diverse

elements. In this connection it is postulated that as a

 

3Although various factions may develop a staff com-

mitted to them, the forces driving the party to unify during

election campaigns tends to reduce the level of staff com-

mitment to factional leaders.
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party descends into factionalism there will be a change in

the conception of the political leadership as to the prOper

role of the staff.

The consultant ptaff. The third conception in this

typology of theoretical staff roles held by the political

leadership is that the party staff should assume major

responsibility for conducting the affairs of the party.

The leadership, operating under this conception, seeks ad-

vice of the staff on matters of policy. In other words,

staff members become tap-level consultants to the leadership.

The type of commitment expected of staff under this

conception differs from that of the "neutral" and ”committed"

staffs. Staff personnel are expected to bring their own

ideas of “what is best for the party” to the working situa-

tion. This commitment may be to their own preconceptions or

to other ideological or objective criteria.

Under this conception, the staff is granted a rela-

tively large amount of discretionary power. Viewed as

experts, they are not only depended upon to come up with

policy recommendations; once policy is agreed upon, they

are granted the power to carry it out. In fact, they may

make innovations in policy previously carried out.

It is also assumed that the ”consultant" staff, as

opposed to the "neutral" type, requires little direction.

It initiates and carries out policy subject only to a veto

by the leadership. In this respect it is more nearly similar

to the ”committed” staff type.



 ..u'-



163

This view of the staff role is based on a low sense

of competence on the part of the political leadership. They

s"4 and in need ofview themselves as essentially “amateur

professional guidance. This perception of amateurness stems

from the fact that they spend only a small percentage of

their time on political matters, from the fact of high turn-

over in party elective offices and/or from the fact that

the technical problems a party faces in its operations

(i.e., a great number of television appearances by its

candidates, particularly complex campaign issues, etc.)

requires highly technical and specialized expertise.

It is postulated that the ”consultant” staff will

most likely be found in parties that require a particularly

great amount of technical advice and in the party of

perpetual minority status. The latter has few members of

the leadership holding public office, and thus they are

not in a position to develop their own expertise. It is

expected that where a party is in a position both to sup-

port its leadership directly, or indirectly by placing them

in public office, it will tend to develop the competence

of its leadership to the point where the need for a ”con-

sultant” staff will be obviated. This factor, on the other

hand, may well be counteracted by the growing complexity of

campaigning in the modern world.

 

“See Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic

Or anization, trans. A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons,

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 415.
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It is helpful to construct a ”profile" of ideal staff

types, based upon previously described attributes, as a

means of relating the specific characteristics of each

staff type to an overall discretion dimension. This pro-

file appears in Figure I.

It will be seen that the ”consultant” staff type

falls neatly in the left or ”high discretion” zone; the

“neutral” staff type tends to fall at the right or ”low

discretion” zone in three of five characteristics with one

placed moderately right. The committed staff type is pre-

dominately right ("low discretion” zone) but with three

characteristics in the moderate zone.

In conclusion it should be stated that these three

conceptualizations are presented as ideal types. It is

assumed that actual politicians, while tending to hold to

<one of the three basic viewpoints, will deviate from the

pure type in many particulars. It should also be pointed

<>ut that one may expect to find elements from each type

admixed in the conceptions of any particular politician.

Perceptions by the Politicpl Leadership in

Michigan of the Ideal Staff Role

Attitudes on the part of a leadership group concern-

irng the proper role and function of its professional staff

are not generally a part of its consciousness. Rather, its

attitudes are imbedded in the warp and woof of the day to

day relationships existing between the two groups. These
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attitudes are to be found in the types of tasks assigned

staff members, expectations of proper staff behavior in

concrete situations and the types of communication and/or

consultation going on between the leadership and the staff.

Thus, research into these attitudes must be directed to

concrete situations (i.e., tasks assigned, consultation

engaged in, clearance required, etc.) if it is to success-

fully unveil the real attitudes and perceptions in question.

To ask a respondent to verbalize directly about his con-

ceptions of the ideal staff role would probably not only

find him unprepared, but only elicit, inaccurate, unrealistic

or insincere responses. The interview questions, therefore,

were largely directed toward concrete situations. The

interviewer, for instance, was interested in such matters

as under what circumstances changes in a press release

(could be made without clearance, to what extent a candidate

(consulted with the staff member on a speech the latter was

soriting for him, etc. In addition, a number of questions

parobed concrete situations of a hypothetical character to

isolate attitudes on staff discretion more accurately.5

In this attempt to develop a systematic picture of

tihe attitudes and perceptions of the political leadership

.as to the ideal staff role, attention will be focused on

time following components as the basis for analysis:

5See Interview Schedule-Political Leaders, Appendix C.
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l. Perceptions by the political leadership of the

staff's proper functions and tasks.

2. Perceptions by the political leadership of

desirable personal characteristics to be found in staff

members and their general orientation, background and

attitudes.

3. Perceptions by the political leadership as to

proper staff-leadership relations.

4. Perceptions by the political leadership as to

the degree of staff discretion in day to day matters.

5. Perceptions by the political leadership as to

their own competence and their role in day to day party

operations.

Staff Functions and Tasks

One source of information on how the political

leadership perceives what is properly the role of political

staff is to note the types of staff personnel already

aattached to the party; their functions and duties; and what

types of staff additions the leadership would like to make.

Itn other words, it is helpful to ask the question: What

tzype of staff assistance do the politicians want - routine

czlerical help or specialized expertise involving a measure

Of discretionary power?

Respondents in both parties displayed an interest

1:1 having substantial expertise on their staffs. The staff
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positions already attached to the Democratic and Republican

state committees in Michigan are as follows: Democratic

Ppppy - one public relationsdirector, one finance director,

two field organizers, and clerical staff. In addition,

during the 1958 campaign it used a state-wide campaign

manager and two administrative aids.6 Republican Party -

one public relations director, two finance directors (one

for wayne County), one administrative assistant/office

manager, two field organizers, three clerical personnel

and four county executive secretaries. In addition, during

the 1958 campaign, the party employed one United States

Senatorial campaign manager, two public relations men (one

in Wayne County), one research assistant, two gubernatorial

campaign assistants and an executive director for wayne

County.7

A majority of the respondents stated that they would

add additional staff help if “they had their way.” This,

however, was more true of the Republican Party than the

Democratic Party with nine of twelve Republican respondents

indicating that they would add additional staff. or the

nine Democrats, only six expressed an interest in making

additions to their staffs and three of the six felt that

 

6Staff members attached to the Governor, Lt. Governor

and Democratic legislative caucus are also integrated into

the Democratic campaign staff.

7In addition, the staff persons attached to the

Republican legislative caucus are integrated into the

Republican campaign staff.
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additional staff, while desirable, was not necessary.

Three Democrats and three Republicans stated that they

would not add to their staff under any circumstances. This

data is summarized in Table 1.

It is interesting to note from Table 1 that party

leaders were substantially more interested in making staff

additions than were office holders. Two factors account

for this phenomenon. First, governmental office holders

are not only provided with a number of subordinates by

state law (administrative assistants, deputies, etc.) they

» also receive staff help from members of the administrative

agencies, interest groups and study commissions. Party

leaders, on the other hand, with their relatively meager

funds are almost always undermanned. Second, there appears

to be a reluctance on the part of government officials to

use staff help for political matters. Statements like,

"I don't make many speeches, but when I do I write my own”

were more typical of party leaders holding government posts

than those holding party positions only. This is no doubt

partly ”protective coloring" on the part of the politician

in the interview situation who does not want to admit to

using public servants for political purposes, partly a

greater sensitivity to the problems of public relations than

that of party leaders to the extent that they hesitate to

delegate such tasks, and partly a reflection of their

greater sense of confidence in their own abilities. Public

officials are less likely to be ”amateurs" than the party,
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leadership. As one member of the Michigan Legislature put

it, ”I don't use my assistant much for research. After all,

I have been in the Legislature for some time and know more

about these matters than he does."

The types of additions that party leaders would like

to make to their professional staffs is also a clue to

their perceptions of the ideal staff role. Michigan poli-

ticians, for the most part, want more of what they already

have, namely, public relations personnel and field organ-

izers. It is significant, however, that research assistant

ranks with field organizer as the second most commonly per-

ceived need. Administrative assistance is also a highly

felt need. Table 2 summarizes this data.8

It is interesting to note that only one respondent

mentioned professional campaign management as a need. Two

explanations can be advanced to account for this phenomenon.

First, campaigns generally must be tailored to fit the

candidate. Campaigns, by their very nature, require that

the relationship between the candidate and his campaign

manager be highly personal and require a substantial amount

of candidate-campaign manager empathy. Second, American

parties being highly fractionated, candidates do not wish

to feel too closely bound to an integrated state-wide cam-

paign. While they are willing to adhere to the general

 

8These results parallel the nation-wide data reported

in Chapter II. See p. 87.
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TABLE 2.--Staff additions perceived as needed by Michigan

political leaders

Number Indicating Need

 

 

Type of Position Democrats Republicans Total

Public Relations 2 6 8

Research 3 4 7

Field Organization 3 4 7

Administration/Office

Management 2 3 5

Director of WOmens'

Activities 2 0 2

Campaign Management 0 l 1

Finance 1 0 l 
 

party platform, and accept a certain amount of integrated financ-

ing, scheduling and advertising, there are still too many

forces propelling candidates toward independence of action,

thus militating against the professional, party-controlled

campaign manager. Both of Michigan's major parties, how-

ever, have used professionals in this capacity for single

campaigns. The Democrats have been relatively successful

in developing from among their own staff persons capable of

running entire state-wide campaigns. Republicans, on the

other hand, have brought into Michigan high-priced experts

from other states with indifferent success.
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The data cited above on the types of staff positions

currently attached to Michigan party organizations and the

expressed needs of the leadership indicate the type of

staff role perceived as proper by the politician. Clearly,

they do not want more low-level clerical skills but, rather,

envisage a party staff of highly trained personnel engaged

in functions of consequence. As one Republican party

official describing his ideal, but mythical administrative

assistant, put it, "I want someone who can write a speech

for you, take care of ninety per cent of the phone calls,

arrange meetings and even dig up candidates to run for

county offices." Other typical comments were:

You have no idea of the amount of correspondence that.

piles up during a campaign. One of my greatest needs

was a secretary that could write a decent thank you

letter for my signature.”

We need a man to develop educational materials.

What the party needs are research men that can come up

with new ideas - master strategists; but we could

never sell the finance committee on that.

The most commonly perceived functional needs were in the

fields of public relations, research and field organization,

all of which entail a substantial measure of independence

and discretion.9

 

9It should be noted that the respondents were asked

whether or not there were ”. . .any obstacles in the way of

[their] making these [staff] additions.“ Only 2 of the 11

persons responding to this question indicated reluctance on

the part of the party peOple to having a professional staff.

The most common "obstacle'I cited was that of insufficient

funds." Four Republicans, however, stated that the party

lacked sufficient leadership and know-how to properly direct

and supervise a professional staff.



174

While the majority of the respondents took the posi-‘

tion that the parties need broad-gauged staff assistance,

some were distrustful, even downright scornful, of the

”pros." As one public official put it, "A lot of campaign

funds are wasted. The 'pros' take a gullible candidate for

a ride. They are usually broken-down newspapermen who don't

know any more about politics than the candidate."10 Another

public official indicated that, while he could use help

with his speeches, '. . .it is just too difficult to find

the right man.” Another public official stated that public

relations help is relatively unimportant because '. . .

nobody believes what you say anyway. It's your record that

you run on and who knows more about that than you do.”

The Political Staff Member as a Person

The general background, political orientation and

personality characteristics desired by politicians in their

staffers provide additional clues to their perceptions of

the ideal staff role. To obtain data on these attitudes,

the respondents were asked the following two questions.

First, an open-ended question designed to elicit a com-

pletely free range of responses was asked, namely, ”What

11
do you look for when you hire a staff person?" A second

question specifically designed to probe desired personality

 

10This same respondent, however, indicated that a

gubernatorial candidate needs staffing and that Governor

Williams has a ”dedicated campaign staff.”

11Appendix C, question 3.
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traits was also asked, namely, ”Are there any particular

12 withpersonality characteristics that you look for?“

each respondent's replies to the first question counted

regardless of the number stated, a rank order of responses

can be tabulated as follows in Table 3.

TABLE 3.--Rank order of traits desired in staff personnel

by Michigan political leaders

 

 

 

 

  

”w

j—T

Democratic Republican Total

Responses Responses Responses

Rank Response No. a ' No. % No. %

1 Special expertise 2 12.5 6 24.0 8 19.5

2 Ability to get along

with people - tact, '

diplomacy 3 18.75 4 16.0 7 17.1

3 Intelligence ) 3 18.75 4 16.0 7 17.1

4 Motivation 2 12.5 3 12.0 5 12.0

5 Organizational ability 1 6.25 3 12.0 4 9.6

6 Loyalty l 6.25 2 8.0 3 7.2

7 Issue orientation 2 12.5 1 4.0 3 7.2

8 Political experience 0 0 l 4.0 ‘l 2.4

9 Creativity and -

imagination l 6.25 0 0 l 2.4

10 Good health 0 O l 4.0 l 2.4

11 Good education 1 6.25 0 0 l 2.4

12

Appendix C, question 3, a.
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It is helpful to classify the eleven traits held to

be desirable in party staffers into three analytic cate-

gories: (l) traits conducive to independence of thought

and action; (2) traits conducive to commitment to dominant

party values; and (3) traits conducive to neither (1) or

(2). The traits placed under each category are as follows:

Traits conducive tp independencp

1. Creativity and imagination

2. Special expertise

3. Political experience

Trpits conducive to commitment

1. Motivation

2. Loyalty

3. Issue orientation

4. Ability to get along with people

Neither

1. Intelligence

2. Good health

3. Organizational abilities

4. Good education

It is significant to note that 43.8 per cent of the

responses fall into the "commitment” category while only

24.5 per cent can be considered to be “conducive to

independence." Furthermore, when the "neither" category

is taken into account it is clear that traits considered to

be most desirable in the political staff are those that tend

to produce attitudes of either commitment or neutrality.
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Apart from expertise (which might have been classi-

fied as "neither")13 the most recurring responses were

ability to get along with people, strong motivation and

loyalty - all traits which tend to produce commitment.1u

Creativity, ability to accept responsibility, etc. were

almost non-existent responses.

When the two parties are compared, it is found that

the Democrats tend to see traits leading to commitment as

the more desirable whereas Republicans appear to allow for

a higher degree of independence. This data can be sum-

marized as follows:

Democrats Republicanp

No. 2 No. 2

Traits conducive to

independence 3 18.8 7 28.0

Traits conducive to

commitment 8 50.0 10 40.0

Traits conducive to

neither 5 31.2 8 32.0

This is not surprising in view of the strong ideological

nature of the Michigan Democratic Party.

13Although Robert K. Merton sees the intellectual and

expert as essentially docile, for purposes of this typology,

Specialized expertise was felt to provide the staff member

with a substantial amount of independence vis Q via his own

Specialty. See ”The Intellectual In A Public Bureaucracy,“

in Soci l Theor and Social Structure, (Glencoe, Illinois:

The Free Press, 1949), pp. 161-178.

1“As one politician put it, “Politics is an endless

chain of human relationships. A staff person should be

able to identify the natural leaders and work with them.‘

Another respondent put it more bluntly. "I look for someone

I can get along with.”
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A breakdown of responses to the second question,

designed to narrow questioning down to personality charac-

teristics only, tends to confirm the preceding data. Close

to 64 per cent of the total number of responses to this

question by both parties had to do with ”getting along with

people." The only other significant response was “depend-

ability" which accounted for 18.1 per cent of the responses.

A rank order of responses is as follows:

Number

Ability to work with people 14

Dependability 4

Good judgment 2

Loyalty 1

' Initiative 1

Imagination 1

Finally, the respondents were asked whether they

found it most valuable to have persons on their staffs who

were ”primarily experts in a given area or persons who

'know their way around.”15 The responses to this question

displayed the same note of ambivalence occuring throughout

the data between substantive expertise and inter-personal

skills. Six respondents stated that they wanted the expert,

seven that they wanted someone who “knows his way around,“

and four indicated that both were essential.

 

1

5Appendix C, question 3, b.
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Pplitical orientation. Michigan's political leader-

ship, it has been pointed out, seeks the type of staff

expprtise that logically involves independence and discretion-

ary power. On the other hand, personplity phapacteristics

deemed desirable in staffers tend to be either more conducive

to commitment to dominant party values or to neutrality.

This apparent ambivalence can be explained only by relating

both types of requisites to perceptions by the leadership

of the political framework within which expertise is be-

lieved to rightfully function. That is, if politicians

want to have their staff function in highly complex and

technical matters, i.e., matters which involve expert, and

therefore somewhat autonomous decisions, and at the same

time evidence a relatively high level of commitment to the

party, it must be postulated that the politicians perceive

limitations on the extent to which staffers can apply their

expertise to decisions and that they perceive a political

framework within which staffers must operate.

Political leaders in Michigan basically expect their

staff to be in agreement with them on political matters.

”It should be automatic,” a Republican respondent stated.

”One-hundred per cent,“ was the reply of a Democrat.16 The

extent of this agreement, however, may vary. In answer to

the question, "To what extent would you say that most of

the members of your staff should agree with you on political

 

16Appendix C, questions 16-17.
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questions,” a range of responses is detectable. Table 4

summarizes this data.

TABLE 4.--Political agreement expectations of party leader-

ship in Michigan

 

 

Number of Responses

 

Extent of Staff Agreement Democrats Republicans Total

 

Staff agreement required

in specifics 3 3 6

Staff agreement required

only after policy is

established 0 l 1

Staff agreement required

only on broad general

 

policy 4 3 7

Staff agreement not

required 1 3 a

Total number of responses 8 10 18  
There appears to be a discernable Republican tendency

to require less political agreement on the part of staff than

exists among Democrats. If items 1 and 2 in Table 4 can be

classified as indicating ”high required agreement" and items

3 and h as indicating "low required agreement“ the parties

compare as follows:
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Democrats Republicans Total

32; .2 use 2. use. 2

High required agreement 7 87.5 6 60 13 62.3

Low required agreement 1 12.5 h 40 5 27.7

This also accords with the picture of the Democratic Party

as being more ideologically oriented than the Republican.17

The necessity for smooth working relationships between

staff and leadership was the reason most often cited why

agreement is necessary. As one Democrat put it, ”Unless you

know that he is in general agreement with you, it's impossible

to delegate responsibility.” Other typical comments were:

I don't want to get ulcers trying to work with a

person who is always disagreeing with me.

They have got to be in agreement with me because I

am responsible for what they do.

It's necessary for you to be on the same wave length.

Republicans, as has already been pointed out, were

somewhat more willing to tolerate disagreement. A top

Republican leader, while also reflecting concern over the

fact that authority cannot be placed in unfriendly hands,

stated, however, that he ”often changed his mind." Another

Republican politician stated, ”Honesty is the most important

thing. You can't get people to agree on everything.

 

17Beepondente who indicated that they expected a high

level of agreement on the part of their staff were asked

whether ”. . . there [is] room on your staff for the tech-

nically qualified person whose viewpoints are not shared

by yourself?” (See Appendix C, question 16, b.) Five of

seven respondents answered “no”; two answered ”yes.“ Again,

the Democratic respondents manifested relatively high re-

quired agreement with four of five indicating that there is

no room on a political staff for the deviant.
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Anyway, I wouldn't want a bunch of rubber-stampers in a

campaign.“

The “neutral staff“ concept also tended to crop up

in the thinking of a number of Republicans. Fairly typical

comments in response to the query on the necessity for

agreement were:

If they are paid staff it shouldn't make any difference.

They have a Job to do.

It doesn't make any difference if a person is willing

to do his Job.

Once policy is determined it should be obeyed, agree-

ment or not.

These same party differences in attitude toward the

degree of political agreement required of staff also occur

at the point of recruitment. Democrats tend to want to

recruit people for staff jobs who have not had prior

experience in order to train them themselves. Republicans,

on the other hand, overwhelmingly prefer the already

experienced person.18 In addition, Republicans demonstrated

 

18In answer to the question, “When you hire a new

staff person, do you want one with experience, or do you

prefer to train him yourself?” (Appendix C, question 6)

the responses were as follows:

Regponse Democratic Republican Totpl

Wants one with

experience 2 7 9

Wants one with

experience, yet

pliable 3 h 7

wants to train him

himself — 2 O 2
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a greater willingness than Democrats to accept on their

staff an experienced person who had worked for someone they

personally do not agree with politically.19 This difference

of attitudes shows up in the comments typical of the leaders

of each party. As one Democrat put it, "I would rather have

inexperience than someone who did not share our philosophy.“

Other typical Democratic comments were:

Such a person would not be considered.

I would want to know his prejudices.

Training them yourself avoids having to battle with

preconceived ideas.

I don't care who he has worked for; if he shares my

philosophy - O.K.

Ideology is very important.

Typical Republican comments were:

We would hire him if he is pliable. We couldn't use a

hard nose.

Chances are the man would be adaptable. He doesn't

formulate policy, but adapts himself to it.

 

. 19Respondents were asked whether or not they would

employ an experienced person who had worked on the staff

of a United States Senator with whom they would tend to dis-

agme politically. (Appendix C, question 6, a.) The re-

sponses were as follows:

Response Democratic Republican Total

Would hire such a

person 0 2 2

Would hire such a

person but only if

pliable 3 2 5

Would not hire such

a person 3 3 6
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I would want to know his attitudes. But a man can run

a good campaign without being committed to a particular

philosophy.

The fact that he is a Republican is sufficient.

Members of both parties, however, expressed views

which diverged from those of their party. A top Democrat

said, “We have people with Southern background on our staff.

We would, however, want a staff member to get into the

Michigan Democratic Party and get the feel of it before we

hired him.“ His Republican counterpart stated, ”We would

have to evaluate the person involved. A person who dis-

agrees with us could be used as an organizer. But hiring

him for the public relations department would be another

question.“ A Republican county chairman, when asked

whether he would like to get a young Junior executive as

his executive secretary, replied, ”No. We need to get away

from the G. M. label.”

It is interesting to relate the political agreement

expectations of the Michigan political leadership to the

theoretical models described earlier in the chapter.

Democratic party attitudes on the extent of political agree-

ment required on the part of staff tend to pattern closely

after the "committed staff“ concept while Republicans

appear to carry ”neutral staff” conceptions in their heads.

Democratic politicians want their staff members to have

personality traits more conducive to commitment and to be

in agreement with them ideologically. In addition, they

evidence substantial concern over the types of persons
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recruited into staff Jobs, with there existing a fairly

substantial body of opinion that staffers should be re-

cruited directly out of the party ranks. These attitudes

are in line with the hypothesis that the concept of the

“committed staff“ would most likely be found in parties

that are ideologically homogeneous.20

Republican party leaders, on the other hand, tend to

view prior expertise as a fundamental desideratum for staff

work and require less political agreement. They want the

person who can ”do the job" regardless of his past associ-

ations or political beliefs. Apart from expertise, the

basic requirements are that he be a Republican and that he

be willing to submerge his differences while he is a

”member of the team." These attributes are in accord with

the “neutral staff" concept. Again, the postulate con-

cerning the relationship between staff type and the politi-

cal complexion of the party holds up. It was postulated

that the ”neutral staff“ concept would most likely be found

in a party that has fairly strong contending factions.21

This is certainly descriptive of the Republican Party in

Michigan.

 

20

21

See pp. 161—162.

See p. 159.
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The Staff Member's Attitude Toward

Discretionapy Situations

In addition to a party staff person's political

orientation and general background, political leaders have

Opinions concerning the way in which staff should view

their specific functions, duties and day to day problems.

If the general orientation of the professional staff person

can be considered to form the ”warp" of the politician's

conception of the ideal staff role, his attitude toward

the day to day operations of the party can be considered

to be its "woof.”

How does the politician perceive the role the staff

member should play in the various tasks assigned to him by

the party? What is considered to be proper staff conduct

in the carrying out of the day to day activities of the

party? Respondents were asked a series of questions de-

signed to obtain information on how they utilized their

staff in concrete situations, namely, in the writing of

speeches, in the drafting of press releases and newsletters,

in making office appointments and in handling correspond-

ence. 22 The data obtained from this line of questioning

serves the dual purpose of providing clues on what the

politicians perceive as the prOper staff role and also

providing a picture of what the politician perceives the

 

22See Appendix C, question 11.
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:ctual influence of the staff to be in the party decision-

naking process.

Spgeches. Political leaders in Michigan take a

)roprietary interest in their speeches and view this task

as essentially their own responsibility. In answer to the

luestion, ”Specifically, could you describe for me how you

itilize your staff in the writing of speeches,” 95 per cent

indicated that they either write their own or provide their

speech writer with fairly complete information on what they

vish to say. Only two respondents stated that they have

ever used their assistant to conceive and draft a speech

1g,ppgp. The range of responses to this question is

summarized in Table 5.

