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Abstract 

The paper presents a theoretical and technical outline 
for a cross-national comparative study of business associations. 
It starts with a discussion of the reasons for studying the 
organizational properties of business associations i n the 
context of a political-economic theory of neo-corporatism. 
The paper identifies two clusters of independent variables 
that are assumed to affect the organizational structure of 
business interest intermediaries: properties of the represented 
group ("Logic of Membership") and properties of the State and 
other p o l i t i c a l institutions such as trade unions ("Logic of 
Influence"). It goes on to "develop a model of the organizational 
properties of business associations as they respond to these 
two logics and to other functional exigencies ("Logic of Goal 
Formation" and "Logic of Effective Implementation"). In a 
further step, the paper suggests four organizational dimensions 
("Domains", "Structures", "Resources", "Outputs") in which the 
"organizational development" of business associations from 
lower to higher levels of "organized complexity" and "strategic 
autonomy" can be studied. The paper i s concluded by an empirical 
research design and a description of the organization of the 
project. A l i s t of the variables included, the definition of 
the economic sectors selected for study, and a set of operational 
indicators to be applied by a l l participating national research 
teams are contained in an Appendix. 



Zusammenfassung 

Das Papier enthält einen theoretischen und methodischen Ent
wurf für eine international vergleichende Studie von Wirt
schaftsverbänden. Es beginnt mit einer Diskussion der Gründe 
für eine Untersuchung der organisatorischen Eigenschaften 
von Wirtschaftsverbänden im Zusammenhang der politisch-öko
nomischen Theorie des Neo-Korporatismus. Das Papier benennt 
zwei Gruppen von unabhängigen Variablen, die die Organisa
tionsstruktur von intermediären Wirtschaftsverbänden beein
flussen: Eigenschaften der vertretenen Gruppen ("Mitglieder-
Logik") und Eigenschaften des Staates und anderer politischer 
Institutionen wie Gewerkschaften ("Einfluß-Logik"). Im An
schluß daran wird ein Modell der organisatorischen Eigen
schaften von Wirtschaftsverbänden als Ausdruck der Einwirkung 
der beiden genannten "Logiken" sowie anderer funktionaler 
Zwänge ("Logik der Zielformierung", "Logik der effektiven 
Zielverwirklichung") entwickelt. Danach werden 
vier organisatorische Dimensionen vorgeschlagen ("Domänen", 
"Strukturen", "Resourcen", ""Tätigkeiten"), in denen die 
"organisatorische Entwicklung" von Wirtschaftsverbänden von 
niedrigeren zu höheren Niveaus "organisierter Komplexität" 
und "strategischer Autonomie" untersucht werden kann. Das 
Papier endet mit einem empirischen Forschungsplan und einer 
Beschreibung der Projektorganisation. Eine Liste der einbe
zogenen Variablen, die Abgrenzung der für die empirische 
Untersuchung ausgewählten Wirtschaftssektoren und ein Satz 
operationeller Indikatoren, der von allen teilnehmenden For
schungsgruppen gleichermaßen verwendet wird, sind in >einem 
Appendix enthalten. 
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I. 'WHY STUDY THE ORGANIZATION OF BUSINESS INTERESTS ? 

1.1. THE SUBSTANTIVE PROBLEM: Business Interests as the Subject of 
Associative Action 

The efforts of business to advance or defend i t s interests c o l l e c t i v e l y 

have attracted surprisingly l i t t l e attention from scholars. At the very 

f i r s t meeting of the German Sociological Association in 1907 Max Weber ad

vocated assigning very high p r i o r i t y to the systematic study of Vereins-

wesen in general and to the associative a c t i v i t i e s of business i n particular. 

The emergence of these new forms of collective action, he argued, should 

be related e x p l i c i t l y to fundamental transformations of social values and 

material existence. Despite distinguished early contributions' 

from German scholars such as. R. von Kaufmann (1879), R. Graetzer (.1890), 

R. Liefmann (1897), H.A. Buech (1904), G. Schmoller (1905), G. Kessler 

(1907), W. Kuhlemann (1908-13), S. Tschierschky (1908, 1913), H.E. Kriiger 

(1909), Adolf Weber (1910), Leo Miiffelmann (1912), E. Lederer (1912, 1922), 

E. Tatarin-Tarnheyden (1922), H. Lechtape (1926), and E. Hamm (1929), 

Weber's plea has gone largely unanswered. Especially since the Second 

World War, research on business associations f e l l into the mould of "press

ure group studies", inspired by work done earlier in the United States. 

European country after European country was "covered" by isolated descrip

tive monographs, most without h i s t o r i c a l depth and . cut off from broader, 

theoretically informed, analyses of social and economic trends. 

The literature on contemporary p o l i t i c s in Western Europe continues, 

of course, to' abound with references to the a c t i v i t i e s of individual 

"captains of industry", the role of specific enterprises, and the imputed 

influence of capitalists as a class, but reliable information, much less 

analysis, on the resources, organizational characteristics, attitudes, 
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ac t i v i t i e s and strategies of formal associations specialized in the pro

motion and•protection of trade and/or employer interests i s rare. Even 

rarer are efforts to explain how these dimensions of interest p o l i t i c s 

evolve over time and change in response to varying contexts and c o n f l i c t s . 

This conspicuous silence on the subject of "organizing c a p i t a l i s t s " 

compared, for example, to the considerable noise generated by the topic of 

"organizing workers" i s puzzling.. Part of i t may stem from the greater sym

pathy aroused by "wage slaves" and "exploited underdogs",' and a general 

p o l i t i c a l orientation in the scholarly community which has looked on the 

collective efforts of employers at defending their interests as less l e g i t 

imate and certainly less heroic than comparable efforts of workers. Some 

of the lack of attention may be attributed to the secrecy and confidential

i t y which tends to surround the operation of business associations and, 

hence, greater problems of acc e s s i b i l i t y by scholars to the data necessary 

to evaluate objectively the role of such associations in the p o l i t i c a l l i f e 

of advanced Western democracies. 

But a major reason why research has bypassed this topic — after the 

promising but abortive start in the f i r s t decades of this century —• i s that 

observers of quite different ideological and p o l i t i c a l persuasions have 

tended to agree that such e x p l i c i t — formally organized — expressions of 

class, sectoral or professional interest are relatively unimportant in the 

p o l i t i c a l process. Although the data on which this assumption i s based 

are very scanty and the judgments quite impressionistic, the suspicion per

sists that the "real" promotion and protection of business interests some

how flows through other channels of representation and influence. 

Conservatives point to the continuous volume of complaints, unsatis

fied demands and defensive actions as evidence for the Impotence of "pro

ducer" associations, and to the steady increase i n state regulation of 
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firms and public interference with markets as proof of the clout of "anti-

business" interests. 

Liberal p l u r a l i s t s observe the vast number and variety of fragmented, 

overlapping propertied interests organized into multiple, specialized as

sociations with varying resources and precarious existences and deny both 

the existence of some imputed, unified, distinctive, interest of business 

as a class and the relevance of paying any more special attention to this 

"group" than to, say, anti-vivisectionists, a i r l i n e passengers or tax-payers. 

The silence on the part of Marxists i s a b i t more d i f f i c u l t to under

stand. For them, the class interests of capitalists are real and appreci

able, and presumably they must somehow .be e x p l i c i t l y organized, or, at 

least, consciously coordinated. Many contemporary Marxists may (unknowing

ly) be agreeing with the sociological observation put forth by Friedrich 

Engels already in 1881 that: 

Capitalists are always organized. They need in most cases no formal 

union, no rules, o f f i c e r s , etc. Their smaller number, as compared 

with that of workmen, the fact of their forming a separate class, 

their constant social and commercial intercourse stand them in l i e u 

of that. (1940, 17) 

If business interests do not, (cannot?), find expression through formal as-

sociational channels, the focus of attention must s h i f t to other, less v i s 

ible, coordinative arrangements such as banks (Hilferding, 1910); inter

locking corporate directorates (Warner and Unwalla, 1967; Allen, 1974) or 

social gatherings (Domhoff, 1974). "Structural" Marxists may pre

fer to take refuge in the axiomatic position that the contemporary state 

performs the function of mediating and coordinating the higher general 

interests of c a p i t a l i s t reproduction. The observable, immediate and often 
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contradictory expressions of interest on the part of capi t a l i s t s and their 

associations are, at best, to be treated as an il l u s o r y , convenient facade 

designed to provide the state with a false image of neutrality and uni

v e r s a l i t y - At worst, they could be regarded as an impediment to the r e a l i z 

ation of the class 1 longer term interest i n accumulation and expanded re

production. Ergo, business should not organize into autonomous associations 

or, i f i±v.doesy those i n positions of state power should be careful not to 

pay attention to these organizations. 

Eppur s i muove! Despite a l l these reasons why employers and entre

preneurs should not form, associations or why, i f they do, they are not l i k e l y 

to be successful, the owners and managers of productive property have joined 

with each other in formal organizations to advance and defend their interests. 

Especially since the decade in which Engels wrote, "trades unions of capita-

t a l i s t s " , as he called them, have emerged in large numbers. They have, at 

least in certain cases, acquired a substantial density of membership and 

amassed considerable physical and human resources. They have even succeeded, 

in some countries and policy arenas, in establishing themselves as indis

pensable intermediaries in the exchanges between individual c a p i t a l i s t s , 

their firms and the state, and as important dispensers of services 

to their members and wider publics. 

Unless we are willing to believe that businessmen create, join and 

support such associations a l t r u i s t i c a l l y and/or i r r a t i o n a l l y , or unless we 

are prepared to dismiss their a c t i v i t i e s as an elaborate (and expensive) 

charade, we must recognize that "trades unions of ca p i t a l i s t s " do exist 

and operate in response to important, calculable reasons and strategic 

motives, and that their presence in the p o l i t i c a l process w i l l have a s i g 

nificant policy impact. We must take a systematic look at why, when and. 
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how such associative efforts have occurred, and what have been the result

ant products of such efforts. 

Moreover, we have reasons to believe that their significance — direct 

and indirect, intended and unintended, positive and negative — has grown 

enormously in recent decades to the point that the organizational con

figuration and i n s t i t u t i o n a l resources of business 1 associations have be

come major determinants, not merely of. specific policy decisions, but of 

the general v i a b i l i t y of democratic regimes in advanced industrial societies. 

For reasons which w i l l be spelled out below, we are convinced that the de

velopment of a technical and p o l i t i c a l capacity on the part of "organized 

c a p i t a l i s t s " to enter into mutually binding social contracts with "organized 

workers" has already become in some countries and w i l l become i n others a 

central feature of the policy process. Already prefigured in the Social 

Peace Treaty and Saltsjobaden Agreement in Switzerland and Sweden in the 

late "1930s, this " l i b e r a l corporatist" device for reaching and implementing 

public policy has been widely recognized in recent years as an emergent 

trend i n other advanced industrial societies. What has been less clearly 

perceived i s that such arrangements, however formally or informally struc

tured, depend eventually on the acquisition of a similar organizational 

capacity and authority by business associations and labor organizations. 

Since both the abstract logic of associability and i t s concrete h i s t o r i c a l 

practice have been quite different for the two classes (not to mention 

even greater differences with other professions, sectors, interests), this 

poses an important organizational dilemma — one which has affected West

ern European and North American p o l i t i c s i n quite different ways. I t is 

these differences in the organizational structure and strategy of business 

interest associability which provide the central focus for our proposed 

collaborative research. 
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1.2. EXISTING RESEARCH 

The problematique sketched above has not gone unnoticed either by 

scholars working in several academic disciplines or by practitioners seek

ing policy solutions in advanced industrial societies. One expression of 

this i s the emergence several years ago of what has come to be called "an 

informal, nonspatial, unfunded working group on interest p o l i t i c s and 

policy-making in highly industrialized, advanced c a p i t a l i s t societies" 

(Schmitter, 1977a; 3) — a group whose members, in one way or another, 

have found i t useful to relate their work on interest associations and 

interest representation to the concepts of neo-,* l i b e r a l - or societal 

corporatism. Recently there has been an increasing number of books and 

a r t i c l e s on contemporary corporatism from authors who, in different ways 

and with differing intensity, have been participating in the discussions 

of this group. Some of the results of group meetings j o i n t l y sponsored by -

the International P o l i t i c a l Science Association and the International Socio

log i c a l Association are about to be published in two successive volumes 

edited by Philippe C. Schmitter and Gerhard Lehmbruch (Schmitter and Lehm-

bruch, 1979; Lehmbruch and Schmitter, 1980). The forthcoming collection of 

essays, "Organizing Interests in Western Europe", edited by Suzanne Berger 

from papers presented to meetings of the Social Science Research Council 

(New York), Committee on Western Europe, w i l l also bear dire c t l y on problems 

raised in the debate on contemporary corporatism and involves several pro

spective collaborators of the proposed project. 

Among the central issues of the recent discussion on corporatism in 

developed industrial societies is the problem of the "symmetry" of corpor

atism.interest intermediation. The context in which this problem is most 

evident is that of the corporatist management of industrial relations in 



7 

general and of "concerted" industrial and incomes policies in particular. 

According to a number of discussants, the corporatist intermediation of 

group interests means something fundamentally different for organized labor 

than for organized business. As for instance Panitch (1978) has argued, 

while i t may be true that the interests of labor are effectively transformed 

by neo-corporatist interest intermediation, the interests of capital are not 

- and cannot be because the basic structural properties of the c a p i t a l i s t 

system remain unchanged. Whatever interests on the part of workers and their 

organizations neo-corporatism may serve, therefore, basically i t has to be 

conceptualized as an arrangement to subject the interests of the working 

class to those of capital. In this sense, since the neo-corporatist mode of 

p o l i t i c a l control i s applicable only to labor and has to leave out capital, 

neo-corporatism, whatever else i t may be, remains a fundamentally asymmetri

cal p o l i t i c a l system. (For a more systematic discussion of the "symmetry" 

problem, see below, 1.3.3.) 

Another version of the "asymmetry hypothesis" has been put forward 

recently by Offe and Wiesenthal (1979). While Panitch concerns himself with 

the results of corporatist c o n f l i c t regulation on the s t a b i l i t y of the class 

structure, Offe and Wiesenthal discuss the problem i n terms of the organiz

ational properties of unions and business associations. According to Offe 

and Wiesenthal, the often assumed analogy between the "interest associations" 

of labor and capital exists only superficially. In re a l i t y , organized c o l 

lective action means something fundamentally different for workers than for 

capital owners. While workers to be able to realize their interests are de

pendent on the formation of a collective p o l i t i c a l w i l l , capital owners are 

not; their preferred, and in fact most e f f i c i e n t , way of action i s to re

spond individually to the constraints and opportunities offered by the market. 
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As a result, since collective organization i s much less important for 

business than i t i s for labor, the leadership potential of business as

sociations in relation to their members, and the possible degree of " p o l i t i -

cization" of business interests, i s for systematic reasons sig n i f i c a n t l y 

lower than that of labor unions. If this i s so, however, then the capacity 

of business associations to become, i n the same way as trade unions, i n 

stitutionalized participants i n neo-corporatist systems of societal compro

mise and control i s structurally limited. The conclusion i s , again, that 

neo-corporatist interest intermediation, to the extent that I t can at a l l 

function effectively, i s a basically asymmetrical system: while on the labor 

side the integration and institut i o n a l i z a t i o n of interest associations has 

a direct effect on'the definition of collective and individual interests 

and identities, on the side of capital the same process i s of only peripheral 

importance to the substance of the interests pursued and to the role and 

status of the members of the respective associations in society. 

While i n i t i a l l y the problem of symmetry in corporatist systems has 

been discussed mainly in theoretical terms, there i s now an increasing tend

ency to make i t the subject of empirical research. One major ongoing effor t 

in this area i s that by Gerhard Lehmbruch and others on the "quid pro quo" 

of a stable liberal-corporatist cooptation of labor, and on what Lehmbruch 

has termed the "neo-corporatist logic of exchange" (see Lehmbruch, 1978). 

The objective of this study, which l i k e the one proposed here i s inter

nationally comparative, i s to determine what "pay-offs" labor unions have 

demanded and received in exchange for cooperation in t r i p a r t i t e industrial 

and incomes policies; how different policy.issues and sectors of policy

making are linked in corporatist "package deals" to insure union cooperation; 

which "trade-offs" exist between such issues and sectors; and whether there 
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i s a measurable relationship between voluntary wage restraint of labor unions 

on the one hand and certain public policy outputs (such as an active labor 

market policy, a high level of public transfer payments, a favorable tax 

policy, etc.) on the other. The main achievement of this approach i s that 

i t gives the problem of "symmetry" an operational formulation, thus making 

the conditions of a stable neo-corporatist interest balance a matter of em

p i r i c a l comparative research rather than of general speculation. 

Like the project of Lehmbruch and others, the research effort proposed 

here i s concerned with the "symmetry" of corporatist interest intermediation. 

However, while Lehmbruch and his collaborators discuss the problem at the 

level of substantive policy outcomes, the present project i s to investigate 

the organizational structure of business interest associations as inter

mediary organizations in potential neo-corporatist policies. In this, i t for 

one thing represents an attempt to redress a particular asymmetry, not of inter

est intermediation as such, but of the previous empirical and theoretical re

search: i t s preoccupation with organizations of labor and i t s corresponding 

neglect of the organizations of business. For another thing, and on a sub

stantive level, the project takes up, and t r i e s to elaborate, some of the 

questions raised by Offe and Wiesenthal, attempting to deal with them em

p i r i c a l l y rather than i n an abstract, theoretical-deductive way. In fact, 

since Offe w i l l be one of the directors of the German case study, the project 

w i l l provide a rare opportunity for a collaborative exercise in the testing 

of conflicting hypotheses. There w i l l also be close contacts with the pro

ject of Lehmbruch and others which w i l l make i t possible to place the re

search on organizational properties and a c t i v i t i e s in the context of p o l i t i c a l 

issues and policies. 
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1.3. THE THEORETICAL DOMAIN 

The principal topics of the project can be summarized i n three question 

(1) Why should the owners of capital, possessing as they are the dis

cretionary power to invest, develop a need for collective interest represent 

ation, and what are the societal conditions determining the significance of 

class associations as instruments used by business i n the pursuit of i t s 

interests?; 

(2) What structural arrangements are required, given the basically i n 

dividualistic- and competitive structure of .business interests, for owners 

of capital to be able to associate with each other and to form collective 

interest organizations?; 

(3) Is collective interest representation of employers subject to the 

same d i a l e c t i c a l forces which have made workers organizations, o r i g i n a l l y 

set up solely to advance the interests of their constituents vis-a-vis other 

social groups, subsequently assume governing properties i n relation to their 

members? 

Each of these questions, in ways which w i l l be discussed below, refers to 

what one can c a l l the organizational dimension of business interest p o l i t i c s 

and i t i s to this dimension that the attention of the project w i l l be p r i 

marily directed. 

1.3.1. THE POLITICAL IMPERATIVES FOR BUSINESS ASSOCIABILITY 

In theoretical terms, the f i r s t of the three questions examines the 

organizational properties of business associations from the perspective of 

some central problems i n political-economic theory. Theories of p o l i t i c a l 

economy attempt to explain the structure and the functioning of p o l i t i c a l 

systems by reference to "underlying" economic structures. While in principle 
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the subject of political-economic theory is the relationship between econ

omic and p o l i t i c a l action in general, most of the debate tends to focus on 

the relations between Capital and the State in Western industrialized count

ries, or, more sp e c i f i c a l l y , between private ownership of the means of pro

duction and public control over the means of domination.. In particular, the 

discussion centers on whether and how i n Western democracies the distribution 

of economic power, and the class structure resulting from i t , r e f l e c t on the 

distribution and the functions of p o l i t i c a l power, and to what extent the 

principles of equal citizenship embodied in a democratic p o l i t i c a l con

stitut i o n can coexist with, or even i n i t i a t e changes in, the system of econ

omic inequality. One hypothesis frequently put forward in this context i s 

that the economic decisions of private capital owners, especially with re

gard to investment, place such heavy restrictions on the possible range of 

government policies that capital owners can afford to concede formal auton

omy to the state, and to tolerate p o l i t i c a l democracy for the working class, 

without having to fear that their interests w i l l be seriously prejudiced. 

Since private capital owners control the society's means of production and 

thus possess the relevant economic power, they are able, according to the 

theory, to advance and protect their interests against p o l i t i c a l infringe

ment without s p e c i f i c a l l y having to acquire p o l i t i c a l power. Although capital 

owners may sometimes find i t more convenient (and certainly more pleasant) 

to deal with governments and parties deliberately and overtly sympathetic 

to their ideological views, their influence on the polity i s assumed to rest, 

not on p o l i t i c a l mobilization, but on the fact that their non-political, 

"economically rational", behavior in the market constitutes one of the most 

fundamental conditions for the success of a l l public policies in such so

cietie s . Any government, which f a i l s to take this constraint into account and 

which takes measures adversely affecting the willingness of capital owners 
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to invest i s bound to create economic disturbances which not only destroy 

the economic base of state a c t i v i t i e s but also tend to erode the govern

ment's p o l i t i c a l support. Hence, according to the argument, state policies 

tend to be geared to the interests of capital owners even i f the government 

happens to be in the hands of non- or anti-business oriented parties-. 

One of the advantages of this approach - which one can b r i e f l y refer 

to as the "business-interests-as-functional-constraints" theory - i s that i t 

yields clear hypotheses on the status and the character of business interest 

associations. If capital owners as a class are basically able to promote 

their interests without entering the p o l i t i c a l arena directly, their collec

tive associations are exclusively economic phenomena emerging in principle 

from.the inherent strategic imperatives of market-rational behavior. This, 

in turn, implies that they have no role i n the interpretation and definition 

of their members' structural interests, and that they therefore are i n prin

ciple of only secondary importance from the viewpoint of their members. 

While i t may be rational for business interests to organize and form associ

ations, the c r i t e r i a of such rationality are in no way different from those 

governing behavior in the market, and are in particular not affected by the 

fact and process of associa'-bility as such.In this sense, business associa

tions are held to be incomparable to p o l i t i c a l organizations for which the 

transformation of individual interest perceptions into a common interest 

definition - the formation, as i t were, of a collective p o l i t i c a l identity -

is of central importance. 

On the other hand, i t could be argued that the "functional constraints" 

hypothesis, and i t s implied assumption that business in order to exercise 

p o l i t i c a l control does not have to develop a collective p o l i t i c a l w i l l , i s 

based on a misinterpretation of a rela t i v e l y recent h i s t o r i c a l experience -

on the observation that in many Western societies business has been able to 
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accomodate i t s e l f r elatively easily to Social-Democratic governments, and 

that the latter have generally been hardly less responsive to business 

interests than conservative governments. However, while there can be no 

doubt that.this i s i n fact the case, concluding from i t that capital owners 

do not. have to p o l i t i c i z e their interests to impose them upon the p o l i t i c a l 

system i s based on an identification of p o l i t i c a l action with participation 

in the institutionalized system of p a r t i s a n - t e r r i t o r i a l representation. 