It can be seen from Table 5 that the general method

3f handling speeches is for the politician to provide his

speech writer with the basic ideas he wishes to develop and

then to delegate to him the task of composing a first draft.

The second most common method is for the politician to

prepare his own speeches.

The various types (or patterns) of relationships

existing between politician and staff relative to the

preparation of speeches can best be illustrated by de-

scriptive statements made by the respondents themselves.

typical of the politician who writes his own speeches is

the statement by a Democratic office holder:

I usually do my own research and write my own speeches.

Once, however, I had to give a speech on unemployment

compensation and told my staff to analyse each section

of the Bill.
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Another state official said,

Most political rallies don't call for an elaborate

speech. People prefer to hear you speak off the cuff.

You kind of develop a standard speech as you move

through the campaign. However, if I need a special

speech I outline the major ideas and give it to the

staff to draft.

Others, while engaging in a good deal of the drafting them-

selves, involve their staff in extensive and on-going con-

sultation. A top party leader said, ”Although I write most

of my own speeches, they were almost always discussed with

the staff. Most of the ideas were the result of group dis-

cussion.“ Other typical descriptions were as follows:

I usually give the topic I have in mind to and

ask him to develop it in writing. Then we talk it

over and I reduce it to notes.

Sometimes I write the whole speech myself. Other times

I tell the topic, type of group it is, and ask

him to put some ideas together. Then we usually go

over it together. '

There's no single system. Sometimes I give an

idea and we talk it over. I usually do not work from

a written text unless it's a touchy subject. Some-

times he prepares a speech segment that will later go

into a press release.

When I have to give a speech I kick various items

around with and then turn it over to him to

write up. Then I usually rewrite it until he gets

a hold of my style.

I have no set rule. Sometimes I write it out myself

and give it to my staff to work over. Sometimes we

hold a conference to develop ideas.

A number of respondents stated that they depend upon

the professional staff to provide them with basic speech

material. These people place a good deal of reliance upon

the staff. One Democratic party leader said, ‘When I am on
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a speaking tour,‘____ usually prepares press release

material for each speech. He selects what should go into

it because I don't know what's newsworthy. If I want to

write my own speech, I hold a conference with him to keep

from saying the wrong things.“

One Republican leader gave a fairly complete de-

scription of how his speeches develop. He and the party

public relations man discuss together what should go into

a given speech. The PR man, he states, proceeds to write

the speech '. . . in a style I almost used to mistake for

my own.“ While the respondent indicated that he exercised

basic control over the speech, he depended upon key staff

members to feed him ideas because ”they are in the channels

of communication.“ He mentioned one campaign issue that

his writer brought to his attention and developed. ”I

never would have been in a position to evaluate this issue

on my own.“ "I rely,“ he stated, “on to feed me our-
 

rent and timely issues - anything to give me the initiative.“

When asked whether he was largely dependent on staff members

to keep him abreast of developments in a campaign and pre-

pare materials for him, he replied, ”A candidate is on the

road for twelve to sixteen hours a day. I had a phone in

my car but I didn't even have time to answer it.“ When

asked whether he felt quite helpless with respect to the

speeches and press releases prepared for him by his staff

he stated that he did but that all candidates were in the

“same boat.”
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Other comments typical of those who rely on their

staff to prepare speech material for them are:

I have not had staff members write speeches for me but

I do need information on issues. Often I use the

press releases sends me, and if an important

speech is coming up I want help from either or

 

would usually write me a press release and I

would speak from that.

I usually write my own speeches but prepares

speech material for all of us because he is close to

Lansing. We get these regularly on every issue. With

these as background I can write my own except when I

have to consult with to clarify an issue or get

a formal statement. I also send speeches to him for

editing. I wouldn't give a formal speech without

doing this.

Some respondents relied almost completely on their

staff for key speeches. A top Republican stated, “If I

feel qualified on the subject I dictate a rough draft, then

bounce it against . On other occasions I ask to
 

write the speech for me. The speech on was '8

speech.” Other comments were:

In my campaign I needed a sustaining operation

to compensate for fatigue. Somebody had to watch the

operation.

During a campaign, . may be asked to Jot down some

points I ought to cover.

The foregoing illustrations clearly point out the

fact that, although a substantial majority of the respondents

either write their own speeches or actively participate in

their drafting, many of them do lean fairly heavily on

their staff for ideas as well as language. And, if it be

assumed that, even with instruction and supervision, a
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writer cannot help but infuse his own data, interpretations

and general orientation into the speech he is writing, the

general pattern of political speech drafting involves the

delegation of substantial discretion and authority to the

staff and brings them into the decision-making process.238

However, the fact that only 15 per cent of the respondents

were willing to delegate total responsibility for their

speeches to professional staff persons on any occasion

indicates that the general attitude toward the staff role

vis a‘vis this activity is that of caution.

This caution is further manifested in what happens

to the speech after it has been written. Of the twelve

respondents who use professional staff to prepare speech

material, ten “frequently” rewrite their speech.24 Only

one, a Democrat, indicated that he never rewrote speeches

prepared for him.

 

23If the responses in Table 5 are classified as to

degree of discretion delegated to the professional staff

relative to speech writing, the following results obtain:

 

IDegree of Discretion Response Per cent of Politicians

Delegated to Staff Numbers* Taking This Position

¥

 

Democrats Republicans Total

 

No discretion

   
 

delegated 1 11.1 36.4 25.0

Moderate discretion

delegated 2,3 77.8 h5.5 60.0

Substantial discre-

tion delegated 4,5 11.1 18.1 15.0

‘ *fiumber corresponds with numbered responses in Table .

24
Appendix C, question 11, a, 3.
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It is interesting to note the type of political

leader that is willing to delegate responsiblity for his

speeches. One might expect that persons holding the most

sensitive political positions would be less willing to

delegate this responsibility. This, however, is not the

case. By and large, the respondent who stated that he

”writes his own speeches” held a position of lesser politi-

cal significance than the one who utilized staff. There

are at least three reasons for this. The first is one of

time. Positions such as state vice-chairman, county chair-

man, etc. do not entail an extensive amount of speaking.

Thus, such persons have more time than an office holder,

candidate or state chairman to prepare a speech. Second,

the lower echelons are not required to make a large number

of policy statements. The sheer magnitude of the task

faced by key party spokesmen in preparing statements on a

multitude of questions for innumerable occasions requires

that they enlist the help of staff assistance. Third, the

complexity of the issues about which they speak requires

specialized expertise in both the research and drafting

stages. '

The fact that politicians show a reluctance to place

their speeches totally in the hands of their assistants does

not minimize the influence of the professionals on the

finished product. Only two of 20 respondents (one Democrat

and one Republican) indicated that they never consult with
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their staff on speeches. The remaining eighteen, as has

already been noticed, either carry on extensive consul-

tations while the speech is being written or review it

carefully after it is in draft form. Thus, the politician,

while not wanting to delegate to staff personnel total

responsibility for the construction of speeches, do en-

courage active participation by staff personnel at some

stage in the drafting process.

It is important, in this connection, to note the

perceptions of the leadership relative to who is responsible,

i.e., politician or staff member, for the contents of the

speech and whose ideas the speech actually represents.

Although the political leadership is cautious about dele-

gating to staff the major responsibility for preparing

speeches, they recognize the need to obtain expert

assistance in this area. They also recognize that this

reduces their autonomy over the speech. As one candidate

jput it, "The ideas come from everywhere - , myself or
 

.someone else.“ Another party leader stated, “Most ideas

were the product of group discussion.” They do feel, how-

ever, that they exercise the final authority.

Ppess pelgases. As a general rule, the political

leadership manifests a greater willingness to delegate

responsibility for the drafting and issuing of press re-

leases than in the preparation of speeches. Michigan

DOIiticians were asked, “To what extent do you turn the



  

 

195

task of daily or weekly press releases over to your staff?25

Twleve of seventeen respondents queried on this point indi-

cated that major responsibility for getting statements to

the press lay with their staff. As one party official put

it, {____ issued most of the releases from Lansing. He

knew what I wanted to say.” Five respondents stated that

press releases were initiated directly by themselves. One

said, 'Generally the same rules apply to press releases as

apply to speeches. I pay attention to the details of my

campaign.”

Political leaders, for the most part, expect staff

to clear all press statements with them, however. This

data is summarized in Table 6.

Again, Republicans appear to be slightly less

reluctant to delegate responsibility to staff for press

statements. From Table 6 it can be seen that only 50

per cent of Republican respondents require clearance under

all circumstances or believe that, theoretically, clearance

should always occur (responses 1 and 2) whereas 87.5 per cent

of Democratic respondents fall in these two categories. In

(addition, three of the five respondents who initiate the

‘bulk of their own press releases are Democrats.

These results, although based on a small sample, go

somewhat contrary to the typology laid out earlier in the

chapter. One would expect to find in an ideologically

-‘ _A_

25Appendix C, question 11, b, l.
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TABLE 6.--Clearance required on press releases by political

leaders in Michigan

 

Number Responding

 

Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

Staff required to clear

releases under all circum-

stances. 5 h 9

Staff should clear all

releases but it is

impossible to do so. 2 O 2

Staff required to clear

(release only when directly

quoting a politician. 0 l 1

Staff required to clear

releases only having to

do with policy matters. 1 2 3

Staff may initiate re-

leases under all circum-

stances. ' 0 l l

_  
 

ioriented party, a staff resembling the "committed staff“

'and that because of its commitment to the party, greater

discretionary power would be delegated to it. This, how-

ever, does not appear to be the case in Michigan. The

leadership of the Democratic Party, manifestly more homo-

geneous and ideological of Michigan's two parties, is quite

reluctant to delegate authority to its staff. The answer

to this problem probably lies in the fact that most of the

top party leaders in the party are office holders and thus

are more sensitive to press relations. This is reflected
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in the data since two of three Democratic respondents ex-

pressing a willingness to delegate responsibility were

non-office holding persons.

The respondents were also probed on their attitudes

toward the necessity for not clearing some press releases

under certain circumstances. They were asked whether or

not there are any circumstances when clearance is not re-

quired.26 Again, although the respondents were slightly

more willing to concede that there are circumstances

dictating less stringency with respect to the necessity for

clearance, the tendency toward requiring clearance on all

press releases remained high. Republicans, however, were

substantially more willing to relax clearance requirements

than were Democrats, probably due again to the high number

of office holders included in the sample. A rank order of

responses to the question appears in Table 7.

Descriptions by the political leaders as to the

manner in which they issue a press release are helpful at

this point. Four fairly distinct attitudes are discernable

from the data. Typical of the politician who seeks to re-

tain responsibility for his own releases are the following

two respondents who view the staff man as essentially a

technician.

I usually choose the topic and suggest the subject

matter to my assistant. After he has put it together,

I look it over and often rewrite it.

26Appendix C, question 11, b, 2, a.
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TABLE 7.--Circumstances under which clearance is not re-

quired on press releases by Michigan party leadership

Number Giving Response

Response

 

Democrats Republicans Total

 

Clearance always required

Clearance not required

when politician is cam-

paigning or is otherwise

too busy

Clearance not required

when release is not on

sensitive subject

Clearance not required

when pre-written releases

are used

Clearance not required

when release covers policy

already established  

4 3 7

2 u 6

l h 5

0 3 3

0 3 3

 

I dictate most of my own releases. I have a distinctive

way of saying things and a public relations man finds

it hard to duplicate my style. His major task was

getting it distributed.

Others, while delegating some responsbility, keep close

track of their releases.

When I want to get something out I tell what I

want to say and he issues the statement. I always

read the release before it goes out because I should

know what I am saying.

language in our mouths.

veto, however.

Sometimes the press men put

They are always subject to

does most of them and then clears with me or

with . If we can't be reached, he will clear

them with another responsible party official.
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always discusses his ideas with me and then en-

larges upon them. I always read them over before they

go out.

A number of respondents appeared willing to delegate

a substantial amount of authority to the staff. One party

leader stated, ”Press releases are not important anyway.”

More typical of the comments made by those willing to

delegate responsibility were:

Most releases originate with me. However, sometimes

I won't see something puts out before it is

issued. If the subject is touchy he always clears it

with me.

My deputy looks after this. First we talk it over.

I read the final draft and then it goes out.

I would talk things over with from Detroit and

he would get out the release.

Finally, a number of respondents lean quite heavily on their

staffs. ‘ '

I don't turn out many releases - most of them come from

party headquarters. However, since speeches do not

get reported I often have the staff help me get out

a release when I speak somewhere. The staff has

greater expertise in preparing a statement for the

press and I wouldn't feel capable of putting out a

release without checking it with them.

Most of the releases are written by the public rela-

tions department. Sometimes I write something but I

always clear it with . If he initiates the release,

it is not necessary for him to clear it with me unless

he quotes me. ‘

I turn all releases on women's activities over to

. He can go ahead at any time. Clearance is not

required.

and work out all press statements. All

policy statements should be cleared with me; but if

I can't be reached I would rather have them go ahead

and get it out than hold back.
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A lot of my press statement are Spoken directly to

newsmen. However, _____issued quite a few on his

own. He knew basically what to say.

In an attempt to refine the data on the attitude of

the political leadership relative to the utilization of the

staff in press matters, two hypothetical questions were

asked. First, respondents were asked, ”In writing press

releases, you have one release planned but a new situation

demands a revision in your original statement. Should

your public relations man contact you or go ahead and re-

vise the statement on his own?”27 The results of this

question are presented in Table 8. It can be seen that

the responses are almost evenly divided. However, if

response number 2 be interpreted as permitting staff dis-

cretion, there is a slightly greater tendency toward the

delegation of discretion over press matters to the party

staff. If, on the other hand, response number 2 be in-

terpreted as limiting staff discretion, one is forced to

come to the opposite conclusion.

A second hypothetical question was asked respondents

as follows: ”If something comes up that your press man

thinks would make a good release: if he cannot clear it

with you should he bury it or release it anyway?"28 It

can be seen from the results of this question presented in

Table 9 that the initiating of a substitute press release

 

27Appendix C, question 12, b.

28Appendix C, question 12, b, l.
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TABLE 8.--The right of public relations personnel to revise

press releases

I Total Responding

l

Response I Democrats Republicans Total

 

Staff member must contact

political leader before

making revisions

»
'
.
_
—
—
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
T
M
F
.

A

3 ( 33.3)* 6 ( 54.5) 9 ( 45)

Staff member may revise

statement if policy has :

been clearly established 1 ( 11.1) 1 ( 7.2) 2 ( 10)

Staff member may revise

statement on own initiative 5 ( 55.5) # ( 36.3) 9 ( #5)

 

Total 9 (100.0) 11 (100.0) 20 (100)

 
 

*Percentages are in parentheses.
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Public Officials Party Officials

 

Democrats Republicans Total Democrats Republicans Total
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TABLE 9.--The right of public relations personnel to initiate

press releases

________________T_________________

Total Responding

 

 

Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

Staff member must ”bury"

release 2 ( 50)* 3 ( 60) 5 ( 55.5)

Staff member may initiate

substitute release, but

 

only in an emergency 3 l ( 25) 0 ( 0) 1 ( 11.2)

Staff member may initiate

substitute release 1 ( 25) 2 ( #0) 3 ( 33.3)

Total 4 (100) 5 (100) 9 (100.0) 
 

*Percentages are in parentheses.
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by a staff member is viewed with greater reluctance than

merely revisipg a press statement. If response number 2 be

interpreted as basically restricting discretion, two-thirds

of the respondents would restrict discretion in this matter.

It is interesting to note that the two parties tend

to reverse positions relative to the willingness of their

leadership to delegate authority. It can be seen from

Tables 8 and 9 that Democratic respondents, in answer to

the hypothetical questions on press release practices,

articulated a greater willingness to delegate authority to

staff members to revise and/or initiate press releases than

do Republicans. Democratic responses to the hypothetical

questions appear to paint a different picture than their

descriptions of their actual practice. The data indicates

that half of these respondents envision the staff role as

entailing high discretion while, in practice granting little

actual discretion to their staff. Moreover, the data sug-

gests that the Democratic respondents tend to delegate sub-

stantially less authority to their staff than they view to

be theoretically desirable.29 This phenomenon occurs some-

what among the Republican sample but its incidence is sub-

stantially lower.

 

29For instance, respondents were rated as permitting

“high discretion” or “low discretion” on the following two

questions:

Question 12, b: In writing press releases, you have

one release planned but a new situation demands a revision

in your original statement. Should your public relations man
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It is also interesting to note that, contrary to the

foregoing data of this chapter, the data of Tables 8 and 9

indicate that office holders were no less reluctant than

party leaders to allow their public relations personnel, in

theory, to revise and/or initiate press releases. Again,

this reflects the tendency to hold to staff discretion in

theory but not in practice.

Copresppndgncg. A fairly substantial degree of

discretionary power is delegated to staff in the handling of

correspondence. Only 8 of 19 respondents queried on this

subject indicated that staff personnel do not answer some of

their mail directly.30 Ten indicated that this occured

frequently and five stated that it happened occasionally.

For the most part, staff persons are given total

responsibility for "routine” mail, variously defined as re;

quests for campaign material, requests for information,

complaints, etc. In addition, staff members are given a

good deal of correspondence relating to their area of

specialization or expertise to handle. A number of re-

spondents indicated that they made direct assignments of

 

contact you or go ahead and revise the statement on his own?

Question 11, b, 2: Does your assistant clear sub-

jects and content [of press releases] with you?

Four of eight Democrats rated as permitting “high

discretion” on question 12, b, were rated as permitting

“low discretion” on 11, b, 2.

30Appendix C, question 11, c.
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letters to staff members and some go through their daily

correspondence in the presence of staff members indicating

how each item should be answered. The politicians, however,

expect correspondence on policy matters to be cleared with

them and most letters prepared for their signature are

personally reviewed.

Administrative routine. Michigan political leaders

were queried about the discretionary power delegated to

staff members relative to two administrative matters: (1)

the making of office appointments;31 and (2) the arranging

of speaking engagements.32 In the matter of the kinds of

decisions staff members can make on office appointments, the

responses were quite evenly divided between a substantial

amount of authority on one hand, and insistence by the

politicians that they be consulted on all appointments made,

on the other. Again, office holders were much less willing

to delegate authority in this matter than were party

officials.

To probe the attitudes of the political leadership

on the role they expect their staff to play in scheduling

speaking engagements, the following hypothetical question

was asked: ”In arranging a speaking engagement,-a specific

meeting is arranged but circumstances require a change in

plans. Does your assistant have the right to change your

 

31Appendix 0, questions 11, d, and 11, d, 1.

32Appendix C, question 12, c.
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itinerary without consulting you or not?"33 Overwhelmingly,

political leaders expressed willingness to delegate this

responsibility. This stems from sheer necessity. They

realize that they cannot personally keep track of changes

in their schedule, particularly when they are on tour.

In this matter they place themselves in the hands of their

staff.

The handling of disagreements. The attitude of the

political leadership toward disagreements with their staff

members provides an additional clue to their perceptions of

the ideal staff role. While the leadership desires a high

level of general agreement on political matters, they do

not perceive specific disagreements between themselves and

their staff to be a terribly serious matter. Although only

3 of la respondents queried34 report never having had a dis-

agreement with a staff member, the majority report disagree-

ments as occuring infrequently and their nature relatively

minor. Firings are relatively infrequent, and when they do

occur, it is largely for incompetence.

Respondents were asked whether they had ever wished

that staff members had presented them with more information

than they had, or failed to raise problems that should have

been called to their attention.35 Six of thirteen respondents

 

33Appendix C, question 12, 0.

3“Appendix c, question 15.

35Appendix 0, question 20.
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queried on this point said that this had occurred. It was

generally agreed, however, that the with-holding of informa-

tion, when it did occur, was unintentional. Had such a

practice been intentional, however, the leadership felt that

this was grounds for the dismissal of the staff member

involved.

Genepa; attitude toward discretion. The foregoing

sections of this chapter have attempted to describe the

attitudes of the party leadership in Michigan toward the

degree of discretionary power and types of decision-making

functions that professional party staff members should

rightly have in specific situations. A number of questions

. were designed to probe the respondents' attitudes on the

delegation of power generally.

The generalized attitudes of the interviewees

relative to the delegation of discretionary power conforms

quite consistently with their attitudes on the delegation

of such power to staff members under specific circumstances.

In answer to a question as to whether staff members tend to

usurp the authority rightfully belonging to duly constituted

officials,36 there was a general feeling that such was the

case and that it constitutes something of a danger to the

democratic process. There were four general categories of

answers to the question as presented in Table 10.

 

6

3 Appendix C, question 14.
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TABLE lO.--Extent to which Michigan party leaders feel that

persons in staff positions tend to make decisions rightfully

the province of duly constituted officials

  

T———'————

Number of Responses

 

Coded Response Democratic Republican Total

 

Yes, this is a danger to the

democratic process ‘ 8 3 ll

2

Yes, but such delegation is i

necessary a l l 2

)

No, delegation occurs, but myi

staff members know how I s

think and, thus, there is g

 

no danger to the democratic

process

No, this never happens 0 5 5

 

If responses 2, 3 and 4 are classified together as represent-

ing an attitude ppt fearful of delegating authority, it will

be seen that 55 per cent of the respondents expressed a fear .

of delegating authority and 45 per cent did not.

It is interesting to notice the differences in

attitude between the two parties relative to this question.

Eighty per cent of Democratic responses tend to be con-

centrated in the ”fearful” category while only 30 per cent

of the Republicans articulated this attitude. On the other

hand, 50 per cent of the Republicans interviewed said that

usurpation of authority never occurs while no Democrat gave

this as a response. It should be noted, however, that six
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of the seven Democrats giving response number 1 above, stated

that this is no problem in their organization.37

As a means of attempting to pull together the various

strands of analysis related to the attitudes of Michigan's

political leadership on the matter of staff discretion, each

respondent was rated on the basis of his answers to questions

11 through 14 of the questionnaire. Three categories of

analysis were established as follows:

1. Respondent would have staff members make

important decisions.

2. Respondent would have staff member make

decisions, but only within a well established

framework set by the leadership.

3. Respondent would prohibit staff members from

making decisions. '

These ratings are presented in Table 11.

TABLE ll.--Summary ratings of political leadership on their

attitudes toward staff discretion

 

 

 

I

 

 

 

Number of Respondents

Category Democratic Republican Total

I. o ( o)* l ( 8.3) 1 (4.6)

II. 4 (40) 7 (58.4) 11 (50.0)

III. 6 (60) 4 (33.3) 10 (45.4) 
 

i'Percentages in parentheses

 

37Appendix C, question 14, b.
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Again, the cautionary spirit noted throughout the

entire chapter appears in the data.38 Only one respondent

is rated as desiring to see substantial staff discretion

while 95.4 per cent of the interviewees would limit dis-

cretion to some extent at least. The already perceived

differences between the attitudes of the leadership of the

two parties also shows up in this data. Democrats tend to

concentrate in category III while the majority of Republi-

cans are to be found in category II.

Leagepghip - Staff Relatiopphips

The political leaders of Michigan perceive the

relationship existing between themselves and their staff as

properly quite intimate and close. As one Democrat put it,

”The staff are our partners - the relationship is very

personal.” Another Democratic party leader said, “All

decisions are discussed with top staff and regular party

people. There is no distinction between the staff and the

volunteers.” This attitude was more noticeable among

Democrats than among Republicans, however.

The respondents overwhelmingly reported that they

discuss important decisions with their staff with only one

interviewee, a Democrat, out of eighteen responding in the

 

381t should be noted that these ratings were made and

coded three months before the data was analyzed. Thus, while

the ratings are subjective in nature, the fact that they con-

firm the more objective data, tends to confirm their own

accuracy and the validity of the analysis presented in the

chapter.
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negative.39 While in actual practice, there was a tendency

for staff to be consulted on specific problems rather than

broad strategy matters, the higher one moves up the party

hierarchy, the greater the perception that staff should

participate in policy decisions. One Republican party leader

stated, ”The type of staff I want should be consulted on all

major decisions." Another Republican-said, ”I won't make

decisions until I give ____ an Opportunity to express his

views.” A Democrat said, "Staff and party leaders meet

together regularly - and both are equal in the discussions."

The respondents were split on the question of

whether or not there are matters that should not be dis-

cussed with staff.“0 Nine stated that there were such

matters; eight said that there were not. 'For the most part,

however, matters considered by the leadership to be beyond

the rightful purview of the staff had to do with personnel

problems and personality clashes within the party. Only

one respondent, a Republican, felt that issues should not

be discussed with the staff. A rank order of responses to

this question bears this out.

Matters that Should not

be Disgusged with Staff Number

Personnel matters 5

Disagreements between party leaders '3

Possible party candidates 3

 

39"No, I haven't yet. The staff are not our advisors.”

4

0Appendix C, question 9.
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Matters that Should not

be Discgssed with Staff Number

Finance matters 2

matters that might break staff morale 1

Issues ' 1

Matters that have to be kept temporarily

secret because of party strategy 1

In general, it is apparent from the data that,

although the politician feels a certain reluctance to

delegate actual decision-making responsibility to staff in

such sensitive areas as the proparation of speeches, they

are not inclined to want to isolate them from the decision-

making process. It might be said that the leadership expects

the staff to participate in, but not actuallymake decisions.

The data reveal that certain staff members tend to

be consulted more than othersfu This is particularly true

in the Republican party in Michigan where the sensitive staff

tliliestions are more centralized. The general pattern of

atBeess to the leadership on the part of the staff tends to

be through the public relations function. This is due partly

t30 the necessarily close daily contact required between party 8I><>kesman and his press officer. It is also due to the high

I’Tiority given to press and public relations by the politi-

°1an. It is the party ideologist that has the party's ear.

\ “Appendix C, questions 10, lo, a.
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Attitudes of the Politic 1 Le der hi

Towgpd Their Own Cpmpetgnce

‘ It has been postulated earlier than the extent to

artxich the party leadership feels itself to be competent

"1 ll, in turn, influence the type of staff role it perceives

as legitimate. Three questions were designed to probe

these attitudes:

1. ”When a technical point comes up in a piece of

legislation (or a spgech) to whom do you usually

go for information“? 2 ‘

 2. 'Do you use any system for checking the reli-

ability of this data or not"? 3

3. ”Do you ever feel at the mercy of your staff?'““

Michigan's political leadership has, in general, a high level of self-confidence, although this is substantially

more true of the Democrats than the Republicans. Looking

first at question number 3, the data indicates that this

general perception of competence is reflected in a sense of

°apability of interpreting and judging information and re-

Bearch provided them by their staff. Only six (35 per cent)

01‘ seventeen respondents indicated that they often were in

‘3 Iposition of having to accept staff research at face value.

The responses to the question are as follows in Table 11.

The relatively marked differences between the leadership of

\_

42Appendix C, question 22.

4

3Appendix C, question 23.

4

Question does not appear in the printed interview

schedule but was developed early in the course of the inter-

‘\‘\‘L Viewing.

air-n—
‘An‘
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TABLE ll.--Extent to which political leadership expressed

feeling at the mercy of their staff personnel

W

Coded Response

Number Responding

 

Democrats Republicans Total

...——

 

Yes

Yes - but infrequently

No

l 5 6

1 - 0 1

5 5 10

 

 

 

 
 

'tlmee two parties on the extent to which they feel at the mercy

(>1? their staffs can be explained by two factors. First, in

Michigan, Democratic party leaders have direct access to

governmental information by virtue of the fact that they

c<>xmstrol the major public offices and can obtain information

€111?¢3ugh the staffs of administrative agencies and study

c<>nmxmissions that report directly to them. Second, Democratic

Politicians have a built-in system of checking the 'data they

re<=eive from whatever the source. As one Office holder put

1‘3: "I hire (my assistant) to bring back the correct

information. If he doesn't, I have eighty-eight legislators,

12 reporters and two hundred lobbyists to set me straight.“

Republicans, on the other hand, while having access to many

‘3? the same sources, are not able to utilize them (particu-

'1ar1y the bureaucracy and study commissions) as efficiently.

The remarks of two major candidates from each party illus-

trates this difference. In answer to question number 2
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above, the Democrat stated that, in-addition to material

prepared by his staff, he received information from many

sources, namely, public officials, administrative agencies,

study commissions, universities and interest groups. Added

to this is the fact that knowledge of the sources of the

information plus many years in public office have provided

him with a large fund of background for evaluating in-

formation presented to him.

The Republican, on the other hand, lamented the

fact that he had no method of evaluating staff research

other than "common sense.” "Some of the stuff was so

technical,” he said, "I don't know how to use it. A candi-

date just doesn't have time for creative, reflective

thought.”

This difference between the two parties is more pro-

nounced with respect to the extent to which the leadership

expressed having a system for evaluating the accuracy and

reliability of the data prepared for them by their staffs.

This can be clearly seen from Table 12.

The respondents articulated four basic approaches to

the problem of evaluating staff research. The most commonly

reported procedure was that of merely employing their own

personal experience and judgment to the research. As one

party leader put it, “I read all the time. I don't rely on

the staff. In fact, if there is an area I am not familiar

with - like the farm problem - I won't accept a paragraph
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from a staff member on that subject." Another respondent,

an office holder, said:

As a legislator, I have had to do my own research.

There's very lifitle new that comes up that has not

come up before. 5 .

TABLE 12.--Extent to which Michigan political leaders articu-

lated a system for evaluating the reliability of staff research

 

  
_l____T____‘:_

Number Responding

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

L A

Stated that they have such a

system 5 4 9

Stated that they do not have

such a system 2 7 9 
 

Others rely on staff meetings. A state Official stated, “You

thrash things out in staff meetings. There are only a dozen

important questions in a year and you get to know the broad

outlines of an issue.”

Outside sources were cited by two respondents. A

Republican said, ”I have no system, but plenty Of checks.

Newspaper men provide me with facts and candidates are

always reporting.” Finally, some rely on knowing the source

of the data. A Republican Office holder said, “I check the

source of the information my assistant gives me.”

 

“5This respondent made it clear that on most matters

he had more expert knowledge and background than his

assistant.
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The above data tends to indicate that although the

politicians assign their staff the major research jobs, they

view it as ”processing” rather than ”producing" information.

That is, staff appear to be perceived as securing data from

well accepted sources and submitting it to the political

leadership for scrutiny rather than structuring the in-

formation themselves.

W

Taken together, there emerges from the data a com-

posite, although at times, conflicting, picture of what

Michigan's political leaders perceive the proper staff role

to be. Speaking generally, the professional staff member

is perceived as bringing a high level of expertise and skill

to his work but as exercising these skills within the ideo-

logical and decisional framework established by the party

leaders. He is not viewed as a mere technician, nor is he

viewed as a decision-maker, but rather as contributing to

decisions. Top staff members in both parties have become

virtually absorbed into the party leadership structure in

the sense that they contribute to and profoundly influence

decisions up and down the line. Yet their position is per-

ceived as subordinate to that of the leadership.

There exist marked deviations from this composite

image, however. Democrats, while tending to perceive as

ideal a greater amount of discretionary power for
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staff members than do Republicans, delegate less discretion-

ary power in actual practice than their counterparts.

Republicans theoretically place the staff in a subordinate

role but, in practice, lean quite heavily upon them. This,

it has been pointed out, stems largely from the differences

in conditions producing perceptions by the leadership as to

their own competence.



CHAPTER VI

THE PROFESSIONAL PARTY STAFF VIEWS ITS ROLE

Perceptions of what constitutes the proper staff

role are not limited to the political leadership. The

members of the professional staff also carry an image of

what their role should be in the party's affairs - an image

that greatly affects their activities. To what extent are

the role perceptions of the professional staff and political

leadership similar? Are the attitudes of the staff and

leadership the same with respect to the amount Of dis-

cretionary power the staff should rightfully exercise? If

not, what is the effect of these differing viewpoints on

the degree of staff responsibility and the effectiveness of

staff operations?

This chapter will describe the manner in which 28

party staffers in Michigan view their role and the extent

of the discretionary power they perceive themselves as

exercising. The implications of this data for staff responsi-

bility will be discussed. I

Pepceptions of the Job

The way in which a professional staff person defines

his job will determine, in large measure, his attitude toward

the role he perceives himself playing in an organization.

221
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The 28 party staff members interviewed in this study, by and

large, define their jobs as involving functions of a rela-

tively broad scope and a high level of expertise and skill.

To the question, ”What does your job consist Of - what do you

do?”,three general categories of job descriptions emerge:

(1) innovation, (2) consultation, and (3) implementation.

The ”innovators“ are those who describe themselves as primar-

ily responsible for setting in motion new projects or pro-

grams. Innovators describe their positions as follows:

I was hired to set up an independent operation - to

apply business organization principles to politics.

The job wasn't defined. I didn't know what they wanted.

I was involved in campaign management for and

. This involved recruiting campaign heIp, organ-

izing meetings, fund raising, business management,

helping write press releases, and just general advisor.

I coordinate and develOp finance organization in

eighty out-state counties; train county workers in the

techniques of fund raising.

The "consultants" define their function as largely

that of providing research, information and advice to the

political leadership and/or party workers. Typical of the

job descriptions in this category are the following:

My job is helping in the development of 's policy

attitude on national and international questions.

Mine is an educational job - training workers in the

precincts, bringing organizational techniques to

volunteers and following them up. I serve as a com-

munication link between headquarters and the counties.

My job is to provide expert advice on public relations

moves.

The 'implementors' can be divided into two sub-groups.

One group, ”executors", while not defining their functions in
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termns of innovation, nevertheless have responsibility for

the (sirection of party activities within the framework of

previously established policy.

4A8 chief of staff, I was responsible for the operation

<3f the entire staff. I acted for in all matters

in.his absence.

‘As executive secretary of county, I coordinate

'the entire operation and am in charge of everything

except finance.

I administer the mechanics of the '8 Office. The

is responsible for policy in theory; but in

actuality, this is a fiction..

The second sub-group, ”administrators" are largely responsi-

ble for implementing policy from a technical or administrative

at:andpoint.

I am assistant to the county chairman. I function in

his behalf. He's the boss but he has a job of his own.

He gives orders and I implement them and supervise all

Republican programs and public relations in the county.

My job was to coordinate '8 campaign with the

central public relations staff, write feature articles

and handle press relations in the counties.

I work on speeches, press releases, researching and

answering correspondence, scheduling appointments, and

representing at meetings.

In the above attempt to categorize the job de-

8c”i'iptions given by the professional staff people interviewed

f0? this study, the categories employed cannot be considered

to be water-tight compartments. It is clearly evident that

Eaeh job contains elements to be found in the other cate-

gories. In addition, it should not be assumed that because

a respondent described his duties in a certain fashion it

necessarily follows that this represents his actual function.
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This is particularly true of public relations personnel who

tended to describe their functions as implementory in nature,

but who, as will be subsequently noted, have a substantial

cmnsmzltational role in the party organization.

Not only do the specific job descriptions themselves

demonstrate something of the scope of the staff function,

most :respondents view themselves as performing duties out-

side) their specialty.1 Public relations, for instance, tends

to has a universal staff function. That is, the staffer can

expect to be called upon to write a press release or work on

a 8Peach in his area of specialization at some point in the

Party's activities. Campaign management and administrative

duties were also often mentioned as “extra duties.” As one

Democratic respondent put it, "I was hired to do organiza-

t101181 work but ended up running the Spring campaign.”

In addition to perceiving their jobs as involving a

"ide scope of activities, close to 60 per cent indicated that

it had changed in nature over time. These data are summarized

in Table I.

\

1Interview Schedule: Political Staff, Appendix D,

question 1, a, "DO you have any duties outside your specialty?“

rank ordering of the responses to this question is as

follows.'

Rgsponse Number

Public relations duties 11

Policy advice 9

Administrative duties 4

Campaign management 3

Field organization duties _;

28
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TABLE 1.--Perceptions of change in job by Michigan political

staff members

 

Number Responding

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

Job up-graded to greater ' .

(14.2)* 1 ( 7.1) 3 (10.7)

 

 

responsibility 2

Job broadened at same level 5 (35.8) 3 (21.4) 8 (28.4)

Job narrowed at same level 3 O ( O ) l ( 7.1) l ( 3.6)

Job down-graded to less :-

responsibility 3 0 ( O ) 2 (14.2) 2 ( 7.1)

Job remained essentially (

the same ; 5 (35.8) 5 (35.3) 10 (35.8)

Number not reporting 2 (14.2) 2 (14.2) 4 (14.2)

Total g 14 14 28

 

*Percentages in parentheses

0f the 24 that answered the question, 45.8 per cent indicated

that their job had broadened in some fashion, 12. 5 per cent

1~"1tiicated that it had narrowed and 41.7 per cent saw no

change.

The above data demonstrate fairly clearly that the

Professional party staff members in Michigan tend to perceive

their jobs as involving a wide scope Of activities and de-

fine them in a manner that indicates that they view them-

selves as performing functions Of substance and consequence

for the party; functions which, theoretically at least, imply
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the need for decision-making powers if they are to be suc-

cessfully carried out. Furthermore, a substantial number

feel that their responsibilities have been broadened and/or

up-graded, an assumption which certainly implies, if it does

not specifically denote, the fact that there is a range of

activity above the mere routine open to the staff person.

It should be noted that, in terms of the definition

of the staff function pg; pg, there is relatively little

difference between the perceptions of the political leader-

ship and the political staff. We nOted in Chapter V, however,

that the definition by the leadership of the scope Of the

staff role tended to contract when their responses moved

from a theOretical definition of the tasks they would like

to see the staff perform to the discretionary power dele-

gated to it in actual practice. This same phenomenon occurs

in staff members' responses.

Esgpntigl skills and traits. The manner in which a

professional staff person perceives his job is not limited

solely to a description of his duties. It is also neces-

sary to probe his perception of the skills and personality

characteristics essential to the proper performance of

those duties. Two questions were designed to probe these

perceptions:2

1. You have had opportunities to work with or view

staff people from both political parties. Do there

seem to be any group of traits that characterize

most of the people you have met who hold jobs as

 

2Appendix D, questions 6 and 7.
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political staffers? Do they have any particular

traits in common?

2. Are there any particular skills that you consider

to be indispensable in doing your job?

Relative to the perceptions of respondents as to the

personality traits they view each other as possessing, it

should be noted that 50 per cent of the twenty staff members

queried on this point do not feel that, in actuality, pro-

fessional party staff people hold a cluster Of traits in

common or that they constitute a ”particular breed“ of indi-

vidual: 37.5 per cent feel that there are group similarities;

and 12.5 per cent state that they do not know. However,

when asked to specifically list the traits they believe

characterize their colleagues, a certain group of attributes

tended to crystalize. These data are summarized in Table 2.

A rank ordering of the responses to question number

two appears in Table 3.

It is interesting to compare Table 3 with the data

of Chapter V on the traits considered desirable in staff

personnel by the political leadership.3 Although the two

sets of tables are not completely comparable, it should be

noted that both leadership and staff respondents consider

similar traits to be the most essential requisites for suc-

cessful staff work. Inter-personal skills, for instance,

rank first on both tables. Imagination, a characteristic

one might expect to rank higher in the minds of staff people,

3See Table 3, Chapter V.
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TABLE 3.--Skills perceived as essential to their jobs by party

staff people: a rank order

 

 

 

I

Number of Responses

Rank Response Democrats Republicans Total

1 Ability to work with

people 4 (21.1)* 8 (32.0) 12 (27.2)

2 Ability to write press

releases and speeches 4 (21.1) 1 ( 4.0) 5 (11.4)

3 Knowledge of govern-

-ment and politics 3 (15.8) 2 ( 8.0) 5 (11.4)

h Ability to handle

details_ 0 ( O ) 3 (12.0) 3 ( 6.8)

5 Ability to speak

publicly 1 ( 5.3) 2 ( 8.0) 3 ( 6.8)

6 Discretionary sense 1 ( 5.3) 2 ( 8.0) 3 ( 6.8)

7 Imagination 1 ( 5.3) l ( 4.0) 2 ( 4.5)

8 Good health I1 ( 5.3) 1 ( 4.0) 2 ( 4.5)

9 Organizational ability 1 ( 5.3) l ( 4.0) 2 ( 4.5)

10 Flexibility :1 ( 5.3) l ( 4.0) 2 ( 4.5)

11 Detachment £1 ( 5.3) o ( o ) 1 ( 2.3)

12 Patience, compromising !

spirit ‘0 ( 0 ) 1 ( 4.0) 1 ( 2.3)

13 Sincerity 50 ( 0 ) 1 ( 4.0) 1 ( 2.3)

' 14 Persistence El ( 5.3) o ( o ) 1 ( 2.3)

15 Stable emotions f0 ( o) l ( 4.0) l ( 2.3)

 

*Percentages in parentheses
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achieved roughly the same percentage of responses from both

groups.

It is also interesting to note the extent to which

traits and skills conducive either to commitment or neu-

trality appear among the responses of staff people. Such

traits as ability to work with people, sense of discretion,

patience, flexibility, sincerity and emotional stability -

all characteristics conducive to docility - amount to 45.4

per cent of the responses. Technical skills constitute

another 40.9 per cent of the total. Traits conducive to

independence such as detachment, imagination and persistence

make up only 9.1 per cent of the total.

When it comes to those traits which staff members

perceive each other as possessing (Table 2), a similar,

although somewhat more modified picture emerges. Ability to

work with people and loyalty - traits conducive to commit-

ment - were the two most frequently volunteered responses
 

and constitute 37.8 per cent of all responses. However,

aggressiveness, drive and ambition, Opportunism and idealism

- traits conducive to independence - also accounted for 37.8

per cent of the responses. Similarly, when asked specifically

to react to certain suggested items, such commitment pro-

ducing traits as loyalty and caution received a fairly strong

neggsive response. Interpersonal skills, however, remained

relatively free of negative responses.

On balance, it appears that both the professional

staff and the political leadership have similar perceptions
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concerning those traits which are desirable in a professional

staffer, namely, traits basically conducive to docility. Two

possible hypotheses can be advanced to account for this phe-

nomenon. First, it is suggested that the political leader-

ship seeks to perpetuate its ideas of the proper staff role

by hiring persons who adhere to their preconceptions. The

pg_ppp nature of the recruitment process and the high turn-

over rate among staffers, however, would tend to make such

rational recruitment on the part of the leadership unlikely.“

A second hypothesis that can be advanced is that the inter-

action between leadership and staff quickly produces a

consensual image of what constitutes the proper staff.role.

This approach will be explored in subsequent sections Of

this chapter.

The Staff Pgrsop's Attitudes

In Chapter V, the perceptions of the political leader-

ship concerning what they consider to be the proper attitudes

of staff persons toward their specific functions in the

party and their relationships to the members of the party

were explored. This section will probe the attitudes of

staff people relative tO these same functions. Specifically,

it will view the staff person's attitudes in four areas:

 

uTwenty-five per cent of the interview sample had

served in a political staff capacity for one year or less;

60 per cent for two years or less. The national sample of

staff respondents had a higher tenure rate, however. See

Chapter IV, Table 6.
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(1) toward the functions and duties he performs, (2) toward

his relationship with the political leadership. (3) toward

his relationship with other staff personnel, and (4) toward

his relationship with non-party elites.

Staff Attitudes Toward Their Functions and Duties

How does the professional staff person perceive the

role he should play in the various tasks assigned to him by

the leadership? What does he consider to be proper conduct

in carrying on the day to day activities of the party? In

order to be as systematic as possible in the comparative

analysis Of these questions for both the political leadership

and the staff,5 staff respondents were asked identical

questions on how they are utilized in concrete situations,

namely, in the writing of speeches, in the drafting of press

releases and newsletters, in making Office appointments and

the handling of correspondence.6 In addition, a special set

of questions were asked of field organizers.

Spgeches. In general, staff respondents agree with

the leadership on the manner in which speeches are developed.

That is, staffers also perceive the general method of handling

speeches tobea delegation to the staff person by the poli-

tbian cftl'e mechanics of drafting the speech following a rather

intensive discussion of the contents of the speech. There is,

 

55ee pp. 167-174.

6Appendix D, Questions 23, 24.
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however, a substantial minority (35.7 per cent) who perceive

themselves as drafting speeches for the leadership gs,ppgp.

As one Of these staff persons put it, “If _____tells me he

wants a speech for the Elks Club, I draft it and the secre-

tary types it up.” These data are summarized in Table 4.7

I‘

TABLE 4.--Utilization of the professional staff in speech

writing: perceptions of staff respondents

  

Number of Responses

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total*

 

Political leader writes

own speeches 0 0 0 ( 0 )

Political leader gives

outline of speech to staff

member as basis for draft , l O l ( 7.2)

Political leader discusses

ideas with staff member as -

basis for draft 5 3 8 (57.1)

Political leader provides

topic only - staff member

writes speech 0 0 0 ( 0 )

Staff member conceives and

writes speech himself 3 2 5 (35.7)  
*Percentages in parentheses.

 

7Compare Table 5, Chapter V.
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The high degree of caution on the part Of the poll-

tical leadership toward the delegation of responsibility to

the staff for speeches displayed in the data of Chapter V8

tends to reappear in the perceptions of the staff. For in-

stance, in answer to the question, ”To what extent do you

consult with your 'boss' on what should be covered (in a

speech)?,9 50 per cent of the respondents stated that they

engage in extensive discussions with the leadership as the

speech is being written. And although six respondents de-

scribed themselves as developing a speech g; p219, five of

these stated, in answer to the question, that they engaged

in consultation with their superiors after a first draft

had been prepared. One, an infrequent speech writer, stated

that she always counseled with another staff member.10

 

8No staff respondent indicated that his political

superior prepared his own speeches although eight political

leaders indicated doing so. This occurs for at least two

reasons. First, staff respondents were not asked whether

their political superiors ever wrote their own speeches; and

second, most of the politicians that indicated doing so did

not have staff members specifically assigned to them who

would thus so have indicated.

9Appendix D, question 23, a, 1.

10These data can be summarized as follows:

Coded Rpsponsg Democrats Republipans Total

1. Extensive consultation 4 2 6 (50.0)

2. Discussion of ”touchy“

points only 1 O l ( 8.3)

3. Little consultation until

speech is written 3 2 5 (41.7)

4. No consultation 0 0 0
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These same general perceptions are reflected in re-

sponse to a question on the extent to which speeches are

rewritten by the leadership. These data are summarized in

Table 5. A comparison Of the data of Table 5 with the data

of Chapter V not only tends to demonstrate similar staff-

leadership perceptions on the role of the professional staff

should play in the speech drafting function, the manner in

which staff respondents describe their activities implies a

high degree of acceptance of that role. In an attempt more

specifically to probe the attitudes of the respondents toward

their role in the speech drafting process, staff members were

asked, “DO you feel that most speeches reflect primarily your

own ideas or those of the politician for whom you work?"11

TABLE 5.--Extent to which political leadership rewrites

speeches prepared by professional staff: staff perceptions

 

 

 

 

 
 

F‘_‘——"—"""‘—_‘"""""""_‘——‘—""

Number of Responses

Democrats Republicans Total Grand

Total

Coded All Part All Part All Part

Response Time Time Time Time Time Time

1. Frequently 4 0 l 1* 5 l 6

2. Infrequently 4 O 2 0 6 O 6

3. Never 0 O O 1* O l l

N - 12

 

*Same respondent.

 

11Question was not a part of the original interview

schedule.
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It is evident from Table 6, in which these data are displayed,

that there is relatively little perception by the staff that

they are the major influence upon the finished product.

Rather, they view themselves primarily as the “processors”

rather than the "producers” Of speeches12 - although not

entirely without influence. As one staff person put it,

”I usually check his schedule and prepare a draft manuscript

Of what I think he might want to say. Or, he may call me

in and go over the high spots to be included and his idea

of the correct approaches. The speech is clearly his speech

by the time he finishes with it. He is well aware of the

themes within which he likes to work.“ Other statements

typical of the delicate balance existing in the minds of

staff people between authority for and influence on a speech

are as follows:

I write the entire thing; dig up the ideas and the facts.

However, the speech reflects what he is thinking and

saying, even to the way he talks.

____fs speeches were mostly mine - the treatment was

mine and the pitch was mine. However, I had to remain

within the limits of his policy and program. He never

let me exaggerate anything.

It is interesting to note in Table 6 that Republican

staff respondents are inclined to assign to themselves

greater responsibility for speeches than the Democrats.

Preps releasgs. Staff members also take a cautious

approach to their role in the handling of press releases. Of

the 22 staff members queried on this matter, only two

 

12See p. 219.
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perceived themselves as having basic responsibility for the

drafting and issuing of press releases dealing with policy

questions and only one of these stated that he could initi-

ate such releases without obtaining prior clearance from a

member of the political leadership. These data are presented

in Tables 7 and 8.

It can be seen from both tables that, although staff

members do not view themselves as being in a position of

discretion relative to the drafting of policy statements,

they do perceive themselves to have the authority to act

fairly freely within an established policy framework. That

is, under circumstances where (l) a policy position has al-

ready been established, (2) a politician is not being directly

quoted, (3) other (usually superior) staff members can be

consulted, or (4) the subject matter dealt with is not felt

to be sensitive, 40.8 per cent of the staff respondents per-

ceive clearance as not absolutely necessary. As one Demo-

cratic staff member said, ”Basically, I have complete dis-

cretion although I check all policy statements with ____.“

Other responses illustrative of this attitude follow:

If I think something should be put out, I type it up

and ask about it.

I clear releases with only when I am quoting him

or don't know how he stands.

Clearance wasn't too important unless you needed

clarification on a pitch. Then (a top staff

member) took the responsibility.