This identification, however, has been increasingly challenged in recent 

years. "As has been pointed out from a number of different perspectives, l i b 

eral-democratic states in developed industrial societies rely for the trans

mission of power and influence into their p o l i t i c a l process to an important 

extent on direct functional representation by associations whose membership 

is based on functionally specialized interest categories. To the extent 

that functional representation i n this sense i s an autonomous, systematic 

element of the p o l i t i c a l process, interest associations and the interests 

they represent are not just part of " c i v i l society" but assume a basically 

public, p o l i t i c a l status. Thus, although i t may be true that the interests 

of business rarely require e x p l i c i t p o l i t i c i z a t i o n in terms of t e r r i t o r i a l l y -

based representation, electoral competition and majority government, this 

may not hold in the same way for the system of functional representation. 

While business interests may be basically compatible under normal circum

stances with a l l l i k e l y outcomes of the electoral process, this may well 

be the result of successful p o l i t i c a l integration through functionally-based 

interest intermediation. Thus, the fact that capitalism has. been able by 

and large to coexist with social democracy may not necessarily be due to the, 

so to speak, pre- p o l i t i c a l constraints imposed upon the possible range of 

state policies by private control over investment, but could also be, the 

result of a "historical compromise" between the state, the labor movement 
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and business as a collective p o l i t i c a l actor represented by i t s interest 

associations. 

The question whether or not, and to what extent, business associations 

are i n the above sense p o l i t i c a l phenomena, i s of central conceptual and em

p i r i c a l significance. Collective p o l i t i c a l action and -economic action in the 

market place are guided by fundamentally different principles and strategic 

imperatives. Social groups in order to become p o l i t i c a l actors require, 

among other things, a minimal degree of internal cohesion, a sense of s o l i 

darity i n spite of existing internal divisions, and legitimate leadership 

strong enough to impose discipline and individual s a c r i f i c e on their members. 

Also, to exercise influence within the i n s t i t u t i o n a l framework of democratic 

p o l i t i c a l systems, collective actors have to be able to formulate their goals 

in terms of commonly accepted values - the "public interest" - and to make 

their position appear as a symbolically defined social status embodying certain 

legitimate rights and entitlements. Whether or not a group i s successful 

as a p o l i t i c a l actor depends in principle on i t s a b i l i t y to solve these and 

similar problems of p o l i t i c a l mobilization. As this applies to them in the 

same way as to a l l other social groups, employers or entrepreneurs when they 

adopt a p o l i t i c a l mode of .action are in a fundamentally different position 

than they are i n the market place: while in the latter they are distinguished 

from a l l other actors by their unique power to control investment, the logic 

prevailing in a p o l i t i c a l frame of action puts them at least i n principle on 

the same plain as their opponents. The crucial difference, i n other words, 

from the viewpoint-of capital owners between the p o l i t i c a l and the economic 

domain i s that in the former they have to meet other groups on terms which, 

unlike the terms regulating economic exchange in the market place, do not 

grant them an a p r i o r i advantage. For this reason, p o l i t i c a l action for 

business can be assumed to constitute a "second choice" which, since i t does not 
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grant capital owners similar "competitive advantages" as does economic'action in 

the market place, involves considerable risks and Uncertainties. This im

plie s , i n turn, that the degree to which business interest associations be

come "p o l i t i c i z e d " i s determined by the extent to which, for whatever reasons, 

the power to invest i s not, or no longer, sufficient for them to control the 

p o l i t i c a l process and to realize their economic interests. The p o l i t i c a l 

character of business interest associations i s in this sense dependent upon 

the existence of societal conditions i n which a non-political, individual, 

market-oriented way for capital owners to pursue their interests does not lead 

to satisfactory results — for them and. for" significant "publies". I t i s only 

under the pressure of such circumstances that business, in contradiction to 

what i s assumed by the "functional constraints" theory, i s willing to enter 

directly into the p o l i t i c a l arena instead of limiting i t s e l f to determining 

i t s pay-off matrix, so-to-speak, indirectly from without. 

There may basically be three reasons by which entrepreneurs or employers 

may be forced to p o l i t i c i z e their interests and to form class or sectoral 

associations. F i r s t , while free competition i s a basic feature of the capital

i s t mode of production, capital owners in pursuing their individual interests 

do not bring about the spontaneous integration of the system but, to the con

trary, generate systemic contradictions and crises. Thus, even in h i s t o r i a l 

situations in which they, as a class, enjoyed great advantages over workers, 

pre-industrial estates and consumers, one can witness a variety of attempts 

to coordinate, by means of a network of associations, individual and sectoral 

interests i n order to preserve the v i a b i l i t y of the system as a whole. Basic , 

issues i n this stage of associational a c t i v i t y were attempts to avoid cut

throat price competition on the market; efforts to lim i t or prevent alto

gether the access of foreign competitors to the domestic market; endeavours 

to form a common front vis-a-vis the sellers of basic raw materials and 
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other supplies, and the l i k e . 

A second reason for capital owners to organize i s that their power to 

invest i s , or at least could be, challenged by the p o l i t i c a l mobilization . 

of workers. In several h i s t o r i c a l instances,- business efforts to 

organize and coordinate i t s actions came as a response to prior attempts by 

workers to defend their interests through collective action. The institution' 

a l i z a t i o n of class c o n f l i c t , the setting of shared, rules of the game i n labor 

disputes, the effort to guarantee a stable and reliable labor supply, have 

increasingly become major concerns of business associations; and trade unions 

have become their most important in s t i t u t i o n a l partners. 

Thirdly, with the increasingly systematic intervention of the state into 

the economy, the importance of the market as a mechanism of resource alloca

tion has declined while the importance of the p o l i t y has proportionately i n 

creased. One, but not the only, reason for this i s democratization. 

As p o l i t i c a l democracy operates on the principle of "one man - one vote", i t 

has an inherent tendency to produce interventionist policies aimed at econ

omic redistribution. Directly or indirectly, such policies may touch upon 

the "sovereignty" of private capital owners with regard to investment. 

Business interest associations have always seen i t as one of their foremost 

tasks to fend off p o l i t i c a l attacks upon the freedom to invest and to con-
" i r r a t i o n a l " 

tain the/redistributory tendencies emanating from p o l i t i c a l democracy. On 

the other hand, collective interest associations are i n a better position 

than individual entrepreneurs to appreciate the minimum of p o l i t i c a l l y 

mediated redistribution necessary to maintain the legitimacy of the social 

system as a whole. In certain circumstances, they may even come to the con

clusion that the preservation of the system and the protection of the long-

run interests of their membership require that they enforce this minimum 
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upon reluctant or resisting individual members. In this sense, the more 

economic processes are mediated, f a c i l i t a t e d and regulated through democratic 

p o l i t i c a l institutions, the more business as a whole, or sectors of i t , are 

drawn into the p o l i t i c a l game and forced to develop a capacity for collective 

action. As a result and in response to the democratic.politicization of so

c i a l and economic exchanges, business interests may have to become p o l i t i 

cized themselves - i.e., may become subject to collective definition and 

redefinition within the institutionalized process of interest representation 

and intermediation. 

An important problem which w i l l have to be further c l a r i f i e d in the 

course of the project i s the relationship of organized interest p o l i t i c s to 

other forms of collective action of business such as cartels, trusts and 

transnational corporations. To an extent, the coordination of business 

strategies through interest associations and through economic concentration 

seems' to be"functionally equivalent. One basic research question, therefore, 

w i l l have to be under what conditions and for what specific purposes capital 

owners prefer one or another means of coordination. . Histo r i c a l l y , cartels 

and trusts have been a major way to organize important segments of the market 

and to control contradictions and crises generated by the 'anarchy of free 
-j. 
The authors owe this point to Manfred Groser. Groser suggests that p o l i t 

i c a l systems in which the limits of redistribution are determined by the • 
logic of private investment decisions are subject to c r i t i c a l f r i c t i o n s . 
The individual capital owner, however, has neither the information nor the 
macro-economic or macro-political perspective to assess the positive con
sequences of a limited degree of redistribution for himself. The result i s 
that he, as a rule, i s opposed to any redistribution whatsoever. But even 
i f he i s not —-for reasons of enlightened selfinterest, paternalism or 
altruism - he, at least, wants to be sure that a l l other capital owners, 
and in particular his competitors, also contribute their share. ' This re
quires that the support of redistributory policies becomes a matter of c o l 
lective rather than individual action. Thus, in certain instances the amount 
of redistribution necessary to s t a b i l i z e the p o l i t i c a l (and the social) sys
tem comes about only when the interests of individual capital owners are 
mediated one way or another through associational control structures. 
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competition'. Also, cartels and trusts have proved to be much better 

equipped than individual firms to deal with the challenge posed by the 

p o l i t i c a l representation of the interests of workers. Finally, they have 

enjoyed a much greater bargaining power with the state than individual firms 

through the exercise of their power to invest. 

On the other hand, one could argue that economic concentration, by lead

ing to the emergence of a small number of powerful financial-industrial 

groups, fostered more, albeit different, conflicts and contradictions than 

i t solved. Thus, the distortion of free competition gave rise to economic 

crises which invited state intervention into the economy and, at least i n 

some countries, resulted in lasting inroads into the private power to invest 

(the assumption by'the state of the roles of regulator of the business cycle 

or, even, of entrepreneur). Also, the p o l i t i c a l influence which cartels and 

trusts enjoyed vis-à-vis the state brought about a close identification 

between state and capital which tended to transform economic competition 

among business groups into p o l i t i c a l - m i l i t a r y c o n f l i c t among nation-states 

and thus to destroy the international market. And f i n a l l y , the market logic 

of cartels and trusts i n industrial relations was, at least to a certain 

degree, incapable of handling the different logic of collective action of 

labor unions. Contemporary transnational corporations are a more sophisti

cated version of cartels and trusts and a more, e f f i c i e n t i n s t i t u t i o n a l ar

rangement in dealing with the contradictions of an integrated international 

market economy. Transnational corporations permit e f f i c i e n t planning on an 

international level, keep trade unions in check by organizing production i n 

a number of different countries through a tight l y coordinated and div e r s i 

fied work process, and have a strong bargaining position vis-à-vis national 

governments. Yet, although more effective than their h i s t o r i c a l predecessors, 
also 

i t seems that they are/structurally unable to cope with the p o l i t i c a l prob-
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lems of system integration and to respond to the need for some amount of 

p o l i t i c a l l y mediated redistribution. 

These considerations bear directly upon the conceptual distinction be-:--

tween economic and.political action. While at the f i r s t glance i t may ap

pear obvious to view economic concentration as a marketerelated, and collec

tive organization as a p o l i t i c a l strategy, in r e a l i t y the difference may be 

much less unambiguous. Although the formation of trusts and transnational 

corporations usually involves the se l l i n g of ownership rights at market 

prices, i t may sometimes be just another form of collective organization 

aimed at the coordination of business strategies i n relation to the state, 

organized labor, supplier industries, customers, etc. One possible way of 

distinguishing between economic and p o l i t i c a l action may be to define econ

omic action as a "number reducing", and p o l i t i c a l action as a "number-increas

ing" strategy. While economic actors at least in principle aim at total 

control of the market and therefore strive to eliminate their competitors, 

p o l i t i c a l actors, using p o l i t i c a l mobilization rather than money as their 

basic resource, aim at increasing the number of those supporting identical 

collective purposes. Cartels, trusts, transnational corporations are a l l 

forms of association which set barriers to entry into the market, whereas 

interest associations strive to en l i s t large numbers of members i n order to 

increase their representativeness and legitimation in front of their con

stituencies and their inst i t u t i o n a l partners. One of the advantages of this 

distinction i s that i t relates dir e c t l y to the discussion of the diversity 

of interests among members of business associations and the management of 

this diversity through organizational arrangements (see below, 1.3.2.).. 