It is interesting to compare the attitudes of the

politicians and the staff on the necessity of clearing press
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TABLE 7.--Perceptions of staff respondents as to their

utilization in the preparation of press releases

 

Number of Responses*

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

1. Staff has complete re-

sponsibility for press

releases on policy

matters 1 ( 9.1) l ( 9.1) 2 ( 9.1)

2. Staff has complete re-

sponsibility for press

releases on routine

matters 5 ( 45.4) \
1

( 63.6) In ( 54.6)

3. Staff is expected to

inquire whether a re—

lease should be issued

on a given matter 4 ( 36.4) 1 ( 9.1) 5 ( 22.7)

4. Staff expected to wait

for instructions in ,

all cases ' l ( 9.1) N ( 18.2) 3 ( 13.6)

 

Total 11 (100.0) 11 (100.0) 22 (100.0)  
*Percentages in parentheses
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TABLE 8.--Perceptions of staff respondents as to clearance

required on press releases

 

 

Coded Response

Number of Responses

 

Democrats Republicans ,Total

 

Clearance with politician

required in all cases

Clearance with other

staff person required

in all cases

Clearance required only

when quoting politician

Clearance required only

when release deals with

policy question

Clearance required only

if policy position has

not been established

Clearance required -

but sometimes impossi-

ble to do so

Clearance not required-

respondent may issue

release on own initi-

ative

5 ( 45.4) 5 ( 45.4) 10 ( 45.4)

2 ( 18.1) 1 ( 9.05) 3 ( 16.2)

C A o ) .
.
.
:

l ( 9.05) ( 4.5)

2 ( 18.1) 1 ( 9.05) 3 ( 16.6)

..
..
o

1 ( 9.05) l ( 9.05) ( 4.52)

O ( O ) 2 ( 18.1) 2 ( 9.25)

o ( o ) l ( 9.05) l ( 4.52)

 

Total  11 (100.0) 11 (100.0) 22 (100.0)
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releases.13 Table 9 summarizes the data on both groups by

cataloging responses on clearance required into "absolute,“

”moderate,” and ”low.“ It will be seen from that table that

the perceptions of the leadership and staff are in remarkably

high agreement. This tends to confirm the proposition sug-

gested earlier that there is produced by the interaction

between staff and leadership a consensual image of what

constitutes the proper staff role.

TABLE 9.--Clearance required on press releases: leadership

and staff perceptions compared

 

 

 

 

   

Response Numbers Number of Responses*

Category Leadership Staff Leadership Staff

1. Absolute

clearance re-

quired 1 1 9 ( 56.25) 10 ( 45.4)

2. Moderate

clearance 2,3,4,

required 2,3,4 5,6 6 ( 37.4) ll ( 50.0)

3. Low clearance

required 5 7 1 ( 6.35) l ( 4.6)

Total 16 (100.0) 22 (100.0)

Note: For leadership responses see Table 6, Chapter V. For

staff responses see Table 8, Chapter 6.

*Percentages in parentheses.

 

13See Chapter v, Table 6.
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To further probe the attitudes of professional staff

members relative to the amount of discretion they perceive

to be rightfully theirs in the writing Of press releases the

following hypothetical questions were asked:ll+

I. ”In writing press releases, you have one release

planned but a new situation demands a revision of your

original statement. Are you expected to contact your boss

or can you go ahead and revise the statement?

2. If something comes up that you think would make

a good release, if you cannot clear it with your boss, do

you bury it, release it, or what?”

The data, summarized in Tables HJand 11 suggest that,

just as the political leadership actually delegated to staff

personnel less discretionary power than it theoretically

deemed to be desirable, staff members see themselves as re-

acting with greater freedom when asked theoretical questions

than they actually describe themselves as having when

queried concerning concrete situations.

It is interesting to compare staff and leadership

responses (summarized in Tables 12 and 13) to the same hypo-

thetical questions. Professional staffers generally perceive

themselves as having less discretion to revise press releases

than the leadership appears willing to grant. This response

pattern is probably a reflection by the professional staff

member of the fact that, in practice, political leaders

1“Appendix D, questions 24, b, 24, b, l.
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TABLE lO.--Staff perceptions of their right to revise press

releases

 

Number of Responses'

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

Staff member must contact

political leader before

making decisions 2 ( 18.2) N ( 28.6) 4 ( 22.3)

Staff member may make

minor revisions without

contacting political

leader if policy position

is not affected

 
4 ( 36.4) H ( 14.2) 5 ( 27.?)

Staff member may revise

press release if policy

position is already

established 2 ( 18.2) 2 ( 28.6) 4 ( 22.3)

‘
-
-
-
-
—
o
-
u
‘
-

.
w

s
u
n
-
.
.
.
-
f
a
g
.
.
.

Staff member may revise

press release completely

on own initiative 3 ( 27-2) 2 ( 28.6) 5 ( 27-7)

 

Total 11 (100.0) 7 (100.0) 18 (100.0)

  
‘Percentages in parentheses
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TABLE ll.--Staff perceptions of their right to initiate

press releases

 

Number of Responses*

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

1. Staff member must ”bury”

release 2 ( 22.2) 2 ( 33.3) 4 ( 26.6)

2. Staff member may initi-

ate release only in

emergency 2 ( 22.2) 0 ( O ) N ( 13.4)

3. Staff member may initi-

ate release if approved

by other staff member ( 6.8)H ( 11.2) 0 ( 0 ) H

4. Staff member may initi-

ate release if on

already established

policy

5. Staff member may initi-

ate release under any

circumstance 2 ( 22.2) 2 ( 33.3) 4 ( 26.6)

( 22.2)N N ( 33.3) 4 ( 26.6)

 

Total 9 (100.0) 6 ( 99.9) 15 (100.0) 
 

*Percentages in parentheses
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TABLE 12.--Right of staff personnel to revise press releases:

staff and leadership perceptions compared

 

 

 
 

Response Numbers Number of Responses*

Category Leadership Staff Leadership Staff

1. NO revision

permitted 1 l 9 (45.0) 4 (22.3)

2. Moderate re-

vision permitted 2 2,3 2 (l0.0) 9 (50.0)

3. Complete re-

vision permitted 3 4 9 (45.0) 5 (27.7)

 

Note: For leadership responses see Table 7, Chapter V.

For staff responses see Table 10, Chapter VI.

*Percentages in parentheses

TABLE l3.--Right of staff personel to initiate press releases:

staff and leadership perceptions compared

 

 
 

Response Numbers Number of Responses*

Category Leadership Staff Leadership Staff

1. NO initiative

permitted 1 l 5 (55.5) 4 (26.6)

2. Moderate initi-

ative permitted 2 2,4 1 (11.2) 6 (39.9)

3. Complete initi-

ative permitted 3 3,5 3 (33.3) f 5 (33.3)

 

Note: For leadership responses see Table 8, Chapter V. For

staff responses see Table 11, Chapter 6.

*Percentages in parentheses
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actually do delegate less authority than they theoretically

deem desirable. Leadership and staff perceptions on the

right to initiate releases are basically similar.

A great many members of the staff, however, do per-

ceive an area within which they are free to exercise a

moderate amount Of discretionary authority. As one Republi-

can staffer put it, ”Generally, I won't release anything

without letting ____ know what is in it although sometimes

this is difficult to do." Another Republican said, ”Releases

would go out and ____ wouldn't even know it. I usually

cleared them with ____ (a staff member) so I knew it was

safe.”

In summary, staff respondents were rated on the basis

of all relevant questions regarding their general attitude

toward the amount of initiative them might rightfully take

in the preparation and releasing of press statements. Three

categories of analysis were established as follows:

1. Respondent feels that staff should take initia-

tive in the drafting and releasing of press

statements.

2. Respondent feels that staff should take such

initiative only in emergencies.

3. Respondent feels that staff should not take the

initiative in such matters but rather clear all

press releases with the political leadership.

These ratings are presented in Table 14. It is clear from

the table that the generalization stated earlier to the

effect that while staff members do not view themselves as

being in a position of discretion relative to the drafting
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TABLE l4.--Summary ratings of professional staff on their

attitude toward discretion in the handling of press releases

 

 

 

  

Number of Responses*

Category Democrats Republicans Total

I 3 (27.3) 1 (14.3) 4 (22.2)

II 7 (63.6) 5 (71.4) 12 (66.7)

III 1 ( 9.1) 1 (14.3) 2 (11.1)

Note: Numbers refer to categories Of analysis presented on

preceding page.

*Percentages in parentheses

of policy statements but do perceive themselves as having

the authority to act fairly freely within an established

policy framework, is valid.

Correspondence. Staff members have a substantial

amount of authority to handle correspondence coming into

the Office. Over 78 per cent of the respondents indicated

that they answer their ”boss's" mail and 63.6 per cent of

this group have either complete responsibility fOr all

letters coming into the office or responsibility for all

letters affecting his area of specialty.

Clearance is not as crucial a factor in correspondence

as it is in.the issuing of press releases. Thirty per cent

stated that they had complete autonomy over whether or not

a politician was consulted in a piece of correspondence and

an additional 30 per cent stated that they cleared only
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those letters involving policy not already arrived at.

However, they reported that most politicians read over

letters drafted for them before they leave the office. This

practice constitutes an automatic check on all staff-drafted

correspondence.

Field organization. Respondents involved in field

organization activities were asked to indicate whether or

not they were permitted to exercise initiative in the follow-

ing activities associated with their work: (1) set up local

meetings, (2) recruit local workers, (3) spend money on local

projects, and (4) recruit people to run for public office.15

A rank order of negative responses to each of these

items reveals that control is tightest over the purse-strings

and the recruitment of candidates; almost non-existent over

the creation of local campaign organization. These data are

presented in Table 15.

It is interesting to note the manner in which these

data reflect the realities of the power structure in Michi-

gan's political parties. At first glance it might appear

difficult to see why the political leadership seemingly is

unconcerned about delegating authority to professional staff

people relative to recruiting local workers and setting up

local meetings while being chary about permitting them to

recruit candidates. That is, if it be assumed that precinct

workers form the hard-core of the county and state convention

 

15Appendix D, question 23, e.
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TABLE l5.--Initiative permitted staff members in field organ-

ization activities

 

Number of Responses

 

Democrats Republicans Total

 

Function 1 Yes No Yes No Yes No

Set up local meetings 3 O O l 12 l

Recruit local workers 2 l 9 0 ll 1

Recruit people to run

for public Office 3 0 3 7 6 7

Spend money on local

projects 0 3 4 6 4 9 
 

delegates, one would think that the leadership would hesitate

.to delegate to staff people the authority to recruit such

people. However, in Michigan, local party workers are

effectively isolated from the power structure of state

legislation which grants to the successful party candidates

in each county the sole power to choose county party officers.

Thus, the power to recruit precinct workers does not provide

the professional staff with any real potential power because

these people are never in a position to challenge the party

leadership.

It is also important to note that Democratic staff

members, in contrast to Republicans, do have the power to

recruit candidates. Two explanations can be advanced to

explain this difference. First, it is suggested that the
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relatively high level of agreement and homogeneity in the

Democratic Party permits the delegation of this function.

Given the factional nature of the Republican Party, staff

decisions in this area would constantly place the state party

leadership in a potentially compromised position both in '

the counties themselves and in relation to the various wings

of the party. Second, since the Democratic Party does not

have a strong organization in many of Michigan's counties,

their problem is that of getting people to appear on the

ballot and.thus, it is willing to procure them by whatever

means possible. Republicans, on the other hand, do not have

this problem except in wayne County. Rather, their problem

is that of maintaining intra—county and inter-factional

harmony.

Stdgf attitudes toward their decision-making role.

Staff respondents were asked a number of questions designed

to probe their perceptions of the general role they play in

decision-making situations within the party. In answer to

the question as to whether they work under close supervision

or whether they are allowed a good deal of freedom to organ-

16 all but one of the 22 respondentsize their own activities,

indicated that they work substantially free of supervision

by the political leadership. It is important, however, to

note the varying manner in which staff peOpleperceive the

limits of this freedom. Five categories of responses were

 

16Appendix D, question 9, a.
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detected. One group stated that their functions were

essentially self generating.

I generally develop my own programs and carry them out.

I just tell (a secretary) where I am going to be.

I'm not supervised in any way. I consult with but

basically work out problems myself.

We've worked out a mutual arrangement between and

myself. Generally (a staff colleague) and I

figure out what our problems are and structure our own

program. The county committee almost always OK's it.

Another group of respondents described their situation as

involving a substantial amount of freedom but within a pre-

existing policy framework.

I am hired as his advisor and consultant and know what

I am supposed to do. approves things after I have

done them ninety per cent of the time.

I define my own job but it flows out Of 's speaking

schedule and toward his objectives.

There was a good deal of freedom within a policy frame-

work. The governor had been in Office so long we knew

his commitments and predelictions; what he would accept

and what he would reject.

For others, freedom of action stemmed from close association

and consultation with their political superiors.

Plenty of freedom but lots of communication. Communica-

tion is a better word than freedom.

Supervision is very loose. Sometimes I won't see

for a week, but we keep in close touch by phone.

One respondent stated that his freedom resulted primarily

from his personal relationship with his superior. A fifth

group stated that they obtained their independence of action

by default.
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I had a good deal of freedom but this was due to our

lack of staff. If I had been with more during

the campaign, the supervision would have been closer.

Probably I was supervised more because we were together

a lot. Others on the staff took more initiative.

In an attempt to probe more closely the role staff

members perceive themselves playing in decision-making,

respondents were asked whether they felt that their work

largely preceeded the making of decisions by the politician

or whether it was largely that of ”implementing decisions

already arrived at."17 Of the 26 respondents queried, 62.9

per cent stated that their work preceeded the making of

18 As onedecisions and that this involved them in policy.

staff member said, who was asked whether he had a hand in

deciding policy relative to fund-raising activities or

whether this function was limited to "top party brass," "I

am a part of the top brass. We could run a lottery and

there is nothing ____ could do about it." Other typical

responses are as follows:

A good staff person anticipates problems and takes them

up with the party leadership.

I had influence on 's policies. It is hard to say

whether it was actual influence on policy or influence

at the ”idea hatching” stage. I certainly could turn

off the valve if necessary.

Most policy is the result of staff recommendation.

 

1?

181m addition, 23 per cent stated that they partici-

pate in minor decisions and 7.8 per cent (two respondents)

said that their role was entirely implementory in nature.

Appendix D, question 12.
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They always want to know the public relations implica-

tions of policy.

I think I influence on tax matters.
 

The respondents reported certain types of conditions

as being conducive to staff influence.19 The most commonly

cited circumstance (42.8 per cent of responses) was the

absence or unavailability of the political leader. The

second most common occasion for influence (38.1 per cent)

occurred either when the politician lacked the relevant

information on a matter or when the staff person, particu-

larly in the case of public relations, was clearly the expert

on the problem. It is interesting to note that two respondents

felt that their influence increased when the politician for

whom they worked was available and decreased when he was ab-

sent from the scene. I

Staff respondents perceive themselves as having an

advice giving function but ppp having anything approaching

a monopoly on either information or wisdom. Only two of the

27 respondents (7.4 per cent) who were asked whether their

“boss ever asks their advice on major policy questions,” 20

responded negatively. The remainder all indicated that they

were consulted on policy questions with tow-thirds of the

‘group stating that they were consulted on a wide range of

issues.

Most of the respondents also feel that the political

leadership follows their advice. Of the 25 professional

staff people queried on this point, only two (one from each

19Appendix D, question 12, a.

20Appendix D, question 14.
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party) responded negatively while 60 per cent stated that

their suggestions were followed quite closely.

The fact that staff members do not view themselves

as having anything resembling a monopoly on information is

born out by the questioning on the capacity of the political

leadership to evaluate the staff advice provided them. Only

one respondent (a Republican) stated that his political

superior did not have sufficient knowledge and background

to evaluate advice given him.21 An additional 7 (28 per cent)

stated that it was either limited or depended on the subject

matter. On the other hand, 68 per cent stated that the

political leadership has a good deal of background. In fact,

12 of 17 (70.6 per cent) respondents stated that their

political superior had substantial expertise in the staff

person's specialty.22

While professional staff personnel do not view them-

selves as the font Of all wisdom, they are willing to contend

for the acceptance of their ideas. When asked what they

would do if their pet idea were pigeon-holed by the politi-

cal leadership, 29.6 per cent of the respondents stated that

they would drop the issue whereas the majority indicated

that they would raise it again. However, although a few

respondents indicated that they would take it up with other

party leaders or persons outside the party, there was a good

 

21Appendix D, question 15.

22Appendix D, question 16, a.
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deal of resistance, to "short-circuiting” the leadership.

Role acceptance, as was earlier mentioned, appears to be

quite characteristic of the professional staff.

General attitude toward discretion. we have seen

that staff persons generally manifest caution toward assum-

ing discretionary power in their day to day tasks and duties.

Similar attitudes were displayed in answer to a number of

general questions dealing with the problem of discretion in

their party. The purpose of this section is to discover

what their attitude toward the delegation of power and dis-

cretion is generally. That is, is their cautionary spirit

a part of their general outlook or a function of the particu-

lar employment situation in which they find themselves.

First, it is important to note that the staff re-

spondents interviewed feel that they have sufficient dis-

cretion to "adequately do their jobs.”23 In fact, three

respondents (12 per cent) stated that tpp,dddp_discretion is

granted to staff personnel. These dataare presented in Table

16.

While most of the reapondents do not feel the neces-

sity to expand their discretionary power in order to more

adequately fulfill their functions and tasks, they do not

take this position because they see any danger in staff

specialists usurping prerogatives rightfully those Of the

political leadership. This is born out in the answers given

 

23Appendix D, question825, 26. 37.



256

TABLE l6.--Perceptions by staff members of the adequacy of

their discretionary power

 

Number of Responses*

 

 

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

1. Staff has too much

discretionary power 1 ( 7.7) 2 ( 16.6) 3 ( 12.0)

2. Staff had adequate

discretionary power 10 ( 76.9) 6 ( 50.0) 16 ( 64.0)

3. Staff has adequate

discretionary power

- but respondent

would like to have

more 1 ( 7.7) l ( 8.4) 2 ( 8.0)

4. Staff has inadequate

discretionary power 1 ( 7.7) 3 ( 25.0) 4 ( 16.0)

Total 13 (100.0) 12 (100.0) 25 (100.0)  
*Percentages in parentheses

to the following question:

specialists make decisions

elected Officials. Do you

”Some people say that staff

that should only be made by

think that this is truei-Z“

Eighty-four per cent answered negatively and almost the same

percentage also indicated that this had never happened in

their organization or office.

These same attitudes were double-checked at the end

of the interview when respondents were asked, ”DO you feel

 

24
Appendix D, question 38.
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that the amount of discretion you take in your job in any

way violates the manner in which the official party leader-

ship is representative of the rank and file party member?"25

Although answers to this question varied considerably, on

balance, only two of the 22 respondents queried on this

matter answered affirmatively. Essentially five reasons

were given for why discretion granted to staff members does

not ”short-circuit" representation within the party. First,

it was universally pointed out that the political leadership

exercises control over the appointment and removal of staff

personnel. As one Democratic staff member stated, ”There is

very little possibility of a hard-core political staff

running the show. Most staffs come and go with a change in

leadership. If the politician were a complete stranger to

government a new man would need orientation. However, he

can always bring in a new staff.” Second, the leadership

has control over the ”out-put” of the staff. Typical of

the responses reflecting this viewpoint are the following:

Although we have freedom, a great many eyes read your

stuff before it goes out. As soon as you reflect your

own Opinions you get questioned.

Nothing is forced upon anyone. It is always subject

to approval. I am always aware of the man I'm working

for. I'm a hired hand.

Third, staff irresponsibility is curtailed as a result of

their internahdng or otherwise being integrated into the

value system Of the party. As one Republican staffer stated,

 

25Appendix D, question. 44.
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"We are not that much out of touch.” Fourth, in cases where

the politician has seen long service in office, his experience

and personal skills enable him to dominate his staff. Typical

responses reflecting this viewpoint are the following:

Although$ consults with his staff, he has been here

longer thanany staff member and thus provides the real

continuity for the Office.

is so closely knit with the party that he keeps

thestaff and the party together.

A fifty type of response sees the representative principle

best protected by a strong staff capable of providing leader-

Sltil) for and continuity to the party. One party staffer put

it this way: ”The staff is always subject to supervision

and control of party leaders. The greater danger is that

we will not develop sufficient staff continuity.“ Or as a

Republican respondent put it, "The staff under an unsure

candidate does not have any strength. He will not use them

9’ Ilrrctect them - he listens to everybody.” Other typical

Comments were :

People want leadership. There should be a super-party

cabinet of politicians and staff people to exercise

leadership.

It is important to keep differences of opinion built

into the staff.

Even those respondents who expressed mild concern

about: the possibilities of usurpation of authority by the

Staff, felt that there are sufficient safe-guards built into

the system.
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and I talk together on how to handle issues. Yet

staff does not have undue influence. Before policy

statements are made they have to be cleared. A staff

operation allowed to run unchecked would be bad. They

should not be allowed to make decisions on major issues.

Rank and file party members lack knowledge. Staff

people who have knowledge can wield influence. However,

I doubt if intelligent political leadership will let

the staff run away with the ball. They can get rid of

staff just as a corporation can shuffle executives.

To further probe the general attitudes of the staff

respondents on discretion they were asked a series of

questions designed to ascertain their attitudes toward the

discretion exercised in other areas of government and poli-

tics. These questions are as follows:26

1. Do you feel that a politician's decisions should

reflect primarily the thinking of his constituents

or his own convictions?

2. Do you feel that legislators consulting with

legislative representatives or lobbyists in any

way represents a violation of the American system

of representative government?

3. How often do you feel that our state and federal

administrative agencies run things independently

of legislative or political control?

4. In your opinion, to what extent do you feel that

the public is capable of making a rational

decision relative to a major public issue?

With reference to question number one above, only

four (26.6 per cent) of the 15 respondents queried indicated

that the opinions of a politician's constituients should be

the sole determinant of his decisions. The remaining 73

per cent indicated that the decision-maker's own viewpoint

should enjoy at least equal weight with that Of his

 

26Appendix D, questions 40-43.
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constituents. Similarly, none of the staff respondents feel

that the practice of consulting with lobbyists constitutes

a violation of the American system of representative govern-

ment. However, a substantial number (37.5 per cent) felt

that state and federal administrative agencies sometimes

act independently of legislative or political control.

Finally, eleven (84.6 per cent) of the thirteen respondents

queried felt that there are limitations to the public's

ability to make a rational decision relative to a major

public issue.

Thus, while the smallness Of the sample precludes

an over interpretation of the responses, the evidence

appears to indicate that staff members generally do not

take an overly cautious attitude toward discretion in other

areas of government. Rather, staff members generally see

the need to delegate responsibility to competent administrative

agencies, to secure expert advice when needed, and the need

for public Officials to exercise leadership in public affairs.

Consequently, one is driven to accept the notion advanced

earlier that there are factors in the work situation itself

that produce staff caution.27 .

Stafg Attitudes Toward their Reldtionship

w t the Political Leadeps p

It was reported in Chapter V that the political leader-

ship perceives the relationships existing between themselves

 

27See p. 231.
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and the party staff to be relatively intimate and close.

"The staff are our partners. . .“28 How do the members of

the professional staff view this relationship? Do they

perceive themselves as being colleagues or subordinates of

the politicians? How do they perceive the attitudes of the

politicians toward them?

The fact that professional staff members, as has

already been pointed out, feel themselves to be quite free

to organize their own work is indicative of the fact that

there is neither a formal nor rigid superordinate-subordinate

relationship between the leadership and the staff. However,

it is important to see the extent to which staff members

feel pressured to agree (or feel the freedom to disagree)

with their superiors on political matters, the circumstances

under which they will resist such pressure and the factors

producing rapport (or the lack of it) with the political

leadership.

Michigan party staff members tend to manifest a high

degree Of political agreement with the political leadership

although there is a substantial amount of grumbling about

minor differences. Of the 25 respondents queried on this

matter, 40 per cent indicated that they have no disagreements

with the leadership while 60 per cent report basic political

agreement but with some minor disagreements on strategy, etc.

Republicans tended to report more such disagreements (75

 

28$ee Chapter v, p. 212.
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per cent) than did Democrats (46.1 per cent). This, however,

was primarily a reflection of the fact that Republican staffers

must take directions from, and attempt to harmonize the view-

points of, two conflicting and fairly evenly balanced party

factions. This is born out by the fact that, of the five

respondents who reported ever disagreeing with their political

superiors on issues, four were Republicans. The most common

source of disagreement was over strategy and tactics with

eleven respondents reporting this; five reported disagree-

ments over issues and two disagreements over management

problems.

Although a fairly high percentage of the respondents

reported having some disagreement with their political super-

iors, there was a very high manifestation of loyalty to the

leadership. This was brought out in a series of questions

having to do with the attitudes of staffers toward party

factional fights. Although 15 of the 22 (68 per cent) re-

spondents queried had found themselves in the middle of a

factional dispute in their party at some point in their

careers, only three indicated that, under such circumstances,

their first loyalty would lie with the faction they agree

with rather than to their political superior. Of these

three (all Republican) two had been recruited from the rank

and file of the party and thus had previously achieved posi-

tions in the ranks of the middle leadership; the other came

to associate himself with a specific wing of the party after

he had become a member of the staff.
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In short, party staffers manifest a high degree of

identification with the leadership. As one respondent put

it, “A staff member is never an entrepeneur. He is an arm

of the politician.” This identification is particularly

strong in the Democratic Party where staff members are re-

cruited largely for their ideological affinity for the party.

In the Republican Party, on the other hand, where there is a

conscious attempt by the state leadership to perpetuate the

concept of neutrality, this identification also persists

although it may be directed toward the value of intra-factional

neutrality.

Similarly, a majority of party staff members feel

that ideological identification with the party is the only

basis for effective staff work.29 As one Democratic staffer

said, "The essence of this job is balancing non-technical

(ideological) with technical public relations considerations.

Thus, your basic philosophical commitment is important.

You cannot be neutral in a job like this.” Another staffer

said, "Unless you believe in the program you cannot be one-

hundred per cent effective. Staff members must be loyal to

____ and his convictions.” Contrary to what might have been

expected, Republican staff respondents hold to this position

with substantially the same intensity as do Democrats. These

dataane summarized in Table 17.

 

29Appendix D, question 19, d.
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TABLE l7.--Perceptions by professional staff members of the

place of personal convictions in party staff work

 

W

Number of Responses*

 

Coded Response Democrats Republicans Total

 

 
between leadership an

staff only basis for

effective staff work 8 (66.7) 5 (45.4) 13 (56.5)

1. Compatible conviction:

N 0 Staff convictions

basis for making '

suggestions only 0 ( 0 ) l ( 9.1) 1 ( 4.4)

Staff convictions

important only when

clash of Opinion

occurs within party 0 ( O ) 2 (18.2) 2 ( 8.7)

U o

4
:
-

0 Personal convictions

have no role in the

job - staff person

implements leader-

ship decisions only ; 4 ( 33.3) 3 (27.3) 7 (30.4)  
*Percentages in parentheses

Patterns Of access. The high degree of identifica-

tion with the political leadership displayed by the profes-

sional staff members reflects itself in their attitudes

toward the legitimizing of certain channels of access to

the leadershipand the locus of decision-making. It should _

be pointed out, first of all, that the Michigan party staffs,

with the possible exception of the governor's Office, are

not bureaucratically organized. Rather, the general pattern

Of organization is for staffers to be clustered in cells
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with a single political leader as the nucleus.) There is a

good deal of communication and cooperation between cells,

but primary allegiance is retained within the cell. For

example, all of the respondents report working directly

under an immediate political leader. Three of these obtain

a portion Of their instructions from other staff members and

one allocates a portion of his time to a second politician.3O

Thus, access to the leadership and to the party decisional

centers is direct. That is, members of the professional

staff do not, as a general rule, have to channel communica-

tions through a bureaucratic hierarchy in order to reach

the political leadership.31

Since access is relatively simple, direct, and

unencumbered, staff members evidence a high degree of satis-

faction with their ability to see the ”boss" when necessary

and to engage in sufficient discussion to explore their

ideas and get their work done. In addition, staff members

do not evidence any perceived need to ”short circuit"32 the

-—g

30Appendix D, question 8.

31The one possible exception is the Governor's Office

where the Executive Secretary, in his capacity as chief of

staff assigns duties to subordinates, screens ideas, press

releases, etc., emanating from the staff. The Executive

Secretary does not, however, constitute a major barrier

between the individual staff member and the Governor or a

member of the Administrative Board, but rather, serves as a

coordinator of staff activity.

32For instance, respondents were asked, ”To what

extent are there peOple on the staff that take too many

things on themselves - make decisions without consulting

the boss? The results are as follows:
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communication system to function effectively nor is it up-

setting to them when the leadership consults with persons

outside the staff.33 In short, staff members find them-

selves in a diffused access system which, while producing

occasional chaos, allows for as free an exchange Of view-

points as possible.

The evidence appears to indicate, however, that even

within a diffuse access pattern there emerge fairly stable

centers of leadershipwithin the staff structure with which

the political leadership carries on systematic consultation.

Respondents were probed as to which staff member within

their party they felt had the greater amount of ”influence

with the boss than others."3l4 The top public relations

person in each party was named by eleven of the twelve

respondents queried. Four of the eleven bracketed another

name with that of the public relations person but none of

those received more than a single mention. Competence was

cited by eleven of the twelve respondents as the major

factor producing influence. However, in each case, the

person named had had a long term of service on the job, and was

 

Democrats Republidans Total

1. Happens frequently 1 ( 8.4)* 2 (25.0) 3 (15.0)

2. Happens infrequently 5 (41.6) 3 (37.5) 8 (40.0)

3. Never happens 6 (50.0) 3 (37.5) 9 (45.0)

It is interesting to note that Republican staffers perceive

this as happening more frequently than Democrats. (*percent-

ages in parentheses).

33Appendix D, questions 36, 36, a,36, b.

3“Appendix D, question 30.
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considered to be the strategy expert in the party. These

persons constituted a stable consultative center within a

diffuse access system.

It should also be noted that the system of access

extends beyond the four walls of the office. Political

leaders and staff engage in a fair amount Of ”mixing” at

social functions and politicians are also usually invited

to staff parties. Whereas in most bureaucratic and/or corpo-

rate structures such activities provide the only occasions

for diffuse access, for party people such occasions are

merely extentions of the working situation.35

In contrast to the political leadership, however,

the professional staff is substantially isolated from the

party rank and file. Although all of sixteen respondents

stated that they have contact with rank and file members of

the party as an outgrowth of their jobs, only three stated

that they were involved in ”volunteer" party work and only

two considered themselves to be actually a part of a party

faction. One interacted socially with party rank-and-filers.36

Intra-Staff Relationships

It is postulated in Chapter I that certain features

of the ”group life“ of the party staff organization will

help to determine its power position in the party.

 

35Appendix D, questions 32, 32, a, 32, b.

36Appendix D, question 34.
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Specifically, it is suggested that the extent to which the

staff monopolizes channels of party communication and dis-

plays a fairly high degree of unanimity and agreement of pur-

pose, it will tend to maximize its influence on or over

policy. The extent to which the conditions essential to

unanimity and staff control of the party machinery is the

subject of this section.

A majority (87.5 per cent) of staff respondents from

both parties stated that they were in basic political agree-

ment with the other members of the staff.37 This is particu-

larly true for the Democratic Party where only one of thir-

teen respondents replied negatively. Democratic staff members,

however, do differ with each other On such matters as the

approach the party should take on public statements and cam-

paign techniques. This was particularly true during the 1959

tax fight in Michigan which produced a fairly distinct cleav-

age between certain staff members.

Although the evidence on this point is far from

massive, the interviews suggest that although party staffs

enjoy basic ideological agreement there is sufficient

 

37Party totals are as follows:

Democrats Republicans Total

1. Staff in basic politi-

cal agreement 12 (93.2)* 9 (77.7) 21 (87.5)

2. Staff not in basic

political agreement 1 ( 7.7) 2 (22.3) 3 (12.5)

*Percentages in parentheses
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disagreement over specific issues, strategy and tactics

(in all, 32 per cent cited some disagreement) to reduce the

extent to which the party staff is capable of effective

group action. This is augmented by the diffuse nature of the

access system which reduces a sense of team solidarity on

the part of the staff. This conclusion is supported by the

results of a series of questions about the manner in which

staff personnel carry on their work. Thus, while all of the

respondents interviewed stated that they consult with each

other, i.e., 89 per cent stated that consultation was fre-

quent, only 47.6 per cent stated that staff members ever

discuss the strategy of getting a proposal accepted by the

leadership. As one staff member said, ”This occasionally

happens, but the relationship is so close that there is

little need for this." Typical Of the other statements re-

flecting this attitude are:

There is no attempt to present a sales talk. We pre-

sent the advantages and the disadvantages of a proposal.

The staff always operates within a framework of what

they (politicians) will buy.

We try it out for size, but I don't want to give the

impression that the staff ever gangs up on the leader-

ship and plots strategy.

In short, the high degree of role acceptance manifested by

the staff tends to forestall the development of ”cabalism”

on the part of the staff. This tendency is further reduced

by the fact that staff members maintain contacts with indi-

vidual professionals and professional groups outside the

party. Staff members with journalistic backgrounds, for
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instance, tend to consult with the press corps; those with

academic, labor or business background are influenced by

those groups. Thus, there is continuously flowing into the

staff group a whole range of influences and attitudes which

negate the reinforcement process which might occur if the

staff operated as a cohesive, air-tight unit.

Conclusion

Comppsite Staff Perceptions: Acceptance

o S bordi _

There emerges from the data of these interviews a

fairly clear picture of the manner in which professional

staff people perceive their role in the party, a perception

very much akin to that held by the political leadership.

Party staffers of both parties agree that, although they

bring a substantial amount of skill to the functions of

the party, effectively apply that skill to party problems

and have an impact on party decisions, these activities are

exercised within and subordinate to the ideological and

decisional framework established by the party leaders. Staff

members evidence a distinct tendency to want to escape final

responsibility for party decisions. They view themselves

as advice givers rather than decision-makers. There appears

to be almost no tendency among staff people to want to "run

things themselves.” They view as most helpful for effective

staff work, traits that are conducive to commitment and

docility and tend to perceive each other as possessing these

traits.
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These attitudes, highly unbureaucratic in many re-

spects, are probably a reflection of the fact that the party

staff structure is not bureaucratic in nature. Staff posi-

tions are not structured in a hierarchy nor is access to the

decisional centers of the parties remote. Access, as we have

seen, is direct and decisions are usually collective. The

staff, as far as party strategy is concerned, is a part of

the actual leadership itself. This crucial factor - the non-

bureaucratic nature of the party staff structure - and the

relative ease of access which results from it, has some

definitely functional effects upon the entire staff operation.

First, ease of access produces staff responsibility.

That is, the almost daily contact that exists between the

staff and the leadership enables the latter to both mold and

control staff deliberations. This continuous molding process

serves as a link in the chain binding the professional staff

to the party.38 At the same time, this intense interaction

coupled with the cellular structure of the staff structure

eliminates a good deal of bureaucratic in-fighting.

On the other side of the coin, ease of access actually

serves to heighten the innovating role of the party profes-

sional because he is in a position to influence the leader—

ship directly.

 

38For a more extensive discussion of this point see

Lyman Bryson, "Notes on a Theory of Advice,” Reader in

Bureaucrac , ed. Robert K. Merton, Alisa P. Gray, Barbara

Hockey and Hanan C. Selvin Glen 0 - Th F

1952), 202-216. ( c 6’ Ill" 8 Pee Press’



272

The congruency of role expectations between the

political leadership and the staff. We have noted throughout

this chapter the relatively high degree of agreement between

the leadership and the staff on what constitutes the proper

role of the staff in discretionary matters. We have seen,

for instance, that staff members are basically satisfied'

with the extent of their discretionary power, seemingly do

notidnch to impose their own preconceived ideas upon the

leadership or, as one respondent put it, ”run away with the

ball,” and in general, manifest substantial caution in

usurping any of the functions or prerogatives of the leader-

ship. Role acceptance ("I'm a hired hand.') is high. What

is the explanation for this in the light of a substantial

body of literature demonstrating that "pathological” and

deviationist behavior is endemic to bureaucratic organizations?

The data of this study tend to indicate, as has been

previously mentioned, that some set of factors in the over-all

organizational structure produces a consensual image of what

constitutes the proper staff role.

A number Of hypotheses can be advanced to explain

this phenomena. First, as Riecken and Homans suggest, con-

sensus within a group may be primarily a function of the

similarity in social background of the members and the

length of time they have been in interaction with each

other.39 While it is true that the leadership and the staff

 

39Henry W. Riecken and George C. Homans, “Psychological

Aspects of Social Structure,” Handbook f Social Ps cholo ,
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share relatively similar cultural backgrounds, i.e., their

socio-economic status is similar as measured by such indices

as education and income, neither length in office on the

part of the leadership nor the average job tenure of the

staff members warrants the conclusion that these factors

exercise the prime causal effect upon the role consensus

noted.“o Furthermore, Neal Gross and his associates, in

their study of role consensus between school superintendents

and school board members, tested these two variables and

concluded that there is no relationship between length of

interaction and role consensus; and '. . . only very limited

support for the homogeneity hypothesis.”1

Second, it might be postulated that the role consensus

displayed by the political leadership and the staff is an

example of the staff's conforming to the expectations of the

leadership, either initially through the imposition of

 

ed. Gardner Lindzey (Campbrid e, Mass.: Addison Wesley

Publishing Company, Inc., 195%), p. 788.

uoLength Of service of the 28 staff members inter-

viewed is as follows:

Percentage

1. One year or less 22.5

2. One and one-half year or less 50.0

2. Three years or less 72.5

. Five years or less 87.5

5. Six years or more 22.5

“lNeal Gross, Ward S. Mason and Alexander W.

McEachern, Ex lorations in Role Anal sis: Studies of the

School Superintendency Role (New York: John S. Wiley and

Sons, 195 , pp. 1 0, l .
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external authority upon the staff member or later through

the gradual internalization of group and/or party values.“2

There is a fair amount of support for this hypothesis in the

data of the study. It has already been seen that staff

members view party work as highly unstable employment and

recognize the right of the leadership to replace staff as

a major check upon their activities. As one party staff

member who had survived a number of changes in party leader-

ship put it, ”Each chairman has a concept Of his job and I

had to be acceptable to them.”

While, on the one hand, the deprivations resulting

from deviation are highly visible to staff people and thus

may serve as a deterent to deviation, on the other hand, the

very tenuousness of party staff employment could produce a

”who cares” attitude on the part Of staff. Thus, while there

is little doubt but what the imposition of values by the

leadership upon the staff does occur, it is necessary to

evaluate at least one other possible explanation for the role

consensus displayed between the two sets of respondents.

Thus, third, it is postulated that the nature of the

interaction between staff and leadership tends to produce a

consensual image as to what constitutes the proper staff

role. Specifically, the fact that the staff has relatively

direct access to the politicians and to party decision-making

 

“ZSee Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior

(New York: The Macmillan Company, 195 , p. 19 .
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centers produces role consensus in the following ways: (1)

Ease of access enables staff to have a direct influence over

the attitudes taken by the leadership on the proper staff

role. (2) Ease of access reduces the difficulties placed

in the way of performance that would occur if staff were

expected to accomplish certain tasks without either dis-

cretionary power or access. (3) Continuous consultation

obviates the need for extreme discretionary power. (4)

Ease of access provides the staff with a sense of participa-

tion in decisions and reinforces his commitment to group

norms.“3

In summary, the consensual image of what constitutes

the proper staff role on the part of both the political

leadership and the staff is accounted for by three inter-

related factors:

1. The instability of party staff employment may

produce conditions under which the role perceptions of the

leadership are readily superimposed upon the staff.

2. The direct access system, characteristic of the

 

“3”An organization, therefore, must have an inter-

action and mutual influence process such that, consistent

with their goals and needs, all persons who have an interest

in the organization and its activities are able to exert at

least some influence on the over-all objectives and decisions

of the organization as well as be influenced by them. This

interaction must function in such a way that the Objectives

and methods of functioning established for the organization

are reasonably acceptable to all concerned and that major

conflicts in interests have been reduced to a minimum.”

Rensis Likert, ”A Motivational Approach to a Modified Theory

of Organization and Management,“ Modern Or anization Theor ,

ed. Mason Haire (New York: John S. Wiley and Sons, 1959),

p. 205.
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staff structure, produces both compatible role definitions

on the part of both groups but also the conditions under

which role acceptance is relatively acceptable to the staff

and thus easy to achieve.

3. The values of the party organization as a whole

(consistency of public message, factional unanimity, etc.)

'. . . legitimize the various categories of relatively

specific sub-goals and the operative procedures necessary

for their attainment.4“

 

unSee Talcott Parsons, ”Suggestions for a Sociological

Approach to the Theory of Organizations - I,“ Administrative

Science uarterl I (June, 1956), 68. Parsons states further,

There will be normative rules. . .Or principles governing

the integration of the organization, particularly in defining

the Obligations of loyalty of participants to the organization

as compared with the loyalties they bear in other roles."



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION: THE SOCIOLOGY OF THE PARTY STAFF ROLE

The preceeding sections of this study have attempted

to describe the manner in which the political leadership and

professional staff members in Michigan's two major political

parties perceive and describe the role of the permanent

professional staff in their party. Particular attention has

been directed toward a comparison between the perceptions of

leadership and staff respondents. The methodology has been

basically descriptive, focusing upon the actual tasks, duties

and activities of staff personnel.

It is the purpose of this chapter to return to the

theories of how party staff structures are expected to

function as laid out in Chapter I with the objective of

determining whether or not the empirical data of the study

tends to confirm or disconfirm those theories. Specifically,

the chapter will attempt to (l) restate the basic theory of

organization that served as a frame of reference for the

study, (2) summarize the empirical findings of the study in

relation to that theory, and (3) lay out the elements of a

modified theory of organization to account for the data.

277
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The Search for a Conceptual Framework Continued1

The major purpose of this study of the professional

staff in American state parties has been to elucidate the

role played by a staff organization in a political party.

More specifically, its purpose has been to determine the

293;; position of a highly skilled, full-time, permanent

staff group operating within an organization composed largely

of volunteers. Thus, a conceptual framework around which to

build an adequate theory of this relationship must contain

the following elements. First, it must be capable of relat-

ing in a meaningful way the power positions of the three

major elements within the total party structure, namely,

(1) the professional staff, (2) the party leadership (office

holders, state chairman, national committeeman, etc.), and

(3) the rank and file party activist (state convention

delegate, county chairman, precinct committeeman, etc.).

Second, inasmuch as the focus of the investigation has been

on the role played by organization in the production and

maximization of power,2 such a framework must adequately

describe the power role of organization per se and organized

sub-groups within a political organization, i.e., a voluntary

association bound together by informal, consensual relation-

ships. It was suggested in Chapter I that three theories in

 

1See Chapter I.

2For a definition of power as used in this study, see

pp. 20-21 a
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in the literature of political science potentially provide

such a framework, namely, skill-elite theory, bureaucratic

theory and the "law of oligarchy."

Each of the above theories, however, while emphasizing

certain aspects of the power producing and power maximizing

role of organization, fail both to encompass all of the ele-

ments needed in an adequate theory and to differentiate

clearly between each other. Skillaelite theory, for instance,

takes into account the importance and potential power of

expertise in a technological society but fails to deal with

the problem of the weakness of unorganizgdexpertise.

Bureaucratic theory, on the other hand, comes to grips with

the problem of organized skill but deals with it only when

arranged in some formal fashion. Bureaucratic and skill-

elite theory merge in the sense that bureaucratic organiza-

tion, as viewed by Weber, is primarily a method of mobilizing

and eventually monopolizing skills. For instance, Haber

states, .

The ruled. . .cannot dispense with or replace the

bureaucratic apparatus or authority once it exists.

For this bureaucracy rests upon expert training, a

functional specialization of work, and an attitude set

for habitual and virtuoso-like mastery of simple yet

methodically integrated functions. If the official

stapa working, or his work is forcefully interrupted,

chaos results, and it is difficult to improvise re-

placements from amgng the governed who are fit to

master such chaos.

 

3H. H. Certh and C. Wright Mills, Frgm Ha; Haber:

Essays in Sociology (New York: Oxford university Press:

19 g p. 2290 '
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Finally, Hichels, in his theory of oligarchy does

not distinguish adequately between (1) formal organization

and informal leadership clique; (2) between “oligarchy” and

bureaucracy. The following statement from hichels may serve

as an example:

In all the socialist parties there is a continual in-

crease in the number of functions withdrawn from the

electoral assemblies and transferred to the executive

committees. In this way there is constructed a power-

ful and complicated edifice. The principle of division

of labor coming more and more into operation, executive

authority undergoes division and subdivision. Thus there

is constituted a rigorously defined and hierarchical

bureaucracy. In the catechism of party duties, the

strict observance of hierarchical rules becomes the

first article. This hierarchy comes into existence as

the outcome of technical conditions, and its constitu-

tion is an essential postulate of the regular function-

ing of the party machine.

It is indisputable that the oligarchical and bureau-

cratic tendency of party organization is a matter of

technical and practical necessity. It is the inevi -

able product of the very principle of organization.

It is the opinion of this writer that, in actuality, Hichels'

“oligarchy” assumes power in political parties by obtaining

control over the bureaucratic processes within the party.

The party staff as an oligarchy. As was stated in

Chapter I, the concept of oligarchy, in spite of its weak-

nesses, was chosen as the best framework around which to

build a theory of the power role of the professional staff

within a party structure. This choice was dictated by

three basic considerations. First, the concept of oligarchy,

 

“Robert Michels, Political Parties, trans. Eden and

Cedar Paul (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1915, l9h9),

pp. 34-35.
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while containing a notion of the power of organized skill

(as opposed to skill-elite theory) does not refer to a type

of organization as does the term bureaucracy, but rather to

a characteristic of organization, namely, freedom by the

leadership from control by the rank and file.party member

and/or from other segments in the organization. Thus,

Cassinelli, in his helpful exposition of hichels' theory

defines oligarchy as ‘ I

. . . an organization characterized by the fact that

part of the activities of which it consists, viz.,

the activities having the highest degree of authority

(which have been called'leadership' or 'executive'

activities“ are free from control by any of the re-

mainder of the organizational activities.5

This definition makes it clear that oligarchy may

or may not be present in an organization. Furthermore, the

theory does not require that all persons holding office in

the organization be considered a part of the oligarchy, as is

true of a bureaucracy where all members of the administrative

structure are a party of the bureaucracy. It merely states

that when '. . .the people who hold positions of authority

within a organization are not checked by those who hold

subsidiary positions within the organization. . .“ the

organization is characterized by oligarchy.6

Thus, second, the term can be applied to various

types of organization. An oligarchy can be organized as a

 

5c. v. Cassinelli, “The Law of Oligarchy,' The

American Political Science Review XLVII (September,1953),

p. 779.

6Ibid., p. 778.
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clique or camarilla, as a paraamilitary organization, or as

a bureaucracy.7 It is possible, therefore, when studying

an organization to ask two pertinent questions about its

power structure. First, is it characterized by a power

center free from control by other elements? That is, does

it contain an oligarchic element? Second, how is the actual

or potential oligarchy structured? Or, to state it in a

fashion more directly relevant to this study, what factors

in its structure or organization enable it to function as

an actual or potential oligarchy?

Third, the concept can be applied to various sub-

groups within an organization as a means of delineating the

extent of their power position and as a means of providing

the reasons for whatever power position they do hold. Thus,

in viewing the power position of the rank and file, the pro-

fessional staff and the leadership in a political party it

is possible to project the following possible oligarchic

situations: Assuming that both or either the party leader-

ship and the professional staff may be free from control by

the party rank and file, (1) if both the party leadership

and the professional staff are free from control by the other,

they constitute competitive oligarchies: (2) if either the

party leadership or the professional staff is controlled by

the other, there exists a single oligarchy Mn the organization.

 f—v vv

7Maurice Duverger, P t Pa a trans. Barbara

and Robert North, (New York: ohn. i ey Sons, Inc., 195“),

pp. 151-157.



283

In summary, the concept of oligarchy as used in this

study is a means of combining in a meaningful manner two

important theoretical elements in a description of the power

position of an organized sub-group within a formal organiza-

tion structure:' (1) the extent of power (or freedom from

control) enjoyed by the group, and (2) the manner in which
 

that power is organized. The party leadership and the pro-

fessional staff are conceptualized as actual or potential

competing oligarchies;8 the former organized along the lines

of a camarilla or clique, the latter organized bureaucratically.

The party staff as a bugeauegacy. The professional

staff, viewed in its power relation to the party at large as

an actual or potential oligarchy, can be viewed structurally

as a bureaucracy.9 That is, while its power position within

the party is potentially or actually oligarchic, its basic

structure and method of functioning is viewed as essentially

bureaucratic. If such is the case, it is to be expected

that it will manifest certain bureaucratic tendencies.

There emerge from the literature of social science

four general theories of (or approaches to) the behavior of

 

8Theoretically, the two ”oligarchies“ can be con-

ceived of as controlling different techniques of power. The

political leadership may be said to control party finances

and staff recruitment; the staff may control the flow of

information and technical skills.

9For an exposition of this viewpoing in connection

with America's national party organizations, see Hugh A.

Bone, Peat: Committees end Natioeel §olitice (Seattle:

University of Hashington Press, 195 .
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bureaucratic structures. These theories can be used as tools

in the analysis of any structure believed to manifest certain

bureaucratic characteristics.

First, the ”classical” school10 of organizational

theorists views a bureaucratic organization as essentially

a machine. Each member of the organization is perceived as

reacting uniformally and predictably to directions or cues

from his superior. In turn, the entire structure is com-

pletely responsible to those that employ it.