In any case, while the preceding argument may explain why collective 

associations have been, and s t i l l are, important instruments for business 

in pursuing i t s interests, the question of the conditions under which interest-
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• p o l i t i c a l coordination i s preferred over economic coordination s t i l l remains 

open. As a f i r s t hypothesis one could suggest that capital owners prefer 

economic coordination when dealing with problems of demand for their products, 

and i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l coordination when faced with problems of the supply 

of basic factors of production. The reason could be that on the demand side 

capital owners are confronted with partners - the consumers - who basically 

accept a market logic of action and who, l i k e themselves, pursue ways of 

economic maximization of comparative advantages. As a result, action remains 

within the market framework in which the most obvious way for capital owners 

to improve their position i s through economic integration and concentration. 

In the procurement of basic resources, on the other hand, capital owners 

are faced with partners - e.g. the workers and their unions, the oil-pro

ducing countries, the state as the guarantor of social order - who fequent-

ly do not l i m i t themselves to maximizing quantitative goals but who may 

also behave according to a p o l i t i c a l " l o g i c of collective action which i s 

geared to the pursuit of qualitative goals and for which the formation of 

collective identities i s particularly important. In this sense, the nature 

of the partners involved i n coordinated action, and the particular type of 

interorganizational relations required, may help to explain the specific 

forms of association, and the degree of p o l i t i c i z a t i o n of the means used 

for the coordination of the individual interests of capital owners. 

The extent to which business groups pursue their interests through 

p o l i t i c a l action rather than relying solely on their power to invest can be 

determined by looking at the organizational structure of their associations. 

The p o l i t i c a l action of social classes and economic sectors i s , almost by 

definition i n the modern period, organized action. It .is primarily through 

the process of deliberate and permanent organization that the specific im-
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peratives of the p o l i t i c a l domain enter into the social relations of a c o l 

l e c t i v i t y . This i s why the dynamics of interest p o l i t i c s express themselves 

i n terms of organizational and interorganizational dynamics. Analyzing the 

organizational properties of interest associations, therefore, and relating 

them to the structural conditions existing in the society-at-large may 'yield 

important insights into the dynamics of p o l i t i c i z a t i o n of social interests 

and into the way social structures, economic resources and p o l i t i c a l pro

cesses influence each other. Since the structure of interest associations 

is a product of the interaction between the individual and the collective 

interests of the respective groups under specific constellations of societal 

forces, i t can serve as an indicator both of the nature of this constellation 

of forces, and of i t s impact on the substantive content of the interests 

concerned. Thus, by looking over time at changes in the functions business 

associations perform for their members, one can determine the areas and sec

tors in which an ind i v i d u a l i s t i c pursuit of interests i s or has become less 

l i k e l y to prevail, and in which the freedom to invest no longer works as a 

res t r i c t i v e enough condition to make public policy conform quasi-automatically 

to the interests of private owners of capital. Also, to the extent that 

business associations i n different social environments and nation-states 

d i f f e r in their functional significance for their members, organizational 

analysis can contribute to determining the conditions under which the c o l 

lective interests of employers and entrepreneurs gain in importance as com

pared to those defined more traditionally in individual, purely economic, 

terms. By comparing the organizational strength of business associations in 

relation to their social base in different countries, industrial 

sectors and hi s t o r i c a l periods, one can arrive at generalizable propositions 

on the changing role of the p o l i t i c a l system in advanced industrial societies, 

on the varying structural and h i s t o r i c a l sources of societal p o l i t i c i z a t i o n , 
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and on the different ways by which economic power affects the p o l i t i c a l pro

cess. 

1.3.2. ..THE ORGANIZATIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR BUSINESS ASSOCIABILITY 

The second of the questions l i s t e d at the outset refers to the struc

tural requirements which business interest associations must f u l f i l as a 

consequence of the specific characteristics of the interest they represent. 

Basically, while owners of capital and employers of labor may under certain 

conditions develop common interests which they can, and must, pursue as a 

c o l l e c t i v i t y , important individual interests always persist some of which 

are bound to create internal c o n f l i c t among them. These interests derive 

principally from the fact that under competitive market conditions they a l 

ways have to face the p o s s i b i l i t y of being driven out of business by their 

competitors, and that one of the ways by which they can ensure their sur

vi v a l i n the market i s by doing everything they can to eliminate competition. 

To the extent that the conflicts of interest between individual capital 

owners r e f l e c t the economic imperatives of competition, they become a l l the 

more significant for the social relationships within a group of c a p i t a l i s t s 

the more similar, and thus the more potentially associable, the members of 

the group-/are in terms of their interests. Homogeneity, in other words, 

while on the one hand increasing the range of subjects on which common inter

ests can be formulated, at the same time fosters competition and makes mutual 

cooperation more d i f f i c u l t to establish. This dilemma has frequently been 

conceptualized as a "contradiction" between short-term and long-term inter

ests, or in more subjective terms, between "short-sighted" and "enlightened" 

interest perceptions. The problem with this dichptomy i s that i t conveys 

the impression that the actors concerned can i n practice choose which cate

gory of their interests they wish to pursue in a given situation. However, 
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in the real world, the two sides of the dichotomy represent different as

pects of an integrated complex of situational interests '• in which both are 

related to each other, as i t were, in a " d i a l e c t i c a l " rather than i n a 

"mechanical" fashion. Thus, actors following their short-term interests 

cannot but also affect their long-term interests, and to satisfy their long-

term interests they must continuously redefine what they have previously 

taken to be their short-term interests. One of the reasons why Marx saw capi

t a l i s t society as a self-destructive system was his belief that c a p i t a l i s t s , 

exposed as they were to the structural pressures of the market, would not be 

able to achieve these redefinitions, and that because of this they were bound 

to destroy, by "ra t i o n a l l l y " following the i n t r i n s i c logic of their immediate 

situational interests, the preconditions of their long-term existence as 

cap i t a l i s t s . What Marx did not entertain, however, was the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

capit a l i s t s getting organized as an interest group, or system of interest 

groups, and using organizational control mechanisms to ensure the day-to-day 

presence, internally as well as externally, of their collective interests 

as a class as opposed to their individual, and potentially self-destructive, 

interests. This "organizational factor" and i t s role in the reconciliation 

of different and possibly conflicting aspects of business interests i s what 

the present project w i l l make an attempt to c l a r i f y . 

Looking at the relationship between individual and collective interests 

from the perspective of the individual entrepreneur, one recognizes the 

familiar picture of a "prisoner's dilemma". The common interests of capital 

owners/employers - which as a minimum are directed towards the preservation 

of private ownership and private investment power - may require s o l i d a r i s t i c 

p o l i t i c a l action which, in turn, may make i t necessary for individuals to 

sacrifice short-term economic opportunities. Cooperation with others to 

ensure the survival of the system may mean for an individual entrepreneur 
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to give up high potential short-term gains in exchange for moderate poten

t i a l long-term advantages. This choice i s made even more d i f f i c u l t by the 

fact that i t s pay-off depends on the behavior of the other members of the 

c o l l e c t i v i t y . If the latter do not cooperate but instead continue to act 

as competitors, an actor foregoing immediate economic opportunities in the 

collective interest not only f a i l s to get the expected long-term advantages 

but also loses out i n terms of his short-term interests i n the market. On 

the other hand, i f the others do cooperate p o l i t i c a l l y the most profitable 

strategy for the individual entrepreneur i s not to cooperate but instead to 

exploit his market opportunities to the f u l l e s t . The reason i s , of course, 

that the long-term benefits of collective action accrue by definition to a l l 

members of the group alike regardless of whether they have contributed to 

their production or not. Urtder these circumstances, "egotistic" or "non-

cooperative" behavior i s always more rewarding for an individual than s o l i -

d a r i s t i c behavior since i t makes i t possible for him to gain, i n addition to 

the collective long-term-advantages secured by others..("suckers"," 

in the jargon of game theory), further short-term advantages obtained by him

self at the expense of others. Since cooperation inevitably involves 

some sacri f i c e of individual pay-offs.— i f only of those created by the fact 

that others act in a s o l i d a r i s t i c way; and since individual s a c r i f i c e or 

altruism i s irr a t i o n a l as a strategy for pursuing interests as long as there 

is uncertainty as to how the others w i l l behave — s o l i d a r i s t i c collective 

action i s possible only i f there are effective structural mechanisms by which 

the c o n f l i c t between individual and collective r a t i o n a l i t y can be neutralized, 

and through which mutual sacrifices can be shared and enforced. 

Putting the problem in somewhat different terms, for an individual 

entrepreneur the defense of the free enterprise system represents, in Olson's 

(1965) terminology, a "collective good" in which he i s v i t a l l y interested but 
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for which he has no individually rational reason, to contribute. The dilem

mas raised by this c o n f l i c t for the p o l i t i c a l representation of business 

interests are not in principle different from those applying to collective 
which 

goods • problem/exists whenever a group i s large enough for the success of 

i t s collective efforts to be independent of whether or -not one more individual 

member is prepared to contribute to i t . Olson himself has not drawn on 

examples from business associations but from the union movement to demonstrate 

how the perverse "logic of collective action" operates and what d i f f i c u l t i e s 

and contradictions have to be overcome for collective action to be possible. 

One can hypothesize, however, that the problems of producing collective 

p o l i t i c a l goods, in the sense of the word used here, should be even more 

pronounced and more v i s i b l e for employers than for workers. This i s because 

competition among workers tends to be tempered, at least to some extent, by 

pre-existing primary relationships providing for a certain degree of group 

cohesion and normative integration. On the ideological level, this d i f f e r 

ence i s reflected by the fact that competitive behavior i s considered much 

more legitimate and "natural" among entrepreneurs than among workers. While 

an entrepreneur who pushes his competitors out of business i s recognized by 

other entrepreneurs as an example of efficiency and succ.ess, and i s awarded 

the respect of his peers for l i v i n g up to standards commonly accepted by the 

group, a worker outbidding a fellow-worker to get his job runs the risk of 

being ostracized for disloyalty and breach of solidarity. Since i n this 

sense the existence of competing interests i s more openly admitted and more 

+ I t i s true, however, that under certain conditions and in special milieux 
business people, quite lik e workers, may develop an anti-competitive, s o l i -
d a r istic ethic which may become one of the main factors supporting the exist
ence and the cohesion of business associations. In particular, this applies 
to small business owners in traditional industries or under the pressure of 
"ruinoas competition" by new, more modern entrants into the market. (This 
point has been brought to the attention of the authors by Manfred Groser.) 
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effective for manifest behavior in the capital-owning than i n the working 

class, business associateions should in principle be a better subject than 

lavor unions to study the mechanisms by which the Olsonian dilemma i s re

solved or neutralized in actual p o l i t i c a l practice. This applies, i n par

ti c u l a r , to the role of organizational control structures i n preventing 

"free ridership" and in reassuring individual participants that others w i l l 

also cooperate and that their own contribution to the production of the 

"collective good" w i l l not be taken advantage of by non-cooperative com

petitors. I t also applies to the tendency for association's generating c o l 

lective goods to provide i n addition "selective goods" that are made a v a i l 

able only to their own members. This forces such associations to diversify 

their outputs, to get involved i n a wide range of service functions and, 

thereby, to increase their own organizational complexity. Analyzing the 

working of these mechanisms on the side of business may shed new and ad

ditional l i g h t on the functioning of equivalent but perhaps less obvious 

structures in other p o l i t i c a l organizations. 