March and Simon describe this approach in the follow-

ing manner:

The environment (is) a well defined stimulus or system

of stimuli. Each stimulus (e.g. an administrative

order) evokes in the individual to whom it is directed

a well defined and predictable psychological set. The

set that is evoked by the stimulus includes a program

for generating a specific behavioral response - the

responge that is appropriate to the stimulus in ques-

tion.1 .

It is the assumption of this study that the classical

(or mechanistic) theory of bureaucratic behavior serves as

the basic conception of the staff role on the part of the

political leadership. That is, it was originally anticipated

that the party leadership expected its staff people to function

largely as a party “civil service"; to remain essentially

politically neutral and to have an implementory rather than

a decision-making role in the party. This assumption was

 

10See James G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Orgeeiza-

tiens (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958), pp. 12-33.

111bid., p. 3a.
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largely corroborated by the data although it was found that

in a number of instances, staff people were virtually ab-

sorbed into the leadership itself.12_

A second general approach to the theory of bureau-

cratic behavior is that of Max weber. Although his con-

ception falls largely into the classical framework, in that

he viewed bureaucratic organization as functioning as

' smoothly as a well-oiled machine, contrary to the Taylorites,

he sawclearly the superior power capable of being generated

through the organization of skill. He stated,

The fully developed bureaucratic mechanism compares

with other organizations exactly as does the machine

with the non-mechanical modes of production.

Precision, speed, unambiguity, knowledge of the

files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordina-

tion, reduction of friction and of material and personal

costs - these are raised to the optimum point in the

strictly bureaucratic administration.13

Furthermore, as we saw in Chapter I, Weber held that bureau-

cratic organization holds a supreme power position vis-a-vis

the masses, political representatives and even heads of

state.1u For Weber, a bureaucracy is, in actuality, an

oligarchy.

This conception is basic to a number of assumptions

in this study concerning the behavior of a professional party

staff. It is assumed that a professional staff, by virtue

 

128ee p. 219.

13Weber, ep. git-3, p. 214.

1“Ib1d., pp. 229, 232-235.
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of its expertise will be in a power position vis-a-vis the

political leadership unless other factors are at work which

reduce this monopoly of skill such as the existence of a

highly knowledgeable political leadership with sources of

information outside the professional staff.

A third approach developed largely as a criticism of

the theories of Max Weber. Reacting against the legal-

rational model of bureaucracy propounded by Weber, such

critics as Robert K. Merton, Philip Selznick, Alvin W.

Gouldner and Chris Argyris elucidated the ”pathological“

tendencies inherent in a bureaucratic structure. For Merton,

the pathological consequences of bureaucratic organization

are attributable to dysfunctional learnieg. The executive

leadership, placing greatest value on reliability of be-

havior, organizes the bureaucratic structure around three

principles: (1) the institutionalization of rigid rules of

behavior, (2) the use of categorization as a decision-making

technique, and (3) the reduction in the extent of personalized

relationships within the structure.15

Each of the above principles, designed originally to

insure reliability in the functioning of the bureaucracy,

results ultimately in pathological behavior. Rules of be-

havior, originally designed to achieve organizational goals,

'become internalized by the bureaucrat and assume a value

that is independent of the original organizational goals

 

15This discussion is based largely on a summary of

the theories of Merton, Selznick and Gouldner in March, ep.

2.1.2:: PP- 34-63-
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16 The employment of categor-they were meant to facilitate.

ization, i.e., standard procedures, as a decision-making

technique results in the tendency to increasingly restrict

the categories employed and to use the first formally appli-

cable category rather than to search for other more feasible

categories that might more adequately enhance the decision.17

Reduction in the extent to which relationships within the

organization are conducted on a personalized basis leads to

the development at the lower levels of in-group solidarity,

particularized interests and mutual defense against outside

pressures.18

Selznick sees the legal-rational bureaucracy as

breaking down into dysfunctional cogpetition. In short, his

theory holds that delegation of tasks to specialized units

leads to (1) an inevitable differentiation between organiza-

tion goals and unit achievement and (2) bifurcation of

interests between units. Thus there is produced competition

for resources and a struggle for power both between the

individual units themselves and between the individual unit

and the organization as a whole.19

For Gouldner, the necessity for rules in a bureau-

cratic structure results in the unanticipated consequence

of laying out the minimal acceptable standards of behavior

 

16;e;g,, p. 38.

17;e;g., p. 3“.

1812193, pp. 39-40.

191331., pp. #O-M.
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for its members. Lack of such rules, however, produces un-

certainty and doubt.20

Finally, Argyris sees the mechanistic bureaucratic

model manifesting pathological symptoms as a result of the

dysfunctiegel effects of ogganigagien upen the human persen-

elegy, Individuals, he argues, mature from an immature or

infantile state (characterized behaviorally by passivity,

dependence, subordination, etc.) to a mature or adult state

(characterized by independence, self-direction, peer status,

etc.). Pathological symptoms in a bureaucratic organization

arise because the healthy adult is forced to participate in

situations which require infantile behavior. That is,

hierarchic organization, directive leadership and managerial

controls automatically place the participant in a subordinate

situation in which he is expected to manifest behavior which

is essentially passive and dependent. As a result, partici-

pants in bureaucratic organizations will manifest aggressive,

regressive and tensional symptoms and will relieve such

feelings by such behavior as (1) non-involvement, (2) sub-

stituting personal goals for organizational goals, (3)

creating informal groups to sanction deviant behavior, and

(h) leaving the organization.21

 

2°Ibid., p. 44.

21Chris Argyris, “Understanding Human Behavior in

Organizations: OneViewpoint," Megege Qrganieetienal Theogg

ed., Mason Haire (New Yerk: John i‘ey and ons, nc., 3,

pp. 115-15%.
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These four theories all contributed to the basic

assumptions about the behavioral patterns of a professional,

bureaucratically organized party staff in a political party

as outlined in Chapter I. That is, if it be assumed that

the professional party staff is organized bureaucratically,

it follows that it can be expected to (1) develop its own

frame of reference and values apart from the party leader-

ship. (2) develop such dysfunctional learning processes as

internalizing organizational rules, ”playing it safe,” etc.,

and (3) institutionalize its values and habits by the creation

of a cohesive staff sub-group. In short, one might expect

the party bureaucracy to seek freedom from control by the

other elements in the party, i.e., seek oligarchic status,

precisely because such status is the ultimate expression

I of the drive of bureaucratized units to institutionalize

their values at the expense of the organization as a whole.

A fourth general theory of bureaucratic behavior is

the motivational approach as outlined by Rensis Likert.22

Recognizing the validity of the criticisms directed against

mechanistic and/or legal-rational bureaucratic models, Likert

suggests that group loyalty, which displays certain dys-

functional consequences, at the same time is helpful in

motivating the participants in bureaucratic structures.

The greater the loyalty to the group, he argues, the greater

the individual is motivated to accept group standards,

22Rensis Likert, ”A Motivational Approach to a

JModified Theory of Organization and Management,“ Haire,

_E° 21.1%: PP. 184-217.



290

communicate with other members of the group, etc.23 Units

within a larger organizational structure should be over-

lapped in ”linking-pin” fashion so that participants will

be related to each other in a supportive, ego-building

manner. Such an organizational structure should be charac-

terized by a full flow of information and influence both up

and down the hierarchy.24 This theory is basic to an under-

standing of the functioning of the Michigan party staffs as

determined by the data of this study.

The Data and The Theoey

To what extent does the data of this study confirm the

expectations of the researcher as to how a party staff will

function as based on the theories of bureaucratic behavior

discussed above? More specifically, to what extent are the

propositions presented in Figure I confirmed by the data?

Chart I gathers together the conclusions of this study by

indicating (l) the original proposition, (2) the theoretical

formulation upon which it is based, (3) the finding of the

data with respect to the proposition,25 and (4) the evidence

behind the finding. Attention is directed to pages 22-29 for

a complete statement of the propositions.

 

23Ibid., pp. 192-193.

2“;2;g,, pp. 209-212. See also Chapter VI, note #3.

251f the finding is indicated as ”positive” or “nega-

tive," it means that, with confirming or disconfirming the

hypothesis, the staff is or is not characterized by the be-

havioral pattern suggested in the proposition. If the words

”hypothesis confirmed" or ”hypothesis disconfirmed' are indi-

cated under ”finding“ it means that the hypothesis itself is

either valid or invalid.
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e
s

f
o
r

d
i
s
c
r
e
t
i
o
n

o
n

t
h
e

p
a
r
t

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s
.

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t
o
f
,

 W
e
b
e
r

N
o
t

t
e
s
t
e
d

W
e
b
e
r

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

 
 ##,J.“.

3
.

W
i
t
h
o
l
d
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

o
r

o
t
h
e
r
w
i
s
e

“
s
h
o
r
t

c
i
r
c
u
i
t
i
n
g
“

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

v
i
o
l
a
t
e
s

s
t
a
f
f

r
o
l
e

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n
s

a
n
d
/
o
r

c
o
d
e

o
f

e
t
h
i
c
s
.

a
.

B
o
t
h

s
t
a
f
f

a
n
d

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

h
a
s

i
t
s

o
w
n

s
y
s
t
e
m

f
o
r

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e
d

b
y

s
t
a
f
f
.

293

1
.

P
a
r
t
y

s
t
a
f
f
s

i
n

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

a
r
e

n
o
t

f
o
r
m
a
l
l
y

b
u
r
e
a
u
c
r
a
t
i
z
e
d

(
n
o
t

a
r
r
a
n

e
d

i
n

a
h
i
e
r
a
r
c
h
y

o
f

o
f
f
i
c
e
s

.
R
a
t
h
e
r
,

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

i
s

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
d

i
n
c
e
l
l
u
l
a
r

f
a
s
h
i
o
n
w
i
t
h

o
n
e

o
r

m
o
r
e

s
t
a
f
f

p
e
o
p
l
e

a
s
s
i
g
n
e
d

t
o

a
s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
i
a
n

o
r

g
i
v
e
n
,

a
s

f
a
r

a
s

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e

i
s

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
e
d
,

a
u
t
o
n
o
m
o
u
s

t
a
s
k
s
.

 



I
,

d
-
2
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o

w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

c
o
n
t
r
o
l

t
h
e

i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
s

o
f

i
n
t
e
r
n
a
l

p
a
r
t
y

c
o
n
t
r
o
l

-
t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
e
s
s

a
n
d

o
t
h
e
r
m
e
d
i
a

o
f

c
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

I
,

e
-
l
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

a
r
e

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
z
e
d

b
y

s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

s
o
c
i
o
-
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c

h
o
m
o
g
e
n
e
i
t
y

t
o

e
n
a
b
l
e

t
h
e
m

t
o

a
c
t

w
i
t
h

a
f
a
i
r
l
y

h
i
g
h

d
e
g
r
e
e

o
f

u
n
a
n
i
m
i
t
y

a
n
d

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

o
f

p
u
r
p
o
s
e
.

I
,

e
-
2
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

p
e
r
-

c
e
i
v
e

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

a
s

h
a
v
i
n
g

c
o
m
m
o
n

v
a
l
u
e
s
,

g
o
a
l
s

a
n
d

n
e
e
d
s
.

w
e
b
e
r

M
e
r
t
o
n

(
3
)

S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
z
fl

A
r

r
i
s

3
.

“
)

 -... M 0‘.

M
e
r
t
o
n

(
3
)

l
S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
2
)

  
 

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
;

h
y
p
o
t
h
e
s
i
s

n
o
t

c
o
n
-

f
i
r
m
e
d

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y

p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

 __,....-o_.__ ._ .—  ....n ‘3..." “-0 run~ ~~oo~~rc .0 ”no

1
.

B
o
t
h

s
t
a
f
f

a
n
d

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e

t
h
a
t

a

h
i
g
h

d
e
g
r
e
e

o
f

c
l
e
a
r
a
n
c
e

i
s

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

b
e
f
o
r
e

a
n
y

r
e
p
o
r
t
s
,

d
o
c
u
m
e
n
t
s

o
r

p
u
b
l
i
c

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s

p
r
e
p
a
r
e
d

b
y

s
t
a
f
f

m
a
y

b
e

r
e
-
,

l
e
a
s
e
d
.

l
.

N
a
t
i
o
n
-
w
i
d
e

g
r
o
u
p

o
f

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

s
h
o
w
e
d

h
i
g
h

s
o
c
i
o
-

e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c

h
o
m
o
g
e
n
e
i
t
y
.

2
.

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

d
i
s
p
l
a
y
e
d

f
u
n
d
a
m
e
n
t
a
l

i
n
t
r
a
-

p
a
r
t
y

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
.

3
.

S
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

d
i
s
a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

o
v
e
r

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
s
,

h
o
w
e
v
e
r
,

r
e
-

d
u
c
e
s

s
t
a
f
f

c
a
p
a
c
i
t
y

t
o

a
c
t

i
n

c
o
n
c
e
r
t
.

1
.

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

d
i
s
p
l
a
y
e
d

f
u
n
d
a
m
e
n
t
a
l

i
n
t
r
a
-

p
a
r
t
y

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
.

2
.

N
a
t
i
o
n
-
w
i
d
e

g
r
o
u
p

o
f

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

s
h
o
w
q
u
i
t
e

h
i
g
h

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

o
n

t
h
e

o
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
e
s

o
r
i
g
i
n
a
l
l
y

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
n
g

t
h
e
m

t
o

e
n
g
a
g
e

i
n
p
a
r
t
y

s
t
a
f
f

w
o
r
k
.

3
.

N
a
t
i
o
n
-
w
i
d
e

g
r
o
u
p

o
f

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
,

d
i
f
f
e
r
,

h
o
w
e
v
e
r
,

o
n

t
h
e
i
r

u
l
t
i
m
a
t
e

c
a
r
e
e
r

g
o
a
l
s
.
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F
i
g
u
r
e
3
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

  
f

P
r
o
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

T
h
e
o
r
y

F
i
n
d
i
n
g

E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e

f
o
r

F
i
n
d
i
n
g

 

I
,

e
-
3
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

-
-
-

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

1
.

S
t
a
f
f

p
e
o
p
l
e

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
l
y
‘

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

i
s
o
l
a
t
e
d

f
r
o
m

p
a
r
t
y

r
a
n
k

a
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

f
i
l
e
.

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

(
i
n
d
i
v
i
-

d
u
a
l
l
y

o
r

a
s

a
g
r
o
u
p
)

i
s

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
d

b
y

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

h
a
v
e

t
h
e

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

o
f

s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y
'
s

r
a
n
k

a
n
d

f
i
l
e

o
r

o
f

.

s
e
g
m
e
n
t
s

o
f

t
h
e

s
o
c
i
e
t
y

a
s

a
1

w
h
o
l
e
.

5 .‘On'fififlw- "" 0 '

I
,

e
-
h
:
l

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

W
e
b
e
r

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

1
.

S
o
m
e

p
a
r
t
y

l
e
a
d
e
r
s

s
t
a
t
e
d

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

t
h
a
t
,

w
h
i
l
e

s
p
e
e
c
h
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
e
s
s

u
p
o
n

t
h
e
d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

r
e
l
e
a
s
e
s

p
r
e
p
a
r
e
d

b
y

s
t
a
f
f

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

b
a
s
i
c
a
l
l
y

r
e
f
l
e
c
t

t
h
e

e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h

t
h
e

”
t
o
n
e
”

o
f

t
h
e

i
d
e
a
s

o
f

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p
,

a

p
a
r
t
y

a
s

a
r
e
s
u
l
t

o
f

t
h
e

s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l

p
o
r
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

f
a
c
t

t
h
a
t

t
h
e
y

a
r
e

c
o
n
-

i
d
e
a
s

c
o
m
e

f
r
o
m

s
t
a
f
f

p
e
o
p
l
e
.

s
t
a
n
t
l
y

e
n
g
a
g
e
d

i
n
v
e
r
b
a
l
i
z
-

'

i
n
g

i
t
s

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

a
n
d

o
p
i
n
-

i
o
n
s

f
o
r

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

l
e
a
d
e
r
-

s
h
i
p
.

N \
0

k
n

__..‘-.fi-

2
.

S
t
a
f
f

p
e
o
p
l
e

o
f
t
e
n

d
r
a
f
t

a
n
d

r
e
l
e
a
s
e

s
p
e
e
c
h
e
s

a
n
d

p
r
e
s
s

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s

o
n

p
o
l
i
c
y

m
a
t
t
e
r
s

c
o
n
c
e
r
n
i
n
g
‘
w
h
i
c
h

p
o
l
i
c
y

h
a
s

a
l
r
e
a
d
y

b
e
e
n

e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
d

o
r

w
h
i
c
h
'
a
r
e

n
o
t

s
e
n
s
i
t
i
v
e

i
n

n
a
t
u
r
e
.

uk—A—  

  
 

  
 



I
,

f
-
l
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e
s

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y
'
s

g
o
a
l
s

a
s

b
e
i
n
g

c
o
n
-

t
r
a
r
y

t
o

h
i
s

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

n
o
r
m
s
.

‘
I
,

f
-
2
:

T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
s

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

p
e
r
s
o
n

t
o

e
n
g
a
g
e

i
n
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

w
h
i
c
h

v
i
o
l
a
t
e

h
i
s

p
e
r
c
e
p
t
i
o
n

o
f

h
i
s

r
o
l
e
.

I
,

f
-
3
:

'
T
h
e

e
x
t
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

i
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e
d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o

w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

o
l
i
g
a
r
c
h
y

i
s

c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
z
e
d

b
y

t
h
e

d
i
s
-

r
u
p
t
i
v
e

e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s

k
n
o
w
n

a
s

”
t
r
a
i
n
e
d

i
n
c
a
p
a
c
i
t
y
”
,

-
r
e
d

t
a
p
e
,

”
p
l
a
y
i
n
g

i
t

s
a
f
e
,
"

e
t
c
.

I
I
,

a
:

T
h
e

a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

r
e
s
i
s
t

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

i
s

i
m
b
u
e
d

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

o
f

n
e
u
t
r
a
l

c
o
m
p
e
-

t
e
n
c
e
.

S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
l
)

A
r
g
y
r
i
s

(
3
)

M
e
r
t
o
n

(
1
,
2
)

G
o
u
l
d
n
e
r

A
r
g
y
r
i
s

(
2
,
3
,
u
)

  —-— ‘0 -0

P L
C
l
a
s
s
i
c
a
l

 

 ...: - ..\ Orv..- aro- up

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

 1
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

r
e
p
o
r
t

a
.

h
i
g
h

d
e
g
r
e
e

o
f

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

a
g
r
e
e
-

m
e
n
t

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

a
n
d

t
h
e
i
r

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

s
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
s
.

1
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

r
e
p
o
r
t

a

h
i
g
h

d
e
g
r
e
e

o
f

c
o
n
s
e
n
s
u
s

w
i
t
h

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
n

t
h
e
i
r

d
i
s
c
r
e
t
i
o
n
-

a
r
y

r
o
l
e

w
i
t
h
i
n

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y
.

(
T
h
i
s

i
s

t
h
e

b
a
s
i
c

c
o
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

o
f

C
h
a
p
t
e
r

V
I
.
)

1
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

a
r
e

n
o
t

m
o
t
i
v
a
t
e
d

t
o

w
i
t
h
h
o
l
d

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
-

t
i
o
n

o
r

o
t
h
e
r
w
i
s
e

“
s
h
o
r
t

c
i
r
-

c
u
i
t
"

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p
.

2
.

A
c
c
e
s
s

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

s
t
a
f
f

a
n
d

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
s

s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
l
y

d
i
r
e
c
t

t
o

e
l
i
m
i
n
a
t
e

”
r
e
d

t
a
p
e
.
“

3
.

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

s
t
a
f
f

a
n
d

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
s

q
u
i
t
e

h
i
g
h
l
y

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
i
z
e
d
.

1
.

L
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

d
e
s
i
r
e
s

s
t
a
f
f

t
o
m
a
n
i
f
e
s
t

t
r
a
i
t
s

l
e
a
d
i
n
g

t
o

c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t

a
n
d

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y
.

2
.

B
o
t
h

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

a
n
d

n
a
t
i
o
n
-

w
i
d
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

p
e
r
c
e
i
v
e

m
o
s
t

v
a
l
u
a
b
l
e

t
r
a
i
t
s

t
o

b
e

t
h
o
s
e

l
e
a
d
i
n
g

t
o

c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t

a
n
d

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y
.
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F
i
g
u
r
e

3
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

  

P
r
o
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

 

 

T
h
e
o
r
y

F
i
n
d
i
n
g

 

 

 
 

M
m

E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e

f
o
r

F
i
n
d
i
n
g

 

I
I
,

b
:

T
h
e

a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

r
e
s
i
s
t

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e
d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

i
s

r
e
-

c
r
u
i
t
e
d

f
r
o
m

a
s
o
c
i
a
l

s
t
r
a
t
u
m

t
h
a
t

i
s

s
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
l
y

“
i
n
-

f
e
r
i
o
r
”

t
o

t
h
a
t

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

e
l
e
m
e
n
t

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y
.

I
I
,

c
:

T
h
e

a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

r
e
s
i
s
t

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e

d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
n

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

h
a
s

i
t
s

o
w
n

e
x
p
e
r
t
i
s
e

a
n
d

i
t
s

o
w
n

s
o
u
r
c
e
s

o
f

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

N
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

._— -————~-v——‘v    f
W
e
b
e
r

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

 
capsule. ms”, ,~' '1‘ -“ -...g‘o --4.

3
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

t
h
e
y

s
h
o
u
l
d

n
o
t

t
a
k
e

i
n
i
t
i
a
t
i
v
e

i
n
r
e
l
e
a
s
i
n
g

p
r
e
s
s

s
t
a
t
e
m
e
n
t
s

u
n
l
e
s
s

a
b
s
o
l
u
t
e
l
y

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
;

b
a
s
i
c
a
l
l
y

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

t
h
e
y

h
a
v
e

s
u
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

d
i
s
c
r
e
t
i
o
n

t
o

a
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
l
y

p
e
r
f
o
r
m

t
h
e
i
r

j
o
b
s
.

1
.

S
o
c
i
o
-
e
c
o
n
o
m
i
c

s
t
a
t
u
s

o
f

n
a
t
i
o
n
-
w
i
d
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

c
o
m
-

p
a
r
e
d

f
a
v
o
r
a
b
l
y

w
i
t
h

t
h
a
t

o
f

A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
m
e
n

a
n
d

u
n
i
t
e
d

S
t
a
t
e
s

S
e
n
a
t
o
r
s
.

297

1
.

B
o
t
h

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

a
n
d

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
e

o
f

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

i
n
e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
n
g

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

p
r
o
-

c
e
s
s
e
d

b
y

t
h
e

s
t
a
f
f

i
s

h
i
g
h
.

 
 



I
I
,

d
:

T
h
e

a
b
i
l
i
t
y

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

r
e
s
i
s
t

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f

w
i
l
l

d
e
p
e
n
d

u
p
o
n

t
h
e
d
e
g
r
e
e

t
o
w
h
i
c
h

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
y

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

f
r
a
m
e

o
f

r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

a
n
d
/
o
r

t
h
e

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f
. I
I
,

e
:

T
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p
w
i
l
l

s
e
e
k

t
o

i
n
s
u
r
e

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y

b
y

r
e
c
r
u
i
t
-

i
n
g
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

t
h
a
t

i
s

i
n

s
y
m
p
a
t
h
y

w
i
t
h

t
h
e

i
d
e
o
l
o
g
y

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y
.

I
I
,

f
:

T
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

w
i
l
l

s
e
e
k

t
o

i
n
s
u
r
e

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y

b
y

u
s
i
n
g

i
n
-
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g

p
r
o
-

g
r
a
m
s

t
o
d
e
v
e
l
o
p

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
s

o
f

i
d
e
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

s
y
m
p
a
t
h
y

o
r

n
e
u
t
r
a
l
i
t
y

o
n

t
h
e

p
a
r
t

o
f

t
h
e

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

s
t
a
f
f
.

 W
e
b
e
r

S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
l
)

M
e
r
t
o
n

(
3
)

S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
1
,

2
)

C
l
a
s
s
i
c
a
l

  w- va—v  N
o
t

A
n
a
l
y
s
e
d

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

N
o
t

t
e
s
t
e
d

 1
.

L
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

i
n
d
i
-

c
a
t
e

t
h
a
t

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

a
n
d

t
h
e
i
r

s
t
a
f
f

i
s

e
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l
.

2
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

r
e
p
o
r
t

h
i
g
h

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

a
n
d
/
o
r

i
d
e
o
-

l
o
g
i
c
a
l

a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

t
h
e
m
s
e
l
v
e
s

a
n
d

t
h
e

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p
.

N
o
t
e
:

A
l
t
h
o
u
g
h

p
r
o
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

w
a
s

n
o
t

s
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
a
l
l
y

t
e
s
t
e
d
,

s
u
c
h

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s

d
o

n
o
t

e
x
i
s
t

i
n

e
i
t
h
e
r

o
f

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
'
s

m
a
j
o
r

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

p
a
r
t
i
e
s
.
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F
i
g
u
r
e

3
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

 

P
r
o
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n

T
h
e
o
r
y

F
i
n
d
i
n
g
*

E
v
i
d
e
n
c
e

f
o
r

F
i
n
d
i
n
g

 

I
I
,

g
:

T
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

C
l
a
s
s
i
c
a
l

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

1
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

c
l
e
a
r
l
y

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

w
i
l
l

s
e
e
k

t
o

i
n
-

r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e

t
h
e

p
o
w
e
r

o
f

t
h
e

s
u
r
e

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y

b
y

e
m
p
l
o
y
i
n
g

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p

t
o

r
e
p
l
a
c
e

w
h
a
t
e
v
e
r

s
a
n
c
t
i
o
n
s

a
r
e

a
t

s
t
a
f
f

m
e
m
b
e
r
s

a
s

a
m
a
j
o
r

m
e
t
h
o
d

i
t
s

d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l

s
u
c
h

a
s

t
h
e

»
o
f

c
o
n
t
r
o
l
l
i
n
g

s
t
a
f
f

b
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
.

p
o
w
e
r

t
o

p
r
o
m
o
t
e

a
n
d

d
i
s
-

c
h
a
r
g
e

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.

1

I
I
,

h
:

C
e
r
t
a
i
n

c
h
a
r
a
c
-

S
e
l
z
n
i
c
k

(
1
)

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

1
.

M
o
s
t

s
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
-

S
i
m
o
n
*

5
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d

t
h
a
t

i
d
e
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

m
a
y

e
n
h
a
n
c
e

t
h
e
i
r

1
i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

i
s

t
h
e

o
n
l
y

t
e
n
d
e
n
c
y

t
o
w
a
r
d

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y
,

1
b
a
s
i
s

f
o
r

e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

s
t
a
f
f

w
o
r
k
.

s
u
c
h

a
s

a
s
e
n
s
e

o
f

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
-

c
a
t
i
o
n
w
i
t
h

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

a
n
d
/
o
r

i
t
s

s
u
c
c
e
s
s
.

I
I
I
,

1
:

C
e
r
t
a
i
n

c
h
a
r
a
c
-

C
l
a
s
s
i
c
a
l

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

1
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

f
e
e
l

t
h
a
t

t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
-

w
e
b
e
r

i
t

i
s

t
h
e
i
r

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y

t
o

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

m
a
y

e
n
h
a
n
c
e

t
h
e
i
r

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

t
h
e
i
r

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

s
u
p
e
r
-

t
e
n
d
e
n
c
y

t
o
w
a
r
d

d
o
c
i
l
i
t
y
,

s
u
c
h

1
i
o
r
s

i
n

a
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
a
l

f
i
g
h
t

r
e
-

a
s

a
l
e
g
a
l
-
r
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

a
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

g
a
r
d
l
e
s
s

o
f

t
h
e
i
r

o
w
n

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

w
h
i
c
h

t
e
n
d
s

t
o

a
c
c
e
p
t

u
n
-

o
p
i
n
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
e

m
a
t
t
e
r
.

q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
i
n
g
l
y

t
h
e

l
e
g
i
t
i
m
a
t
e

o
r
d
e
r
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
o
l
i
t
i
c
a
l

l
2
.

S
t
a
f
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

r
e
j
e
c
t

l
e
a
d
e
r
s
h
i
p
.

1
t
h
e

a
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
v
e
s

o
f

w
i
t
h
h
o
l
d
i
n
g

1
1
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
,

i
n
s
u
b
o
r
d
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

I
o
r
m
a
n
e
u
v
e
r
i
n
g

t
o

s
e
e

t
h
e
i
r

i
d
e
a
s

b
e
c
o
m
e

p
o
l
i
c
y
.
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C
l
a
s
s
i
c
a
l

w
e
b
e
r

I
I
,

1
:

C
e
r
t
a
i
n

c
h
a
r
a
c
-

t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f

t
h
e

p
a
r
t
y

p
r
o
-

f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l
s

m
a
y

e
n
h
a
n
c
e

t
h
e
i
r

t
e
n
d
e
n
c
y

t
o
w
a
r
d

c
o
d
e

o
f

e
t
h
i
c
s

w
h
i
c
h

m
i
l
i
t
i
a
t
e

a
g
a
i
n
s
t

o
r
g
a
n
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
o
s
i
t
i
v
e

1
.

I
n
f
o
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In summary, the study found the following to be true:

That alternative b of Proposition I most accurately describes

the power position of the party staff vis-a-vis the other

segments of the party, namely, that due to the fact that

professional party staff people are trained to be ”neutrally

competent“ they will be manipulable by the political elements

of the party. Thug, the steff dees not conetitute eh oli-

gegehic element within the he; 1.

That the degree of staff influence is reduced because:

(I, c-l) staff skills and information are 222 perceived

by the leadership to be crucial to the success of the party:

(I, c-2) the leadership does 22E perceive the informa-

tion and skills of the staff to be beyond their own competence;

(I, c-3) the channels by which information reaches

major decisional points is BEE monopolized by the party

professionals:

(I, d-l) the size and structure of the staff does he;

maximize opportunities for discretionary power on the part of

the staff professionals: ‘

(I, d-2) the staff does 222 dominate the instruments

of internal control such as the party press, manuals, in-

structions, etc.:

(I, e-2) the party staff does E22 (nor is perceived

by the leadership) to have the support of segments of the

party's rank and file.

Furthermore, the party professional staff people are
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not motivated to resist the authority of the leadership be-

cause of the following reasons:

(I, f-l) the party staff person does BEE perceive the

party's goals to be contrary to his personal norms:

(I, f-2) the political leadership does ESE require

the professional staff person to engage in activities which

violate his perception of his role:

(I, f-3) such disruptive behavior as “red tape,” etc.

is held to a minimum by the direct access that staff have to

decision-making centers in the party.

Conversely, the political leadership is successful in

resisting the power of the party staff because:

(II, a) the professional staff l2 imbued with the

attitudes of ”neutral competence”, and

(II, c) because the political leadership has expertise

and sources of information of its own.

Furthermore, the political leadership has successfully

developed "docility" on the part of the professional staff by:

(II, e) recruiting personnel that is in sympathy with

the ideology of the party;

(II, g) employing the sanctions at its disposal,

particularly the power to hire and fire personnel.

There also exist within the body of the professional

staff certain psychological characteristics which will en-

hance their tendency toward docility, namely:

(II, h) a sense of identification with the party:
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(II, 1) a legal-rational attitude which tends to accept

unquestionly the legitimate orders of the political leader-

ship:

(II, j) a code of ethics which militates against

organizational sabotage;

(II, k) a fairly substantial "investment” in the

organization in the sense of seniority, promotion possibilities

and/or salary: and

(II, 1) a lack (to some extent) of suitable employment

alternatives.

0n the other hand, it was found that:

(I, e-l) socio-economic homogeneity is not neces-

sarily directly related to unanimity or agreement of purpose

on the part of the staff and does not necessarily produce

increased,power.

However, staff people have some influence over policy

due to the fact that:

(I, e-3) they establish the ”tone” of the party as

a result of the fact that they constantly engage in verbaliz-

ing its attitudes and opinions for the party leadership.

It was also found that:

(II, b) the professional staff was not recruited from

a social stratum substantially lower than that of the

political leadership and thus does not account for the

'docility‘ found to characterize the party staff.

Thus, with respect to the original conceptual frame-

work of the study, it may be concluded that the professional
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staff does not constitute an oligarchy within the party struc-

ture. This is due, in large part, to the fact that it is not

a bureaucratic structure.

A Refeghuletion o; the Theegy

It was the expectation of the researcher to find the

staff organization of a political party to behave according

to bureaucratic patterns as outlined by the organization

theorists referred to earlier in the chapter. Such behavior,

it was postulated, would tend to place the staff in an oli-

garchic position within the party. That is, by virtue of

the fact that professional staff people have special skills,

access to specific types of information and a monopoly of

certain channels of communication, it was expected that they

would not only be virtually indispensable to the party leader-

ship which were conceived of as 'amateurs',26 but be in a

position to dominate party decision-making. Furthermore, it

was expected that the party staff personnel would be motivated

to seek the maximization of their power position within the

party as an expression of the aberations of bureaucratic

behavior articulated by the theorists discussed above. This,

however, was not found to be the case. The party staff not

only does not dominate the party's skills, channels of com--

munication, and sources of information, it was also found that

they tend to be highly docile and perceive their role as

definitely a subordinate to the party leadership.

26Max Weber, The Theory of Sociel ehg Economic Oggen-

1 ti n, trans. A. M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons New

York: Oxford university Press), p. 415. See also, p. 163.
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A number of suggestions have been made in the body of

this report to account for this behavior. First, the party

staff is not bureaucratically organized, i.e., arranged

according to a hierarchy of offices. Thus, the traditional

models of bureaucratic behavior cannot be applied to party

staffs with any degree of reliability. Second, as has been

discussed at some length in Chapter VI, since the party staff

tends to be broken into cellular units composed of individual

specialists attached to individual politicians, candidates or

party leaders, each staff person tends to be autonomous -

responsible only to the politician for whom he works although

maintaining close liaison with other members of the staff.27

Thus, there results a system of direct access between the

staff person and his political superior. The staff person,

in a certain sense, is co-opted directly into the party

leadership as far as decision-making is concerned without

actually becoming a formal decision-maker. This direct

access between the staffer and the party decisional centers

produces in him those attitudes which Likert expects to

achieve through the ”linking-pin“ structure. Not only are

”personalized relationships“ restored, '. . .all who have an

interest in the organization and its activities are able to

exert at least some influence on the over-all objectives

27It should not be thought that the staff has no con-

ception of itself as a group. Staff members consult with one

another fairly regularly. However, there is no collective

or hierarchic responsibility except within the governor's

staff. Each staff person operates pretty much as an indepen-

dent agent.
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and decisions of the organization as well as be influenced

by them."28 Access between the staff member and his politi-

cal superior and between the staff members themselves is

sufficiently direct that “. . .the objectives and methods of

functioning established for the organization are reasonable

to all concerned and, (thus) major conflicts in interests

have been reduced to a minimum."29

It is necessary, therefore, that the traditional

theories of organizational behavior be modified to account

for these findings. Such a theory must be prepared to deal

with ”organizations” that are not bureaucratized in a formal

sense. Such theoretical formulations have been suggested by

Simon who defines organization as any ”. . .complex pattern

of communications and other relations in a group of human

beings"30 and Chester I. Barnard conceives of organization

as involving the ”customers" as well as the formal members

of the organization.31 However, neither theorist really

conceives of an organization composed of relatively autono-

mous actors related to each other as much by consensus as

by authority. Furthermore, such a theory must be prepared

to deal with altogether different behavior patterns stemming

from a situation in which the vertical relationships are both

direct and constant.

_¥

28Likert, 2p. e.g., p. 205.

29Ibid.

3°Simon, ep. cit., p. xvi.

3lchester I. Barnard, The Funepiens of the Egecutive,

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 93 .
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As a first step toward the development of such a

theory, the following propositions are suggested:

1. Organization, defined as goal directed, patterned

relationships between a number of persons in which the

pattern provides the participants with the information,

assumptions, attitudes and stable expectations required to

achieve a goal, can exist on a non-bureaucratic basis where

there are a number of relatively autonomous leadership centers

each of which has its own staff structure and (a) the number

of staff required at each center are not large, and (b) each

staff member has functions distinct from the other.

2. Such an organizational structure will tend to be

characterized by: (a) direct ace?” between individual staff

members anatths ssggsielaltnflt’fdrtfilrifiigigfiét133°ggr§§izetype

vlvimmwmmmm stew.“nastiest: ..
theMMWMPBR fiféfiffnrggggfgship centers, (c)

nal.for our already

mmmgqgcfgfifoml leadership in decision-

making on the basis of ehgezhel,equality.

3. Such an organizational structure will tend to

generate a behavioral pattern on the part of the staff quite

distinct from that of a formal bureaucratic organization,

namely, a high degree of docility and/or role acceptance

on the part of staff persons. This is due to the face that

personalized relationships have been restored and all levels

participate in decision-making.
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It is suggested that further exploration of this type

of organization might serve to provide an understanding of

a form of organization highly functional for our already

overly-bureaucratized society.
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APPENDIX A

uestionnaire: Political Par Sta fs

Please list the salaried psoitions on your staff and

indicate the terms of their appointment by checking the

appropriate column or columns.

Year- Campaign

Full- Part- around position

time time position only
 

  

  

  

    

(Please list additional personnel on the back of this page)

2. Does any one of the above named individuals act as your

chief assistant or in any way coordinate or supervise

the work of the other members of the staff?

(Please specify)
 

 

Do you retain a public relations firm or advertising

agency on a year-around basis or only for campaigns?

On a year-around basis During the campaign

period only

 

Neither
 

Do you feel that the size of your staff is adequate for

the needs of your party?

Xes No

If answer to question 4 is ”no,” please answer question 5.

 

What do you consider to be your one or two most pressing

staff needs?
 

Party

State
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APPENDIX B

Questionnaire

Political Party Staff Member

Residence (city & state) Date

Sex: Male Female

Political Party: Republican Democrat

Marital Status 5. Number of children

Religious Preference
 

In what state were you born?
 

Please check the type of locality in which you were

raised:

_____Major U.S. city (500,000 population or over)

_____Large city (100,000 - 500,000 population)

.____eMiddle sized city (25,000 - 100,000 population)

Small city (2,500 - 25,000 population)
 

Small town (2,500 population or under)
 

Farm
 

Please provide the following information about your

father's occupation.

Title or name of job

Type of business or industry
 

Does (or did) he work for himself or someone else?

 

Indicate the highest level of education attained by

each of your parents.

Father Mother

College graduate

Attended college



11.

12.

313

Father Mother

High school graduate

Attended high school

Elementary school

graduate

Other (specify: Father
 

Mother

Please indicate the details of your educational back-

ground:

 

 

 

 

 

School Location Degree Date Major

High school

College

Graduate

Work
____. ....—

Other
   

Please indicate whether your parents or other relatives

have ever engaged in the kinds of political activity

listed below by checking the appropriate blanks.

(Specify

Father Mother Relative B l t onshi

Candidate for

elective

office
 

Held elec-

tive office
 

Worked as

salaried

party staff

person
 

Volunteer

political

worker
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As a whole, how active politically would you say that

your parents and other close relatives have been?

_____Very active

_____Moderately active

,_____Slightly active

__Inactive

When did you first accept employment as a salaried

member of a political staff?
 

 

Have you worked uninterruptedly in this or a similar

capacity since that date?

Yes No
  

Please list all of your occupations (political and other)

since you first started to work professionally for~a

political party or elected official.

Occupation Approximate period of employment

What is your present position or function? (Please

check all appropriate categories)

‘_____Public relations work

_____Political (or patronage) secretary

,_____Legislative liaison

._____Administrative assistant

______Legal Advisor

'_____Organizational director

_____Organizational field man

_____Fund raising

_____Campaign management

Research

—____Office management
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Business management

Other (specify)
 

Please indicate on which of the above checked functions

you spend the bulk of your time.
 

Which of the following experience or skills did you

have when you were first hired to a political staff

position?

Previous party work
 

Administrative experience
 

Business experience
 

Governmental experience
 

Newspaper work
 

Speech writing

Research

Academic experience

Legal career
 

Organizational experience (labor union, Farm

Bureau, etc.)

Legislative representation for groups or

associations

Radio and/or TV experience

Other-(specify)
 

For which of the types of experience or skills listed

in number 19 were you primarily hired?
 

 

Please list in order of importance what, in general, you

consider to be the three most important qualifications ,

for political staff work.
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On the whole, which of the following were particularly

influential in your decision to go into political staff

work? (Check all that apply)

Members of immediate family

Friends

Professional or business associates
 

Fellow workers
 

Political officials or candidates
 

Teachers (elementary or high school)
 

College professors
 

Other (specify)
  

Of those checked above, which one would you say was the

most influential in helping you to make your decision?

 

Please rank in order of importance (1,2,3, etc.) those

among the following reasons which were important in

leading you to accept a political staff job.

Political work seemed like an attractive career.

I thought that political work provided good

training for other kinds of work afterwards.

Political work involved an improvement in my

salary.

Political work gave me a chance to help the

political career of a friend (or family member).

I felt that political work offered an oppor-

tunity to work for the realization of my

personal social and economic views.

I hoped that political work would lead to useful

business or professional contacts.

Political work seemed to provide the best out-

let for my training and skills.

Political work provided opportunities to make

desirable social contacts.

Other (specify)
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25. Is it your intention to remain in political party staff

work or do you have other long-range vocational goals?

Remain in political staff work

Have other long-range vocational goals

If ou have other voc tional o la, which of the

following 33st describe them:

Elective political office

Appointive political office

Private professional practice (law, public

relations, etc.)

Administrative work in industry
 

Administrative work in government
 

Administrative work in a professional association
 

Administrative work in a labor union or trade

association

 

Private business activity

Academic or teaching career

Other (specify)
 

 

Do you intend to work part-time at a salaried

political staff position while engaged in the

activities checked above?

Yes No
  

   
26. In what way do you believe your present employment will

help you to achieve these goals?

 

 

27. In what ways do you believe your present employment may

hinder you in achieving these goals?
 

 



28.

29.

30.

310

320

33.

318

Of which of the following associations have you ever

been a member, officer or salaried employee?

Member Officer Saleried employee

Professional

association
 

Labor union
 

Farm organization
 

Industrial

association
 

Business or

commercial

association
 

Religious

organization
 

Do you consider political staff work to be:

_____Stable employment

_____Fairly stable employment

_____unstable employment

Are you a full-time or a part-time employee?

Full-time Part-time
 

Do you work on a year-around basis or only during

campaigns?

_____¥ear-around basis

Campaign periods only
 

Approximately how many full-time people does your staff

employ on a year-around basis?

 

Approximately how many additional full-time people does

your staff employ during the campaign period?
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3h. On which of the following bases are you paid?

‘ Monthly

Yearly salary

__per diem

35. Please check the salary for your pOsition on an annual

basis.

__$5,000 and under

__ 5,000 - 7,000

__ 7,000 - 10,000

____10,000 .. 15,000

_____over $15,000
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APPENDIX C

Intepview Schedule: Political Leadeps

First of all, I wonder whether you would tell me how

many people you have on your staff and what their posi-

tions and functions are.

If you had your way, would you want to hire more staff

or not?

'a. What type of additions would you like to make to

your staff?

b. Why these additions?

o. Are there or are there not any obstacles standing in

the way of your making these additions?

What do you look for when you hire a staff person?

(Probe: Qualifications, skills, background

a. Are there any particular personality characteristics

that you look for? (Probe: aggressiveness, creative-

ness, etc.)

b. Do you find it most valuable to have men on your

staff who are primarily experts in a given area or

men who "know their way around?”

On the basis of your experience, what would you list as

the one or two most important qualifications for political

staff work?

How do you go about finding staff people? (Probe:

universities, business, other organizations)

a. To what extent do you rely on personal recommendations?

(Probe: whose?)

When you hire a new staff person, do you want one with

experience - or do you prefer to train him yourself?

(Probe: does Respondent want to mold staff person after

his own image?)
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a. Use hypothetical cases: Javitts staff member;

Goldwater, Humphrey, R. Russell

What areas of knowledge or types of skill do you feel

are absolutely essential to the efficient functioning

of your staff?

a. To what extent do you attempt to recruit staff people

to fill in the gaps in your background, training or

experience?

Do you or do you not discuss important decisions with

your staff?

a. What kinds of things are you inclined to discuss

with them? (Probe: issues, strategy and tactics,

routine administrative matters)

b. Is the advice you seek usually of a general or

specific nature?

Do you feel that there are matters that should not be

discussed with your staff or not?

a. What kind of matters should not be discussed with

the staff?

Is there any one member of your staff with whom you

discuss things more than the others?

a. Why? (Probe: similarity of views, competence, good

rapport)

We have been talking about how your staff operates in a

general way. Now I would like to talk with you about

some of the more specific details of its operation.

a. Specifically, could you describe for me how you

utilize your staff in the writing of speeches?

(1) Do you give your assistant an outline, note

on the subjects to be covered, or what?

(2) To what extent do you consult with him on what

should be covered?

(3) To what extent do you rewrite a speech that has

been prepared for you?
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(a) Do you ever get outside help for speeches?

How do you handle news letters and press releases?

(1) To what extent do you turn the task of daily

or weekly press releases over to your staff?

(2) Does your assistant clear subjects and content

with you?

a) Are there circumstances under which clearance

is not required?

b) What about during campaigns, are the rules

different?

What about correspondence, do you have an assistant

that answers routine mail?

(1) What do you consider to be 'routine'?

(2) To what extent do you read over the letters that

are prepared for your signature?

(3) Are there any kinds of correpondence that you

feel you must handle yourself or not?

(4) Have you ever had a letter “bounce”?

In the matter of office appointments, what kinds of

decisions do you leave in the hands of your staff?

(1) What kind of staff person makes these decisions?

Now I would like to discuss these same problems by setting

up some hypothetical situations.

a.

b.

In making appointments, you have Mr. X on your calen-

dar but Mr. Y comes in to see you. Does your appoint-

ment secretary have the right to change the original

appointment without consulting you if she thinks it

is important enough?

(1) WOuld you approve of your assistant insisting on

seeing Mr. Y first to acsertain the nature of

the matter he wishes to discuss with you or not?

In writing ress releases, you have one release

planned but a new situation demands a revision in

your original statement. Should your public rela-

tions man contact you or go ahead and revise the

statement on his own?
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(1) If something comes up that your press man thinks

would make a good release; if he cannot clear

it with you should he bury it or release it

anyway? '

c. In arranging a s eaki en a ement, a specific meet-

ing is arranged but circumstances require a change

in plans. Does your assistant have the right to

change your itinerary without consulting you or not?

Do people ever complain that they have difficulty in

seeing you - that your appointment secretary or adminis-

trative assistant is too strict in scheduling your

appointments? (Probe: what does R think of these

complaints?)

Some people claim that staff people make decisions that

should only be made by duly constituted officials. Do

you think that this is true or not?

a. To what extent do you feel that this is a problem

that any elected governmental or party official has

to face?

b. Has this been a problem in your organization?

Great

Limited

No problem

c. How do you, in your mind, distinguish between those

decisions that are properly staff, properly official

or neither?

Do you ever find yourself in disagreement with members of

your staff on a proposed course of action or not?

a. How frequently does this occur

b. On what types of matters is this most likely to occur?

c. When this occurs, what do you usually do? (Probe:

seek outside advice, make up own mind, follow advice

of staff)
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To what extent would you say that most of the members of

your staff should agree with you on political questions?

a. On what kinds of questions do you expect that your

staff should be in agreement with you? (Probe:

issues, strategy and tactics, administrative questions)

b. IF RESPONDENT GAVE EVIDENCE OF REQUIRING HIGH AGREE-

MENT: Is there room on your staff for the technically

qualified person whose viewpoints are not shared by

yourself but who submerges these views out of

loyalty to you or not?

(1) In what types of positions could such a person

work?

Have you ever had a person on your staff whose views were

essentially opposed to yours or not?

a. What position did he hold?

b. How long did he work on the staff?

c. What was the general nature of the disagreement?

(Probe: ideological, strategy, administrative)

5. Would you evaluate the situation as satisfactory,

tolerable or unsatisfactory?

under what circumstances do you feel that staff members

are likely to take too much authority on themselves?

a. Has this ever been a problem in your organization or

not? (Probe: circumstances)

b. Are there any types of positions that tend to

generate this problem more than others? (Probe:

publie relations, men, administrative personnel, or

what?

Are there members of your staff, who by the very nature

of their location or type of work have greater discretion

in making decisions than others?

a. What staff members are these?

b. Have you ever felt that efforts should be made to

tighten up your control over these people or not?
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Have there or have there not been any circumstances when

you have wished that your staff had presented you with

more information than they did, or raised problems that

had not been called to your attention?

a. under what circumstances has this occurred?

b. How much of this was owing to inadvertence - deliberate?

c. How do you handle cases when you feel that this was

inadvertent - deliberate?

Have you ever had to dismiss a staff person?

a. What were the circumstances surrounding his dismissal

or the reason for his dismissal?

b. IF RESPONDENT SAYS, ”NO.” In general what do you

consider the grounds for dismissing a member of your

staff?

When a technical point comes up in a piece of legislation

(or in a speech), to whom do you usually go for informa-

tion?

Assign staff member

Outside expert

Administrative agency

a. How frequently does this occur?

Do you use any system for checking the reliability or

validity of this information or not? (Probe: what kind

of system; does he take expert's word for it?)

In what two or three areas have you wished that you had

more knowledge so that you could check up on the advice

given you by a staff member?