Generally speaking, both the "prisoner's dilemma" paradigm and the 

"collective goods" problem, as they apply to business associations, empha

size the fact that organizations of capital owners and employers have to 

cope with a high diversity of interests among their constituents. This d i 

versity may have two basic sources. While some of the potential interest 

conflicts between members of business associations are due to competition, 

others arise from relationships of mutual exchange. As has been said above, 

the more homogenous a business association i s with regard to i t s membership, 

the stronger i s l i k e l y to be the competition among i t s members in the market. 

Correspondingly, the more heterogenous a business association, the greater 

the diversity of interests involving rates of exchange between different 

functional areas or sectors of the economy. To the extent that the policies 
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of business associations are concerned with regulating these exchange rates 

- which they usually are - intra-organizational c o n f l i c t 6f the second type 

i s bound to increase in proportion to the scope and the breadth of the 

organized c o l l e c t i v i t y . 

The internal p o l i t i c s of business associations can thus be conceptual

ized as centering on the problem of reconciling conflicts stemming either 

from internal homogeneity or from internal heterogeneity. In either case, 

the central organizational problem of such associations, more so or more 

vi s i b l y so than in labor unions, i s what one could term the management of 

diversity. One of the questions the present study w i l l try to address i s 

what organizational strategies and arrangements business associations use 

to- cope with this problem in order to ensure their organizational and pol

i t i c a l v i a b i l i t y . Using a broad i n i t i a l distinction, one category of such 

arrangements i s external to the organization and consists of formal or i n 

formal assistance by other organizations pressuring potential members to 

organize and f a c i l i t a t i n g the establishment and the maintenance of represen

tative monopolies. Another category are internal provisions and policies 

designed to reconcile the individual interests of the members with the co l 

lective interest as pursued by the association, and to bring to bear the 

long-range interests of members on their actual day-to-day behavior. Examples 

range from reliance on charismatic leadership and ideological mobilization 

to the provision of selective goods and services functioning, in Olson's 

terms, as "outside inducements" to join the association and conform with 

its policies; to particular patterns of voting rights; to institutional 

guarantees of individual privileges such as protection of secret information 

against competitors organized i n the same association; to formal penalties; 

to informal economic sanctions, etc. It i s one of the major aims of the 

present study to identify these mechanisms, relate them to different struc-
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tural conditions and different degrees of organizational success and stab

i l i t y , and determine their consequences for the policy ̂ potential of the 

organizations concerned. 

1.3.3. THE POLICY CONSEQUENCES OP BUSINESS ASSOCIABILITY 

The third question to be pursued in the course of the project clearly 

i s the most important one. Its general concern i s with the consequences of 

the organization of business interests for the p o l i t i c a l process and for the 

way advanced industrial societies are, and.can be, governed. More speci

f i c a l l y , i t s subject i s the effect of getting, organized on the substance of 

business interests and on the way these make themselves f e l t i n society. 

One advantage of this perspective i s that i t makes i t possible to draw to

gether and to compare, in a very specific sense, employers and trade as

sociations with labor unions. Cencerning the la t t e r , i t has often been ob

served that the goals that o r i g i n a l l y may have,led to their formation have 

consequently been subject to modification by what one can c a l l an "organiz

ational effect". Some, l i k e Michels, have attributed this phenomenon, also 

known as the "goal displacement effect", to the impact of a newly emerged 

stratum of professional leaders with vested interests i n the security and 

s t a b i l i t y of the organization which for them i s their principal source of 

income and status. Others have argued that, through organization, social 

groups get access to new strategic parameters - e.g., are enabled to i n 

fluence social and economic macro variables directly. While, on the one 

hand, this increases their power, on the other hand they are forced by 

their own self-interest to take into their calculations possible direct 

and indirect effects of their actions which they previously could afford 

to neglect. This mechanism has been referred to as the enforcement of 

"effective responsibility". S t i l l others have pointed to the "strategic 
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imperatives" which organized representatives of collective interests have 

to observe. One of these i s the need for an interest organization to be 

able to ensure that i t s members stand by the compromises negotiated on their 

behalf; another i s the necessity to preserve the organization as an instru

ment of interest representation for the future. The common theme in these 

and other explications of the "organizational effect" i s that interest as

sociations, although created ori g i n a l l y as instruments to represent specific 

group interests against the conflicting interests of other groups, can be

come — by their routine functioning and organizational success — mechanisms 

of collective s e l f - d i s c i p l i n e . The outcome of this d i a l e c t i c a l process has 

been referred to above as the assumption by interest associations of "govern

ing properties". 

- The inherent tendency for successful interest associations to become 

regulating agencies for their constituent interests is an important factor 

f a c i l i t a t i n g the "liberal-corporatist" institutionalization of interest 

groups as subsystems of an "integrated system of societal guidance" (Lehm-

bruch). "Secondary interests" generated by the creation of large formal or

ganizations; "effective responsibility" as a result of participation i n 

power at the societal level; and the "strategic imperatives" of contractual, 

long-term interest intermediation a l l work into the same direction in that 

they add to interest p o l i t i c s a strong element of emergent self-regulation, 

and thus help create important preconditions for the•cooptation of particu

l a r i s t i c interests into larger, more encompassing systems of compromise and 

cooperation. In this way, the organizational dynamics of collective inter

est p o l i t i c s can pave the way for a dorporatist devolution of public auth

ority to functional groups and for the establishment of "private governments" 

complementing the functions performed by the state and relieving the state 

of d i f f i c u l t problems of control and legitimation. While the working of 



30 

this process has been demonstrated persuasively for labor organizations, 

l i t t l e attention has been paid to the question of the conditions under 

which i t can also become effective on the part of business. The proposed 

study represents an attempt to analyse business associations from this 

perspective and to determine to what extent these associations can develop 

governing properties similar to those frequently observed in labor organ

izations . 

The reason why this problem i s so significant becomes evident i f one 

puts i t into the framework of recent discussions on neo-corporatism. 

Generally speaking, the corporatist hypothesis proceeds from the assumption 

that social integration and economic exchange in advanced .industrial so

ciet i e s are not "naturally" accomplished and maintained through the aggre

gation of the independent decisions of individual actors in the market but 

rather have to be produced and reproduced by p o l i t i c a l arrangements at the 

societal l e v e l . In this vein, theories of neo-corporatism have argued that 

the economic and p o l i t i c a l v i a b i l i t y of advanced industrial'societies i n 

creasingly depends on the existence of strong systems of functional repre

sentation of social groups maintaining order at the societal level 

through responsible self-government and co l l e c t i v e l y negotiated compromise. 

One central precondition of such a system remaining stable over time i s 

that i t s component intermediary organizations, acting on behalf of the 

important functional groups in society, not merely aggregate the interests 

of their constituents but transform them so' as to make them compatible with 

the interests of other groups as well as with the requirements of the 

regime as a whole. This function of absorbing and transforming the d i f f e r 

ent structurally-based and conflicting interests in the society, thereby 

neutralizing their disruptive potential, i s performed in l i b e r a l democra

cies by intermediary bodies organizing functional ("producer") groups at 
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the sectoral and societal level and integrating the individual interests .• 

of their members into collective interest perceptions geared to and a v a i l 

able for macro-political action. I t is i n this context of government by 

functional representation and self-regulation - i.e., on the "second t i e r " 

of government (to use the terminology of Stein Rokkan)- - that the p o l i t i c a l 

role of associational d i s c i p l i n e in maintaining regime governability i s 

most evident, and i t i s from the prespective of the systemic need of effec

tive interest transformation that the functions of private government work

ing below the level of coercive coordination and providing a strategic a l 

ternative to direct state control can be best understood. 

One of the questions the neo-corporatist perspective has l e f t un

answered i s whether the tendencies i t describes represent .a new self-repro-

ducing soc i o - p o l i t i c a l formation or whether they are just a modified version 

of l i b e r a l democracy which leaves the basic structure of the relationship 

between economy, society and the polity unaffected. This distinction i s 

of far more than merely academic'interest. If the lat t e r were true, neo-

corporatist management of c a p i t a l i s t society could be no more effective 

and should be subject to exactly the same limitations as earlier, " p l u r a l i s t " 

forms of .governance. .The most important-of these limitations, according to 

traditional political-economic theory, i s the fact that under conditions 

of a market economy the power to invest i s i n the hand of private owners 

and i s exercised by them autonomously at their discretion. Neo-corporatism, 

then, can be taken as representing a new type of p o l i t i c a l economy only to 

the extent that the corporatist p o l i t i c i z a t i o n and consequent transformation 

of interests extends to business as well as to labor. In fact, i f this 

were not the case, and business were exempt from the corporatist "temptation" 

of institutionalized interest intermediation and functional self-governance, 

arrangements such as t r i p a r t i t e institutions bringing together the state, 



the unions and the employers associations would be nothing more than just 

another device to control labor and to subject i t to the interests of 

business. In this capacity, however, they would neither be new nor would 

they be more l i k e l y than other asymmetrical p o l i t i c a l arrangements to re

main stable over time and to ensure mutually acceptable economic exchange 

and lasting societal integration. For these reasons, the crucial test, i n 

theory as well as in practice, of the proposition that neo-corporatism i s 

i n fact a new type of p o l i t y - a p o l i t y which provides for the functional 

integration of society in spite of private ownership through collective com

promise and self-government of social groups - w i l l depend, not on the labor 

side,, but rather on that of business. 

II. THE RESEARCH PROBLEM: Business Associations as the Object of Empirical 
Research 

Above we have established what we regard as a strong j u s t i f i c a t i o n , 

theoretical as well as pra c t i c a l , for studying "The Organization of Business 

Interests". We have also suggested a broad outline of the content and the 

design that research on this topic should take —• i f su f f i c i e n t funding could 

be obtained. • This has now occurred and we can confidently pass to the next 

stage of inquiry, namely, the specification of a theoretical framework and 

an operational research design. To do this, we must accomplish the follow

ing three tasks: 

(1) specify the universe covered by the notion of "organized business 

interests" or "business interest associations" (BIAs); 

(2) define and operationalize the variables involved i n explaining 

differences and recent changes in the organizational properties 

of such business associations;' 
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(3) establish a strategy of inquiry which i s both feasible and suit

able for exploiting the comparative method which we regard as 

essential to any explanatory effort in this domain. 

A topic as broad and understudied as the organization, or better, the 

collective management of business interests no doubt requires a great deal 

of prior conceptual and theoretical work before i t can become "researchable" 

- i.e., subject to systematic empirical inquiry. This involves, for example, 

such controversial items as the nature of interests; the definition of 

class, sector and profession; the distinction between individual and c o l 

lective action, and within the lat t e r between informal collusion and formal 

association; the motives for engaging in associative and/or p o l i t i c a l action; 

even the role of the state i n c a p i t a l i s t societies. At various points in 

the research process., we expect to deal more extensively with these and 

other fundamental issues, but here we w i l l attempt to focus as parsimonious

ly as possible on those directly involving the universe, variables and 

strategy of our projected research - indicating where appropriate (and 

usually by footnote) when broader questions are raised or set aside. 

II.1. THE UNIVERSE OF ANALYSIS: Business Interest Associations (BIAs) 

The universe of analysis can be generally defined as follows: a 

subset of formal organizations (associations) which specialize in the 

aggregation, definition, advancement and defense of the collective goals 

in the p o l i t i c a l realm (interests) of a d i s t i n c t group of producers de

fined by their dominant position in the economic division of labor under 

capitalism (business). Unfortunately, this, already rather lengthy d e f i 

nition conceals a much lengthier number;of d i f f i c u l t choices with respect 

to the specific units upon which some viable strategy of inquiry must 

be b u i l t . 
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II.1.1. THE UNITS OF RESEARCH: Associations 
+ 

The relevant units of research are formally structured and permanent 

organizations, most of which have an established constitutional order and 

hierarchy of positions (including the specification of leaders who can speak 

and contract for the organization as a whole), a permanent staff for the 

administration of organization a c t i v i t i e s , a budgetary process for the ac

quisition and disposition of independent funds, and a specified set of 

c r i t e r i a for the definition of e l i g i b l e members. This -definition would ex

clude informal arrangements such as price leading, social understandings, 

normative coordination, guidance by prominent individuals, etc., which may 

suffice for collective action purposes for the defense of business interests 

in some cases. It also excludes some highly institutionalized "encounters" 

among interested businessmen/women which operate without such formal organiz

ational attributes as an o f f i c e , dues, staff, constitution, or a designated 

leadership structure. 

Our units of analysis have a set of purposes or tasks, i.e. the a r t i c u 

lation / aggregation / definition / promotion / defense of business interests, 

which distinguishes them from other organizations. This, not because BIAs 

alone perform these tasks (other types of organizations may frequently i n 

trude into the "interest struggle") or because these are the only purposes 

BIAs have (as we shall see, BIAs are rather l i k e l y to get involved i n pro

viding other types of "goods"), but because BIAs are the only organizations 
+ 
Better, the primary units of research since others w i l l be worked in at 

different stages. For example, individual' businessmen/women and c i v i l 
servants w i l l be interviewed in an exploratory manner to obtain their im
pression of the need for and preferred role of BIAs. 
++ 

Or at least so thought Adam Smith: "People of the same trade seldom meet 
together even for merriment and diversion but the conversation ends in a 
conspiracy against the public, or in some contrivance to raise prices." 
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which are specialized i n interest intermediation. So, for example, organiz

ations of businessmen/women whose purpose i s primarily social or recreation

al would be excluded from our universe, even though they might occasionally 

get involved in the promotion of member interests and even though some BIAs 

may have "club-like" qualities. The same holds for associations ("academies" 

or."institutes") devoted to the advancement of s c i e n t i f i c and technological 

knowledge, even though their a c t i v i t i e s may be of considerable u t i l i t y for 

enhancing business interests, or be dir e c t l y sponsored by business con

tributions. State agencies that authoritatively regulate or promote matters 

of great importance, to business would also be excluded despite the not un

heard-of p o s s i b i l i t y that such agencies can be extensively "colonized" by 

business interests or, as we shall discuss below, that BIAs may acquire 

such "private governmental" properties that they might closely ressemble 

state institutions. P o l i t i c a l parties specialized in selecting candidates 

and promoting their election (or promotion) to public o f f i c e are not BIAs 

in our definition, even where their finances, practices and 

policy a c t i v i t i e s are very heavily influenced by businessmen or women. 

Finally, associations of business are distinct from firms or enterprises 

of business in that the lat t e r are involved primarily i n the production or 

distribution of goods and services to customers through market exchanges. 

The fact that these private firms, cooperative establishments or public 

enterprises may also be quite active in the p o l i t i c a l promotion of inter

ests through their public relations or government relations departments 

does not make them into BIAs, even i f the interests they are defending are 

class or sectoral in scope. 

• A more d i f f i c u l t problem i s presented by associations which are special

ly involved in defending business interests but have become so involved in 

the provision of selective goods and services to their members (marketing, 



36 

bulk purchasing, wholesale-distribution, training, credit provision,, 

etc.) that these a c t i v i t i e s provide most of their revenues and occupy much 

of their time and resources. A fixed c r i t e r i o n for inclusion or exclusion 

of such a unit may be d i f f i c u l t to specify. Even the history of an organiz

ation (where known) cannot provide an adequate guide since commercial ac

t i v i t i e s once undertaken as a profitable sideline or a device to attract 

members through selective goods may so "take over" that the association 

loses i t s specialized purpose of interest intermediation. Just as the 

line between parties and interest associations has been blurred in the 

past, we suspect that the distinction between associations and firms has 

become increasingly ambiguous i n the present — not to mention that between 

some BIAs and state agencies where in the future i t may be v i r t u a l l y im

possible to distinguish between the exercise of private and public authority. 

It should also be noted at this point that the interests identified 

and promoted by a BIA need not be, nor l i k e l y to be, exclusively those of 

members. The. fact that an association pursues i t s own interests qua or

ganization; that i t respects the interests of the state; or that i t i n 

sistently claims to be striving for the general or public interest does 

not disqualify i t from inclusion in our sample. On the other hand, an as

sociation without members (e.g. a public relations organization with c l i e n t s ) , 

or which i s controlled by public o f f i c i a l s (e.g. a State Marketing Board), 

or which acts only on behalf of benefits which w i l l or cannot accrue .dif

f e r e n t i a l l y to i t s members (e.g. the Businessmen's League against Capital 

Punishment) would f a l l outside our purview. 
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II.1.2. THE NATURE OF "INTEREST": Self-regarding, self-defining, rational. 

Our conception of interest i s self-regarding i n two senses; 

(1J members of business associations are assumed to be interested ex

clusively in their own welfare and are indifferent to that of 

+ 

others; 

(2) the a c t i v i t i e s of the association are expected (but need not suc

ceed) to y i e l d d i f f e r e n t i a l benefits to members regardless of theiz 

effect on others. 

Of course, some of these benefits are i n d i v i s i b l e and inappropriable and, 

hence, cannot be withheld from non-members or even from the general public 

(so-called collective goods benefiting some category of interests or public 

goods benefiting a whole society). To this extent, one could say that BIAs 

are "unavoidably other-regarding". It might also be useful to point out 

that the pursuit of associational interests may involve the production of 

public / collective / selective "bads" — either by seeking to avoid the 

impact of adverse decisions or developments,upon members or by passing on 

the costs and consequences of decisions to non-members. 

Associational interests are also self-defined. The actors themselves -

— in this case, business associations and individual business owners and 

executives —. are expected to be the best judges of, what their interests 

"really" are. This need not presume that actors in structurally similar 

market positions w i l l always perceive their interests as identical, or that 
+ 
But i t should be noted that this "non-tuism" proposition does not f u l l y 

apply in the case of business interests. While we can assume that business
men are indifferent to the interests of others, e.g. their customers or the 
general public (protestations to the contrary notwithstanding), i t i s not 
true that their actions are designed "neither to confer benefits, nor im
pose injuries" (Rawls) on their fellow-businessmen/women. Their condition 
of competition cannot leave them "mutually disinterested" in each other 1s 
welfare since each i s trying to gain a relative advantage over the other. 
For more on how competition among members affects associative action, see 
Section III.2. below. 
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members, leaders and staff of• associations w i l l always agree on the same 

course of action — quite the contrary — , but their definitions of what 

is going on, what i s at stake, with whom to a l l y and what to do w i l l pro

vide us with our primary evidence about the nature of interests i n a 

given context. In short, discounting as r e a l i s t i c a l l y , and prudentially 

as possible for rhetoric, dissemblances and misinformation, we w i l l i n i 

t i a l l y take affected and active actors at their word and accept their per

ceptions and their assertions about their interests. 

Subsequently, however, we may wish to question this assumption for 

analytical purposes. Based on comparative observations or confirmed em

p i r i c a l findings, we may conclude that the mode or organization or action 

chosen to defend interests was wrong, or that the theory of social caus

a l i t y or policy consequences used to define interests was incorrect, or 

that the normative standards applied to evaluate interests was distorted 

- and so forth. This study w i l l not, i n other words, deprive i t s e l f of the 

capacity for c r i t i c a l inquiry inherent i n the juxtaposition of objective 

and subjective definitions of interest and, therefore, w i l l not f a l l into 

the p o s i t i v i s t i c trap of assuming that only conscious, articulated ex

pressions of interests are relevant to p o l i t i c a l inquiry. I t w i l l also 

(hopefully) not f a l l into the i d e a l i s t i c trap of presuming that academic 

theory, "the eternal laws'of motion of capitalism" or some' p o l i t i c a l ideol

ogy can or does provide better, more truthful or objective, c r i t e r i a for 

assessing actors 1.interests — against which v i r t u a l l y a l l - existing ex

pressions inevitably stand condemned as the products of "false conscious

ness" , deceit, stupidity, short-sightedness, wishful thinking, etc. We 

w i l l begin with a serious effort to understand business interests on their 

own terms, in their own expressions and through their own actions « and 

only subsequently engage i n a c r i t i c a l evaluation of these terms / expressions / 
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actions based on comparative study and other empirical findings. 

Fi n a l l y , the conception of interest employed in this project w i l l 

assume (again, i n i t i a l l y ) that a l l actors (potential and actual members, 

association leaders and staff, state o f f i c i a l s ) are rational, or better, 

zweckrational within the confines of market processes and existing legal 

norms. This i s not to say that, even when discounted for search costs, 

lack of information, reliance on ideology and "s a t i s f i c i n g " impulses, the 

behavior of business associations or of their members can be accurately 

described and predicted by a rational model, but that such models can be 

used to reveal the underlying structure of action and can provide a theo

r e t i c a l vantage point from which to observe empirical outcomes. We hope-

to develop "a theory of rational associative action" which w i l l specify 

such things as why and when individual business firms w i l l engage in c o l 

lective action; why and when that action w i l l take the form of a formal as

sociation; why and when such associations w i l l act in concert with other 

associations, even to the extent of forming stable hierarchies of class or 

inter-sectoral interests; why and when and for what purpose they w i l l inter

act with the State, etc. 

The theory we shall develop below i s an effort — tentative and i n 

complete, to be sure — to provide a framework for answering the above 

queries. The existing "state of the art" i s woefully inadequate for ex

plaining how business interests are organized and why their associations 

vary so much across different sectors of the economy and between different 

national contexts. The task such a theory has to perform i s ambitious and 

complex and, to a certain extent, contradictory. We begin with the assump-
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tion that the organization of business interests i s generically similar 

to what we c a l l "rational associative action" on the part of any cate

gory of interest (class, sector, profession) in contemporary democratic 

p o l i t i e s . We then modify-this notion to take into account the particular 

properties of business (and of i t s various sectoral components) which both 

f a c i l i t a t e and make more d i f f i c u l t i t s associative options. The result i s 

a set of hypotheses about how and why BIAs might be expected to organize 

and act —• given certain general assumptions about their members- and their 

interlocutors. To a certain extent we anticipate that comparative empirical 

inquiry w i l l substantiate some of these — but we expect lots of surprises. 

Some of these may come from our i n i t i a l i n a b i l i t y to capture correctly the 

logic of associative action, but many w i l l no doubt come from the simple 

fact that our "actors" are also " h i s t o r i c a l persons and institutions". 

As such, they must act in specific (and often unique) social, cultural, 

legal and p o l i t i c a l circumstances which have differed a great deal from 

country to country, and their decisions are influenced not merely by ab

stract measures and opportunities but by quite concrete, memories, standard 

operating procedures, entrenched attitudes and vested arrangements. We 

begin, in other words, with a deductive and ahistorical Problemstellung-

we hope to end with an inductively enriched and h i s t o r i c a l l y sensitive 

Verstehen. 

II.1.3. THE SCOPE OF INTEREST: Business 

The substantive scope of our universe of analysis is established by the 

fact that our actors, i . e . the "associations, represent (or, better, inter

mediate) the interests of "business". Unfortunately, this i s by no means 

a clearly demarcated category in either theory or practice. The p r o l i f e r 

ation of ordinary language terms used to refer to individuals within this. 
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category provides a hint about i t s complexity: c a p i t a l i s t s , employers, 

entrepreneurs, patrons, Arbeitgeber, managers, chief executive officers 

(CEO), investors, owners, in d u s t r i a l i s t s , bourgeois, manufacturers, pro

ducers and, of course, businessmen/women. Each of these labels can con

vey quite a different normative as well as empirical meaning" depending on 

the context in which i t i s placed. The fact that, with the growth of the 

so-called "mixed-economy", almost a l l of these labels may be preceeded by 

the qualification of either "private" or "public" obviously complicates 

matters further. 