Generally speaking, at what phase of a solution of a

problem do you utilize your staff? (Use examples - assign

staff to dig up preliminary data; discuss with staff after

you have made up your mind, etc.?
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Do you have any staff members that you feel would be very

difficult to replace? (Probe: why?)

a. Are there certain periods when replacement is a more

difficult problem than at other periods? (Probe: during

campaigns, legislative sessions, budget periods,

etc. ‘

b. Is there any sense in which staff members become

more difficult to control during these periods or

not? ‘

In general, what proportion of your time do you spend

supervising your staff?

a. What types of problems require your supervision?

b. How do you supervise your staff? (Probe: periodic

staff meetings, frequent memos, day by day personal

contact) ~

c. Do you assign any one person the task of overseeing

the work of your staff or do you work with each one

individually? (Probe: any kind of chain of command?)

d. To what extent do you expect your staff to "work on

their own”?

(1) In what areas can they do this? (Probe: public

relations, office appointments or what?)

e. Do you require any type of periodic report either

written or oral?

British political parties have what amounts to a civil

service for their staff members. (Explanation: recruit

them at the bottom; run schools for them: promote them

up the ladder slowly.)

Query: Do you think that this would be a good system

for American parties to adopt? (Probe: does

respondent view political staffers as neutral,

interchangeable rts, free from factional

interests, etc.?)8

Do you think that political science departments in our

colleges and universities should seek to train people

with special skills for party staff positions?
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a. Would you prefer a man with this type of training

over the person with ”practical” experience?

b. What type of training should be included in such a

program?

During the remaining minutes I would like to take

up with you some questions that political scientists and

public officials have discussed for years.

30. Do you feel that your decisions should reflect primarily

the thinking of your constituents or your own convictions?

a. What is your reaction to the need for party discipline

when the party position differs with that of your

views or those of your constituents?

31. Do you feel that consulting with legislative representa-

tives or lobbyists is helpful or not helpful to you?

a. In what way helpful?

32. Are there any circumstances underwhich you feel it

necessary to accept the advice of experts rather than

listening to your constituents or party?

a. On balance, do you feel that this in any way represents

a violation of the American system of representative

government?

33. How often do you feel that our state and federal adminis-

trative agencies run things independently of legislative

or political control? (Does this constitute a danger to

American democracy?)

34. In your opinion, to what extent do you feel that the

public is capable of making a rational decision relative

to a major public issue?

Now I would like to get a little bit of information on

your background.

1. Estimate age or decade
 

2. In what state were you born?
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In what type of locality were you raised?

Major U.S. city Small city

Large city Small town

Medium sized city Farm

What was your father's occupation?
 

Self employed?
 

What was the highest level your father and mother reached

in school?

Father

Mother

WOuld you mind giving me the details of your education?

School Locetion Degree Date

High School

College

Graduate work

What was your occupation before going into politics?

Major
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APPENDIX D

Interview Schedule: Pelitiee; Staff

What does your job consist of - what do you do?

a. Do you have any duties outside your specialty?

Yes No
  

Are you presently engaged in essentially the same

activities as when you first took on your job or not?

Yes No
  

If no, how has your job changed in function since you

first took it over? (Probe: Has he remade the job

himself?)

In general, have things turned out pretty much as you

expected when you took the job or not?

Turned out pretty well as expected

Turned out quite differently (Probe: In what

ways?)

How long have you been in political staff work?

Number of years

Do you enjoy your work?

Yes No
  

Does it have any particular satisfactions?

Enables one to meet nice people
 

Keeps one in touch with important events

Is intellectually stimulating

Well paid

Provides outlet for training and skills

(Specify)
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. Provides opportunities to get other job offers

High prestige position

Opportunities for travel
 

Enables individual to be creative

Provides individual with freedom to work on

his own and organize own time

Pleasant co-workers

Other

Does it have any particular draw-backs or dissatisfactions

connected with it?

In

a.

b.

0.

Long hours

Low pay
 

.____;Too close supervision

_____Person must swallow the “party line"

_____unpleasant associates

.____gPeople in politics are crude or immoral

‘_____Little sense of accomplishment provided

Takes person out of the main stream of his

profession

'Difficult to move to another position

unstable future

Other

general, what are your chances of advancement?

good poor

To what kind of job?

How long will you have to wait for advancement?

What are your chances for a salary increase?

good _____poor
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d. Compared with similar occupations, do you feel that

you are being adequately paid for the services you

render?

Yes No
  

(1) What would you consider to be the proper

remuneration for your job?

(2) Most of us at times think of making a professional

move. Can you tell me what circumstances or

inducements would make you seriously think of

changing jobs?

6. You have had opportunities to work with or view staff

people from both political parties. 00 there seem to be

any group of traits that characterize most of the people

you have met who hold jobs as political staffers. Do

they have any particular traits in common?

Yes No
  

.____eAbility to meet and work with people

_____Aggressiveness, extroversion

,____;Extreme loyalty

___Intellectuality and intelligence

Drive and ambition
 

Imagination
 

Smooth operators

Friendly, pleasant personalities
 

Cautious

Other

 

 

7. Are there any particular skills that you consider to be

indispensable in doing your job?

Ability to work with people

Ability to handle details

Ability to write press releases and speeches
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_____Ability to speak publicly

_____gAbility to do research

_____Imagination

_____Other

a. Did you learn these things through on-the-job

experience or were you trained before taking a

political staff job?

,____;On-the-job experience

p____Previous training (What type: )

8. Who tells you what to do - defines your problems for you?

(Find out who his boss is)

9. Do you work under close supervision or are you allowed a

good deal of freedom to organize your own work?

Good deal of freedom

Close supervision (under whose supervision?)
 

Depends
 

a. In what ways are you supervised?

Fr enc

Day by day contact
  

Staff meetings

Chain of command

 

 

Written reports

Other

 
 

 
 

10. Are there any particular types of tasks on which you can

work quite independent of supervision?

Writing press releases and news letters

Writing speeches
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Research

Campaign coordination - setting speaking engage-

ments, etc.

 

_____Setting up conventions and meetings

__Office management

_____0rganizational field work

_____Correspondence

_____Setting up appointments

_____0ther

a. What are the areas within your specialty in which you

are given the freest hand?

11. As you well know, every job has its difficult aspects.

Can you give me some idea of the main problems you run

into in carrying out your assignments?

Lack of sufficient time

Lack of sufficient facilities and materials

Unclear directions
 

Difficulty in getting to consult with superior
 

Difficulty in getting to consult with co-workers
 

Difficult staff relations
 

Difficulty in obtaining cooperation of volunteer

workers

 

Lack of sufficient information on which to make

decisions

Other

12. WOuld you say your work largely preceeds the making of

decisions by the politician or is it largely that of

implementing the decisions already arrived at.

Preceeds decisions of politician

Implements decisions already arrived at

Other
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a. Prohe: under what circumstances are you most likely

to influence a decision?

When political leader lacks information

and/or background on a specific matter

When political leader is unavailable or

out of office

 

When politician is engaged in extreme

periods of activity

Other

13. When you have a good idea - one that will help the party

- to whom do you go with it? (Probe: Is this the key

to decisional point?)

a. What do you do if it gets pigeon-holed?

Drop the matter

Take it up with other staff members

Take it up with other political leaders

in party

Take it up with outside agendies or

individuals - pressure group, newspaper

man, etc. (Specify)

Raise it again with the political leader

Other

14. Does your boss ever ask your advice on major policy

questions or not?

Yes
 

NO
 

Depends

a. Concerning what matters is this most likely to occur?
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b. To what extent does he follow your suggestions?

Follows them quite closely
 

Uses segments
 

Drastically reworks them
 

Tends to reject them

Other

 

c. Set up hypothetical situations -- press releases;

speeches; speaking engagements, etc. (Probe:

what kind of advice given?)

15. To what extent does your boss have the knowledge and

background to evaluate the information or advice you

give him?

Good deal

Limited

 

Depends on area or subject

None

16. How is your boss at grasping technical details?

Good

Fair

 

 

Poor
 

’ Depends
 

a. Has he a degree of expertise in the matters you

are concerned with?

Yes
 

No
 

Depends
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b. To what extent does he say, ”You set this up as you

think best?”

Frequently

Never

Depends

Are there, in your opinion, any circumstances under

which information should be withheld from your boss

(or an appointment not made)?

Yes
 

No
 

Depends
 

a. Have you ever done this? (Probe for circumstances)

WOuld you say that you are in basic political agreement

with your boss or not?

Yes

.____;No

a. In what areas do you differ?

Issues (Specify)
 

Office management

Strategy and tactics (Specify)

Other

 

 

 

Do you ever find yourself in the middle of a factional

dispute in the party?

Yes

No

a. If yes, what were the circumstances?
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In matters such as this, where the whole party is

involved, do you feel_that your first loyalty is

with your bossor that faction of the party you feel

is right?

With the boss

With the faction he feels is right

Depends
 

Are there any circumstances under which you would

break with your boss?

Yes No
  

When political leader adopts a policy

position opposed to respondents

Diametrically

Moderately

When political leader refuses to communicate

ideas to you

When political leader refuses to make

instructions clear

When political leader refuses to make use

of your ideas

Over-work

Other

Can you do your job without getting involved in

matters involving your personal convictions -- what

place do you feel that individual convictions should

play in a job like yours?

Have no real place - job is to implement

the convictions of the boss

Are the basis for making suggestions only

Are the only basis for effective party

staff work

Other
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How would a shake-up in the power structure of the party

affect your job?

_____W0uld lose job

Would result in less discretion

Would result in a reduction in amount of advice

one would give

Would require that one “lay low” for awhile

Would make no difference

Would you say that you are in basic political agreement

with the other staff members?

a.

D.

Yes No
 

 

If no, what are the areas of disagreement?

Issues (Specify)

Approach to public statements

Approach to campaign techniques
 

Approach to grass roots organization
 

Party leadership

Finances
 

Candidates

Other

What are the things that happen that lead you to

these conclusions? (Probe both areas of agreement

and disagreement)

(For legislative staff): To what extent do you engage

in the following activities?

a.

b.

0.

Brief legislator on issues and bills before the House

Prepare speeches for the floor or statements for

committee

Draft legislation
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Talk to lobbyists as member's representative

Draft letters for member's signature

I would like to ask you some questions concerning the

way various assignments are handled in your office.

a.

b.

When you are assigned to write a s ech are you

usually given an outline, notes on gfie subjects to

be covered or what?

Topic only

Outline

Note on the subjects to be covered

Nothing
 

Other
 

(1) To what extent do you consult with your boss on

what should be covered?

Hold conference on speech to kick

around ideas

Discuss touchy points only

Hardly any consultation.until speech

is written

No consultation
 

(2) To what extent does he rewrite what you have

written?

Frequently

Infrequently
 

Never

In the matter of newsletters and press peleasee -

to what extent is t e as 0 da y or wee y re-

leases turned over to you?

Completely

Respondent asks whether there should be a

newsletter or release

Waits for instructions



d.

e.

340

(1) Do you have to clear subjects and content with

your boss?

Yes

no

 

 

Depends
 

a) Are there circumstances under which clearance

is not required?

When release or newsletter does

not cover controversial or

sensitive subject

When boss is out campaigning or

otherwise too busy to discuss

matter

Other

What about eeppeepepgehee, do you answer a good deal

of the boss a mail

Yes No
  

(1) What types of letters do you have complete

responsibility for?

(2) What types of correspondence do you have to

clear with the boss?

(3) To what extent does your boss read over the

letters you have prepared for him?

(h) Do the same general rules apply to memos to

other politicians, officials, party officials,

etc.?

In the matter of intments, what decisions are

you free to make?

In the area of peecenep opganizatieh are you free to -

(1) Set up local meetings on your own?

Yes No Depends
   

(2) Recruit local workers on your own?

Yes No Depends
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(3) Spend money on local projects on your own?

Yes No Depends
   

(0) Get people to run in the campaign?

Yes No Depends
  

24. Let's look at some hypothetical examples.

b.

In making eppeintments, Mr. X is on the calendar

but Mr. Y comes in and you think he should see your

boss. Do you or the appointment secretary have the

right to change the original appointment without

consulting the boss?

Yes

No

 

 

Depends
 

(1) What would the procedure be - would you talk to

Mr. Y first to ascertain the nature of his

business with your boss or what?

In writing ppess releases - you have one release

planned but a new situation demands a revision of

your original statement. Are you expected to con-

tact your boss or can you go ahead and revise the

statement?

Must contact boss
 

Can go ahead and revise the statement
 

Should present alternatives
 

Depends

(1) If something comes up that you think would make

a good release, if you cannot clear it with your

boss do you bury it, release it, or what?

Bury it

Release it

Postpone it

Other
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c. In arranging a speaking engagement - a specific

meeting is arranged but circumstances require its

cancellation. Do you have the authority to change

your boss's itinerary without consulting him?

Yes

No

 

 

Depends

25. Do you feel that you are given enough freedom and discre-

tion for you to adequately do your job or do you some-

times feel that you do not have sufficient discretion to

do your job well?

Adequate discretion

Inadequate discretion

Depends
 

a. In what areas do you feel it would help the operation

if you had more discretion?

26. Are there certain circumstances underwhich you have more

discretion than at other times?

a. Are there certain matters on which you are given

wider discretion than others?

27. Do you think that certain types of staff jobs lend them-

selves to greater discretion than others? (Probe:

location, nature of work, etc.)

28. To what extent are there people on the staff that take

too many things on themselves -- make decisions without

consulting the boss?

a. What types of decisions do they make that you feel

should be cleared with the boss?

29. Do you think that there are any matters which the political

leaders should not discuss with the staff?

Yes No
  

What?
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Is there any particular member of the staff that seems to

have more influence with the boss than others?

a. Why? .

Due to particular rapport with the boss

Pleasing personality

Common socio-economic background
 

Due to person's particular competencies

or skills

 

Job puts him in close contact with the boss

Job is particularly crucial to the success

of the party

Job is at the top of the staff hierarchy

Other

To what extent do you consult with other staff members?

_____Often

__Infrequently

_____;Depends

a. What types of consultation take place?

_____Staff meetings

_____Informal discussions

_____Regular memos and reports

Other
 

b. Do you ever talk over a proposal you plan to present

to the political leaders with other staff members

before you present it?

Yes No
  

Frequently

Infrequently

Never
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a) under what circumstances is this done?

(Example)

b) Do you ever plan how a new proposal is to

be presented?

Yes No Depends
  

32. Do staff members get together for social engagements?

  

 

Yes No

_____Often

Infrequently

Never
 

a. What about the boss, is he usually included?

  

 

 

Yes No

Often

Infrequently

Never
 

b. Does he attend?

  

Yes No

____Often

____Infrequent1y

Never

33. In almost any group there are going to be people who

stay pretty much to themselves. Do you have some of

these people on your staff? (Is this because they do

not wish to mingle or because they are excluded, or why?)

Do not wish to mingle

Excluded

Other
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35.
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a. Does this make a difference in the operation of the

 

 

staff?

Yes

No

_____Depends

What contacts do you have with rank and file members of

the party?

Primarily as an outgrowth of the job

Social contacts

Volunteer party work in which R participates

outside job

Part of faction of the party

Professional or business

Other

To what extent do you maintain contacts with professional

people outside the party - social scientists, journalists

or other people in a profession similar to yours?

Other staff people
 

Academicians
 

Government employees
 

Professional people
 

Journalists
 

Other

a. What is the nature of these contacts?

Professional

Social

 

 

Consultative
 

Other
 



36.

37.

38.

3%

To what extent does your boss consult with persons out-

side the staff?

a.

b.

 

 

 

 

Frequently

Infrequently

Never

Depends

For what purposes?

_____To discuss issues (Specify)

To discuss political strategy

Types of statements to make
 

Advertising media

Gimmicks
 

‘ Organizational problems,

Does this create any problems for the staff?

Yes No
 

\

undercuts advice function of staff - re-

duces acceptance of staff ideas

Reduces staff discretion

Short circuits communication system

Other

Going back briefly to the matter of consultation between

staff, how do you feel about the degree of consultation

among staff members? (Probe: is it sufficient; is

there a felt need to obtain unanimity; do staff members

want to set the boss straight?)

Some people say that staff specialists make decisions

that should only be made by elected officials. Do you

think that this is true?

 

No
 



39.

#0.

ti .

42.

#3.

3“?

a. Has this ever been a problem in your office?

Yes No
 

 

Wauld you say that legislative staff aids, staff aids to

elected executive officials, and party staff persons

have much the same kind of job or are there major dif-

ferences?

(Probe: How do they perceive their job -- to what extent

are their perspectives similar, communicate with each

other, hold attitudes in common?)

Much the same type of job

Major differences

Do you feel that a politician's decisions should reflect

primarily the thinking of his constituents or his own

convictions?

Do you feel that legislators consulting with legislative

representatives or lobbyists in any way represents a

violation of the American system of representative

government?

How often do you feel that our state and federal adminis-

trative agencies run things independently of legislative

or political control?

In your opinion, to what extent do you feel that the

public is capable of making a rational decision relative

to a major public issue?

Do you feel that the amount of discretion you take in

your job in any way violates the manner in which the

official party leadership is representative of the rank

and file party member.
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APPENDIX F

Indices of Competitiveness

Political Scientists have devised a number of different

indices designed to show the degree of inter-party competi-

tiveness in the states.1 The validity of any one of these

indices depends, however, upon the use to which it is put

and the type of political phenomena being studied.

The central problem facing this writer is that of

devising an index of inter-party competition that reflects

not only the actual competitive situation in any given state

but also something of the perceptien of coppepitiveness held

by the professional politicians who allocate resources and

build party staffs. The index, therefore, must reflect

three assumptions concerning the manner in which the cur-

rent party leaders will perceive the competitive situation

in their state. These assumptions are:

l. The party leadership will seek to assess its chances

of winning any given election in a rational manner. That is,

they will seek to allocate resources, build up the type of

staff, etc. which will enable them to maximize their chances

 

18cc Austin Ranney and Wilmoore Kendall, ”The American

Party Systems,” The American Politic 1 Science Review, XLVIII

(June 19gb), h77— 85; Joseph ch esinger, A wo-Dimen-

sional Sc cue for Classifying the States According to Degree

of Inter-Party Competition,“ Ibid., XLIX , (December,l955),

1120-1128: V. 0. Key, Jr., American State Politics: An

Introduction (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1956), p. 99; and

IuTius Turner, ”Primary Elections as the Alternative to Party

Competition in 'Safe' Districts,” _ppppe;_e£_ge;epeee,"xv

(Kaye‘1953). 197-210.
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of winning in terms of their perception of those chances.

2. In assessing their chances of winning, the party

leadership will be most highly influenced by the peppehp

competitive situation.

3. The perception by the party leadership of their

current competitive situation will be colored by their

“memory“ -- the historical competitive structure of their

state.

To employ an index used solely to measure party

competition over a span of twenty or more years (Schlesinger;

Ranney and Kendall systems) is hardly reflective of the per-

ception of the party leadership of the current competitive

situation. As Standing and Robinson state, “Candidates and

electors are more likely to consider recent than ancient

history in assessing the outcome of the next electoral

situation.2 On the other hand, indices that take into

account merely the immediate situation (Turner; Standing and

Robinson) overlook the psychological effect of “memory“.

To overcome these difficulties, an index has been

devised for this study that takes into account both the con-

temporary and historical competitive situation. Assuming

that the major motivation for developing a party staff is

the perception by the party leadership of their chances of

winning the gubernatorial contest, that office is used as

 

2William 3. Standing and James A. Robinson, 'Inter-

party Competition and Primary Contesting: The Case of Indiana,"

The Afifiniséfl Peliticel Sceence heview, LII (December, 1958).

1068.
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the basis for determining inter-party competition. This

index can be described as follows:

First, the states were classified as ”competitive“,

“cyclically competitive”, or "one-party"3 over the period

1900-1958 on the basis of the Schlesinger Two-Dimensional -

scheme.“ This was called the state's ”historical rating”.

A second step involved the determination of the state's

”contemporary rating“. To determine this an adaptation of

the Standing-Robinson formula was employed.5 This formula

is as follows:

1. The last five elections constitute the contem-

porary period.6

2. The states in which the minority party won two of

the five elections were designed as competitive for the period.

3. States in which the minority party won one

election in the period were designated as marginally com-

petitive for the period.

 

3Each classification was further subdivided into

categories marked “marginal“ when the classification was too

difficult to accurately determine. '

“Schlesinger, pp. cit. Data was taken from his ”The

Structure of Competition for Office in the American States,‘.

Behavior 1 Scien e, V (July, 1960), 197-210.

SStanding, pp. 943., pp. 1068-1069.

6Although the use of an arbitrary number of elections

involves a different span of time from state to state, it

was assumed that psychologically, party strategists are more

inclined to think in terms of recent elections than in terms

of a span of years. Also, in almost every instance, no

election occurred before 1942, making the time span for

most states the late World War II or post-war period to the

present.
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4. All other states were designated as non-competitive

for the period unless the winning margin in the last election

was less than the median vote fluctuation for the period

1900-1958. In such instances the state was classified as

marginally competitive.7 Third, a “final rating“ was

established for each state by combining the historical and

contemporary ratings as follows:

1. States which had oneéparty (or non-competitive)

ratings for both historical and contemporary periods were

designated as “historically non-competitive“.

2. States which had competitive ratings for both

historical and contemporary periods were designated as

“historically competitive”.

3. All states whose historical and contemporary

ratings differed were placed under a classification marked

“transitional“ and further sub-divided as follows:

a. Currently non-competitive.

b. Currently competitive

c. Currently marginally competitive

Following is a summary of the ratings for each state.

 

7This data taken from Joseph A. Schlesinger ;'Fluctua-

tions in the Vote for Governor” (unpublished table).
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State Party Competitiveness Ratings for Governor

 

Contemporary Historical Final

State Rating Rating Rating

Alabama 0-0 0.11 i 0.0

Arizona C-B C-D C

Arkansas O-D O-D O-D

California M-B O-R T:MC-R

Colorado C-D C-D C

Connecticut C-D C-R ’ C

Delaware M-R O-R T:MC-R

Florida O-D O-D 0-D

Georgia 0-D O-D O-D

Idaho' M-R C-R T:MC-R

Illinois C-R C-R C

Indiana C-R C-R C

Iowa C-R Cy-R C

Kansas C-R O-R T:C

Kentucky M-D O-D T:MC-D

Louisiana O-D O-D O-D

Maine M-R Cy-R T:MC-R

Maryland C-D 0-11 T:C

Massachusetts C-D MC-R C

Michigan M-D c-s MC-D

Minnesota C-D MC-R C

Mississippi O-D O-D O-D
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Contemporary Historical Final

State Rating Rating Rating

Missouri M-D C-D T:MC-D

Montana M-R C-D T:MC-R

Nebraska M-R Cy-R T:MC-R

Nevada C-D C-D C

New Hampshire M-R* O-R T:MC-R

New Jersey C-R C-D C

New Mexico C-R C-D C

New York M-R C-D T:MC-R

Nerth Carolina AO-D O-D O-D

North Dakota M-R* O-R T:MC-R

Ohio M-D C-D T:MC-D

Oklahoma O-D O-D O-D

Oregon M-R* O-R T:MC-R

Pennsylvania C-R O-R T:C-R

Rhode Island M-D Cy-D T-MC-D

South Carolina O-D O-D O-D

South Dakota M-R O-R T:MC-R

Tennessee O-D O-D O-D

Texas O-D ' 0-0 0-0

Utah C-R C-D C

Vermont M-R* O-R T:MC-R

Virginia O-D O-D O-D

Washington C-R C-R C
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Contemporary Historical Final

State. Rating Rating Rating

West Virginia M-D C-D T:MC-D

Wisconsin M-R O-R T:MC-R

wyoming C-D C-D C

Alaska

Hawaii

 

“State whose winning margin in last election was less

than median vote fluctuation of the period 1900-1958.

Note: Abbreviations are as follows:

0 a One-party

C a Competitive

M = Marginally competitive

Cy a Cyclically competitive

MC 2 Marginally competitive

T = Transitional

R = Republican Party dominant

D = Democratic Party dominant
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For purposes of this study, therefore, the states can

be classified as to their inter-party competitive structure

as follows:

Hyepppieelly an-Competitlve fop Govephop

Democratic Dominant: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,

Georgia, Louisiana, Missis-

sippi, North Carolina,

Oklahoma, South Carolina,

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia

Republican Dominant: None

Hietopieally Competitive for gpvernep

Colorado, Arizona, Connecticut, Illinois,

Indiana, Iowa, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada,

New Jersey, New Mexico, Utah, Washington,

wyoming

Tpepsitipnal

Currently non-competitive for governor

Democratic Dominant: None

Republican Dominant: None

Currently competitive for governor

Democratic Dominant: Kansas, Maryland

Republican Dominant: Pennsylvania

Currently marginally competitive

Democratic Dominant: Kentucky, Michigan,

Missouri, Ohio, Rhode

Island, West Virginia

Republican Dominant: California, Delaware,

Idaho, Maine, Montana,

Nebraska, New Hampshire,

New York, North Dakota,

Oregon, South Dakota,

vermont, Wisconsin
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