The ideal-typical, "compleat" businessman (or woman) whose interests 

are presumably being represented by the associations we intend to study 

combines in a single person the following roles within the division of 

labor : 

(1) c a p i t a l i s t : owns the property rights to the means of production 

and/or distribution and, within the legal or customary confines of those 

rights, can dispose of them (capital) and their products (output and p r o f i t 

as he/she sees f i t . 

(2) manager : coordinates and controls the existing process of pro

duction and/or distribution of goods and services by directing the use to 

which different factors (capital, land, labor, technology) w i l l be put. 

(3) employer : a sort of subcategory of (2) who determines the quan

t i t y , quality and identity of those who w i l l be recruited from the labor 

market to perform directed subordinate tasks in the production / distribu

tion process and how much they are to be remunerated for such work. 

(4) entrepreneur : organizes .de novo the process of production / di s 

tribution by assuming the risk of combining factor inputs i n some novel 

way or toward the provision of some novel good or service. 
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(5) profit-maker: structures his/her action within the process of 

production by the desire to obtain 'the optimal surplus of benefits over 

the costs of production and/or per unit of invested capital (whether own 

or that of others). 

(6) private appropriator: captures, accumulates and disposes of 

the surplus generated by production/distribution according to own .desires, 

constrained only by the operation of markets and the limits of the law. 

Summing up, the compleat businessman (or woman) risks his/her own 

capital in competition with others (entrepreneur) to acquire property 

rights over sufficient means of production (capitalist) to enable him/her 

to coordinate the mix of physical factors (manager), and to purchase and 

direct the labor power of subordinate workers (employer) i n such a way 

that the unit of production w i l l generate an optimal surplus of benefits 

over costs (profit-maker) which can be accumulated and put to uses 

exclusively determined by him/herself (private appropriator). 

Such a compleat businessman hardly exists anymore. These multiple 

roles are rarely occupied by the same person and any business association 

which restricted i t s membership to those possessing a l l these qualities 

would find few e l i g i b l e members. Various h i s t o r i c a l processes 'have 

fragmented these roles resulting in their institutionalization in' • dis

t i n c t professional tasks (often with correspondingly differentiated 

associations) and/or in the "allocation of their occupants i n distin c t 

departments within larger enterprises (often with, correspondingly d i f 

ferentiated perceptions of the firm's interests). 

None of these roles can be used to define exclusively the category 

of actors whose associative interests provide the substantive scope of 

our inquiry. Some obviously overlap and we may even be able to detect 

distinctive clusters of "types of businessmen", but the possible combi-
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nations and permutations seem extraordinarily varied. 

Business associations have h i s t o r i c a l l y and contemporarily recog

nized this d i f f i c u l t y and have had considerable problems i n defining 

exactly who was e l i g i b l e to join. They have had to consider — at least 

for potential membership — entrepreneurs who do not risk their own capi

t a l or who do not even have equity in the firms whose production arrange

ments and goals they are changing; capitalists who do not take an active 

role i n management (e.g. stock-holders) or even who do not employ workers 

(e.g. artisanal establishments)? technical managers who have nothing to 

do with employment decisions (e.g. financial or legal executives); even 

the chief executives of firms which are not intended to make a p r o f i t (e.g. 

cooperatives) or whose p r o f i t ( i f any) i s appropriated by the state (e.g. 

public enterprises). 

The complexity of the roles and role combinations among business as 

a social category raises the problem of. whose associative action we want 

to include when studying the associative action of business. The member

ship c r i t e r i a employed by the associations themselves are of considerable 

interest as a subject of research; they are not, however, of much help in 

determining whether or not an association i s a business association since 

this obviously depends on whether the interests i t organizes actually are 

business interests. A possible solution would be to take as the actors 

whose interests are represented not individuals but rather firms or enter

prises. Business firms have the desirable property of being j u r i d i c a l l y 

identifiable in national company law (give or take some differences and 

'leaving aside the tricky issues of cooperatives and public enterprises) as 

a d i s t i n c t private entity engaging in production / distribution for p r o f i t . 

Therefore, the substantive scope of our research would include a l l interest 
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+ 

associations (as defined above) which have as members "business firms". 

Now, however satisfying this solution may seem, it" violates one im

portant characteristic of business associability, namely that these inter

est -organizations frequently seek to recruit not just representatives of 

firms but also businessmen/women as individuals. In many cases i t i s 

d i f f i c u l t to determine whether members join as individuals or as represen

tatives — the structure of the dues-paying arrangement may be a clue to 

this since where i t i s based on either the number of employees, turnover 

or installed capital, etc., one can presume-that i t i s the firm that i s 

being represented — but in a few instances, the appeal i s openly and ex

clusively addressed to individuals often prefixed by some differentiating 

quality, e.g. Jeunes Patrons, Mittelstandische Unternehmer, Christian Em

ployers, financial o f f i c e r s , personnel managers. Where individuals rather 

than firms are the basic unit of membership, we can however use the position 

of those individuals in the formal organization of their firms to determine 

whether the association i n question i s indeed a business association. 

Associations organizing individuals who occupy administratively subordinate 

positions in firms, e.g. a National Society of Chemical Engineers or a 

Confederation Nationale des Cadres, w i l l for our purposes be considered pro

fessional- associations and w i l l therefore not be included i n the study. 

Associations organizing owner/operators on an individual basis w i l l be i n 

cluded i f they otherwise f a l l i n the realm of the study, and so w i l l asso

ciations of managers in chief executive positions unless they turn out 

upon closer inspection to be s c i e n t i f i c professional associations orrsociial clubs. 
Public enterprises and other units of production/distribution under 

+To include peak associations, we would obviously also include a l l as-
sociationes whose members are associations which themselves have private 
business firms as members and/or intended beneficiaries. 
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forms of cooperative, semi-public ownership or management also pose a 

problem in defining the substantive scope of our project. Frequently, 

the business class within a country has done a triage for us by either 

including them as f u l l y e l i g i b l e members of BIAs or by segregating them 

out. Given the scope of such enterprises in some of our countries; the 

fact that they are often internally structured and operated similarly to 

private firms; and the fact that they often compete with such firms in 

the market, we should not only include them within our substantive scope, 

but devote particular attention to how business associations i n different 

countries and sectors have dealt with the problem of public ownership and 

of collective action involving both public and private-owned firms. 

II.1.4. ' SUMMARY 

We can now restate the universe of analysis from which a research 

design must select feasible and' appropriate units of inquiry, and for which 

a conceptual scheme must specify relevant and operationalizable variables: 

(1) Of a l l the possible forms that p o l i t i c a l action may take, we are 

interested in collective action, not individual action (by persons or by 

firms) . Whils.t prominent individuals, acting simultaneously as heads of 

large firms and as association o f f i c i a l s , may play an important role in 

the a c t i v i t i e s of BIAs, the degree to which this i s the case i s i n i t s e l f 

an important structural property of the respective associations. We expect 

this property to Vary between countries and sectors and with the l i f e -

cycle of an association, and we hope to be able to measure this variance 

and to explain i t with our independent variables. 

(2) Within the realm of collective action we are interested in that 

which takes place within and through existing-functioning formal organiz-
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atlons (i.e. collective entities with a constitution, permanent staff, 

hierarchy of authority, . .distinctive resources and budget, specified member

ship) , not i n informal or collusive forms of collective action. 

(3) The associations which are our primary units of analysis are 

specialized in the intermediation of self-defined and -self-regarding inter

ests. "Specialization in intermediation" implies (a) that the organiza

tions are not primarily engaged in producing goods and services for con

sumers in general or their members in particular; (b) that they are not 

primarily oriented towards occupying and being accountable for public o f f i c e . 

In short, they are neither firms nor parties. 

"Self-defined" and "self-regarding" implies (a) that the scope of 

interests and/or the identity of interested actors i s not "given" or imposed 

by other authority; (b) that the objectives identified and pursued are re

garded as d i f f e r e n t i a l l y favorable to the association and/or i t s members. 

Complications are created by statutory organizations l i k e Chambers, whose 

scope and conditions of membership are fixed by law; associations which 

claim to be pursuing a general or public interest but do so i n a way de

signed to favor their members- ' d i f f e r e n t i a l l y (e.g. a League for 

National Rearmament); and associations which define interests in such a 

long-term or broad manner that they include very general public goods (e.g. 

an Anti-Communist League). A l l but the last would be Included •—• Chambers 

because the legal definition of their tasks not only usually leaves them 

some degree of freedom in determining their actual functions but also affects 

the task structure of non-compulsory business associations; and pseudo 

general-interest associations because our c r i t e r i o n in including or exclud

ing an association i s not what the association pretends to be doing but 

rather what i t i s doing in r e a l i t y . 
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(4) The associations that are included i n the study are autonomous 

i n that t h e i r existence, i . e . t h e i r structures, actions' and resources, are 

determined i n large part by t h e i r own i n t e r n a l processes of decision, not 

by those of the state or by other i n t e r e s t associations. Chambers (of In

dustry, Commerce, Ag r i c u l t u r e , A r t i s a n s , etc.) are again included for the 

reasons given above. Boards, QUANGOS, etc., which are state-established, 

often subsidized and usually compulsory, are not considered to be i n t e r e s t 

associations and are therefore excluded. Associations which are nominally 

independent but i n f a c t depend so much on the resources, advice, members 

of another (parent or peak) association that they e f f e c t i v e l y act as ad

m i n i s t r a t i v e subsections of'the l a t t e r are treated'as components of the 

larger- association. 

(5) of a l l the s p e c i a l i z e d autonomous i n t e r e s t associations which 

can represent and control (intermediate) business-related i n t e r e s t s , we 

s h a l l concentrate on those whose members are business firms and/or chief 

executives of business firms. Whether a business association i s based on 

i n d i v i d u a l or firm' membership, we w i l l pragmatically leave to the association 

i t s e l f , recognizing the l i k e l i h o o d of d i v e r s i t y across countries and over 

time. Associations grouping heterogeneous c l a s s , sectoral and professional 

i n t e r e s t s i n which businessmen/women are a numerical minority are thus ex

cluded, and so are professional groupings which intermediate the i n t e r e s t s 

of upper and middle l e v e l employees (usually as'individuals) but not of the 

firm as a whole or of business as a c l a s s , e.g. an association of finance 

managers or a union of design engineers. + 

Figure I i l l u s t r a t e s graphically the l o g i c a l process whereby we have 

defined the universe of analysis and the dotted l i n e s within i t s property 

space indicate two ambiguous zones: (1) associations which, given t h e i r 

official status or their subordination to other associations, cannot be re-

See p. 47a + See p. 47a
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garded as independent p o l i t i c a l actors assessing their own scope of inter

ests, content of members and/or strategies of interaction? (2) associa-

• tions which (however independent as associations) intermediate the interests 

of actors who are themselves dependent, i.e. subordinate, employees of a 

business firm. 

+ + + 

Now we can pass to the theoretically determined choice of what are 

the variables we need to examine i n order, to understand "the management of 

business interests" and the more pragmatically informed choice of what i s 

an appropriate and feasible strategy for comparative research on these 

variables. 

III. THE VARIABLES FOR ANALYSIS 

I I I . l . THE COMPETING IMPERATIVES AND LOGICS OF BIAS 

Any theoretically informed and empirically systematic inquiry into 

the Organization of Business Interests requires an enormous effort at 

'gathering information and transforming i t into data. Precisely because 

BIAs are such complex and understudied organizations, explaining their 

structure, behavior and impact depends on the measurement of a large number 

of variables — preferably over a f a i r l y long time period. The paucity of 

existing theory makes i t d i f f i c u l t to be parsimonious i n the selection of 

variables. The variety of motives involved in business associative action 

confounds attempts at theoretical elegance or simplicity. Nor can we con

fidently sort variables a p r i o r i into the usual independent / intervening / 

dependent categories. Much of what i n i t i a l l y appears as "that which i s to 

be explained", e.g. the organizational properties of BIAs, subsequently 

turns up as "that which i s doing the explaining". 
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At the heart of the d i f f i c u l t y l i e s the Janus-like nature of busi

ness associations in their role.as intermediaries between at least two 

independently constituted, resourceful and strategically active sets of 

actors - between firms on the one hand and state agencies and/or labor 

organizations on the other. What i s more, these actor.sets can combine 

and collude directly without engaging in intermediation under associational 

auspices,' for example, when a firm presses the state for p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c 

advantages, or contracts with a labor organization at the enterprise or 

firm l e v e l . Somehow, the BIA must insert i t s e l f into such direct exchanges 

of market, authority and contract by offering a "good" at an advantageous 

price or quality to i t s member-firms and/or to state agencies and interest 
+ 

interlocutors. 

BIAs must, on the one . hand, structure themselves and act so as to 

offer sufficient incentives to their members to extract from them adequate 
++ 

resources to ensure their survival, i f not growth. On the other hand, 

they must be organized in such a way as to offer sufficient incentives to 

enable them to gain access to and exercise adequate influence over public 

authorities (or conflicting class associations) and,, hence, to extract from 

this exchange adequate resources (recognition, toleration, concessions, sub-

sidies, etc..) enabling them to survive, even to prosper. These two 
+ 
Admittedly, i t i s not l i k e l y to have to demonstrate continuously i t s 
"price or quality advantage" since resort to using i t s services may be
come customary or legally protected over time. Nevertheless, the possi
b i l i t y that i t can be bypassed or "outsold" by other arrangements should 
be an important and salient constraint on the structure, behavior and 
impact of BIAs. 
++ 
Presuming that, since we are dealing with l i b e r a l societies, their 

existence and their funding cannot be simply imposed upon their members 
by law, i.e. as Zwangsverbánde. Where such i s the case, the organiza
tional properties of BIAs can be expected to d i f f e r significantly.. 

Presuming, of course, that in the modern democratic polity, BIAs can
not simply impose their .preferences on public policy-makers or suppress 
the a c t i v i t i e s of conflicting associations. 
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"logics" of exchange we have labelled "the logic of membership" and the 

"logic of influence", and our i n i t i a l orienting hypothesis i s that the 

organizational properties* of any BIA can be viewed analytically as the 

outcome — usually a compromised one — of the interaction of these two 

logics. 

As i f this were not sufficient to make the choice of structure, pro

cedure and ac t i v i t y d i f f i c u l t , BIAs must also attend to two other sets of 

contending imperatives, characteristic of a l l complex service organizations. 
++ 

In a seminal a r t i c l e on trade unions, Child, Loveridge and Warner have 

identified these'as "administrative rationality" and "representative 

rationality". At f i r s t glance, these appear to correspond (or overlap) 

with our "logic of influence" and "logic of membership" respectively, but 

upon reflection this set of polar choices seems to run orthogonal to them. 

Administrative rationality, for which we would prefer the term; "logic of 

eff i c i e n t implementation", relates to the way "that specified tasks or 

outcomes are attained with certainty and • economy11 and involves such proper

ties as "routinization of operation, specialization of functions, direct

ness of communication and speed in decision-making". It does not specify, 

however, whether these are applied to the association's relationship with 

i t s members or with the state.- Representative rationality, which we would 
++++ 

c a l l "the logic of goal formation", seems to correspond more closely to 

+To be defined infra in Section i n . 4 . 1 . 

++ 
"Towards an Organizational Study of Trade Unions", Sociology, 7 (1973), 

pp. 71-91. 
+++ 

Child et a l . elsewhere use the expression "the logic of goal-implementa
tion or operational system". 
++++ 

Elsewhere Child et a l . c a l l i t "the logic of a goal formation or policy-
deliberating system". 
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our logic of membership only because Child et al.'presume that "a f l e x i 

b i l i t y of operations (sufficient) to suit the needs of different member

ship groups, a duplication of functions i n order -to build checks and 

balances into union control, a m u l t i p l i c i t y Of communications in order to 

allow the maximum possible interchange and collation of opinion, and a 

holding back of decision-making u n t i l every viewpoint has been expressed" 

can only be attained through "widespread membership involvement". If we 

dissent feonr.tbii'si'democratic 'ideologicalpresumption 'to suggest that associa-

tional goals, especially those of BIAs, may be formed "from above" by ex

pert consultation and oligarchic domination rather than "from below" by 

member deliberation, and that they may be based not just on immediately 

perceived subjective interests but also upon longer-term calculations and 

projections of objective interests, then the logic of goal formation may 

hot be coterminous with the logic of membership. 

Figure II i l l u s t r a t e s the orthogonal relationship which we postulate 

exists between the two sets of log i c a l alternatives. "Attending" to a l l 

of these would involve an association in four types of a c t i v i t y : P a r t i -

cipation for Members, Representation of Members, Services to Members, and 

Control over Members —• each with a corresponding type of modal "good": 

s o l i d a r l s t i c , public. selective or authoritative in nature. As associa

tions structure themselves organizationally to provide only one of these 

modal goods and submit themselves to the imperatives of only one logic of 

social action, they transform themselves, at the extreme, into another 

type of social organization. For example, an association only concerned 

with the e f f i c i e n t implementation of selective goods to i t s members-cum-

clients becomes very much li k e a business firm. Inversely, one which only 

formulates goals and seeks to have influence by exerting pressure on public 

authorities — without encouraging participation by prospective benefici-



51 a 

FIGURE II 

THE COMPETINGS "LOGICS" OF ASSOCIATIVE ACTION 
AFFECTING ORGANIZATIONAL PROPERTIES 

THE LOGIC OF . 
EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION 

"Provide Services" 
through 

Selective Goods 

Government 

"Sell Compliance" 
by means of 

Monopoly Goods 

SERVICES 
TO 

MEMBERS' 

CONTROL 
OVER 
MEMBERS 

THE LOGIC OF 
MEMBERSHIP "<~ JMMlIMPJ^Qk. PJ?0?SRTIES_ 

PARTICIPATION REPRESEN-
FOR MEMBERS TATION OF 

! MEMBERS 

THE LOGIC OF 
"J* INFLUENCE -*— 

"Create Consensus" 
around 

Sol i d a r i s t i c Goals 

"Exert Pressure" 
for 

Public Goods 
\ 

\ 

Club 

un 
H ! 

SI 

Ii 

g; 

s; 
CO i 

u i 
H •• 
En • 
m . 
H • 

Movement 
THE LOGIC OF 
GOAL. FORMATION 

+ Choice of present organizational properties restricted by past 
organizational properties. 



52 

aries, or providing services to members, or being able to control member 

behavior with respect to state objectives — i s close to being a social 

movement. BIAs which through licensing or policing acquire the a b i l i t y 

to provide authoritative goods — and do not "attend" to other a f f a i r s — 

look very much like private governments. A club or Verein would be an 

association only concerned with the exchange and consumption of solidar-

i s t i c goods among members based on a high degree of internal interaction 

and concensus about goals (e.g. fellowship, sharing of knowledge for i t s 

own sake, sporting competition, etc.). 

We believe that this notion of multiple organizational imperatives 

and logics not only serves to delimit a certain "space" and set of con

straints within which interest associations (of a l l kinds and not just 

business ones) must operate, but generates an appropriate typology of 

ac t i v i t i e s which can be used to c l a s s i f y and analyze . the performance of 

different associations. Our\- most general hypothesis i s that, to be 

viable, a voluntarlstic, "free" association must have organizational 

properties for dealing to some degree with a l l of the four realms of 

activity, but that specific combinations of a c t i v i t i e s are l i k e l y to be 

emphasized. In the traditional l i b e r a l "pressure group" literature, 

BIAs were considered to be no different from any other interest group, 

and a l l were considered exclusively active in finding a concensus among 

members, by encouraging their participation and in exerting pressure upon 

government through independent, but self-restrained, action. A "patho

logic a l " version of this (according to pluralists) involved associations, 

mostly radical ant i - c a p i t a l i s t trade unions, which did not merely find 

but forged a high level of consensus around -intensive, "sub-cultural", 

class solidarity and then used this mobilization potential to attack exist

ing institutions of property and authority without regard for "the rules 
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of the game". So-called "business unionism" could be described as an 

inverse pathology in which workers' associations allow (or encourage) 

participation and representation to atrophy and concentrate upon building 

an organization around the provision of selective goods and the acqui

si t i o n of influence upon the state and their business interlocutors by 

sell i n g the compliance of their members — often at a price which returns 

a high p r o f i t to oligarchic union leaders. 

The public choice perspective suggests that BIAs, even i f they are 

relatively "privileged" in their potential for associative action,"*" may 

nevertheless have very compelling reasons for developing the provision of 

services to., members , both as selective goods which.will attract members 

to join and as functional tasks whose performance.can be expected to expand 

professional staff, cover some fixed overhead costs and, at least in some 

cases, generate a p r o f i t for associational coffers. Implicitly, this 

same set of assumptions..hints at a second course of action which can 

develop membership density, levels of resources and, hence, organizational 

properties. That i s to collude with public authorities in order to acquire some 

monopoly good essential • to the survival or prosperity of members (e.g. 

cer t i f i c a t i o n , licensing, "protection", reputation, j u r i d i c a l authority, 

and so forth). The commodity i t can s e l l in exchange for such de jure or 

de facto privileges i s the compliance of members in the form of private, 

(associational) governance over their behavior within standards or goals 

set by public authority. 

This i s not to say that BIAs can merely pick the goods and services 

they wish to- supply - and create automatically a demand for them. F i r s t , 

in a competitive c a p i t a l i s t economy, they must compete with private con-

This w i l l be discussed at greater length in Section III.2.9. 
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cerns who may be able to offer the same information, protection, training 

program, convention service, arbitration, fellowship, whatever — at a 
i.e. 

cheaper price,^rithout the associational overhead which goes to cover the 

representation costs and/or without the constraints of private governance. 

Second, in a l i b e r a l society, individuals, especially resourceful, well-

connected businessmen/women, may not be "in the market" for associational 

control over their behavior — even i f i t is demonstrably in^their long-

term interests. They may choose alternative modes of more opportunistic 

interest expression — individual or collective. Also, the state i n such 

a society may have constitutional or normative reservations — affecting 

their legitimacy- with the public — against devolving authority upon BIAs 

— even i f i t can be argued that i t .is "in the general interest" to do so. 

In other words, the mix of participation, representation, provision of 

services and control over members which any given BIA can acquire (or, better, 

should rationally prefer) i s limited by the often competing logics of member

ship and influence. 

The different logics to which BIAs are subject are expressed, among 

other things, in the fact that most BIAs have dual i s t i c leadership structures. 

The nominal executive head i s usually an elected president, chairman, etc. 

accountable in principle to the whole membership and i n practice to some 

representative body. Matters such as staff supervision, budgeting, pro

gram implementation and so forth are usually the province of a professional 

administrator or manager , who i s presumably under the authority of the 

elected top o f f i c i a l but who may frequently play an active, even a pre-
+The extent to which this i s a recognized, " t i t l e d " , professional role 
(and d i s t i n c t career) seems to vary from country to country. The German 
"Geschäftsführer eines Verbands", or the Swiss "Verbandssekretar" have 
existed for some time and can be chosen as a career. The American "Asso
ciation Manager" is a much less distinctive role despite efforts to pro
fessionalize i t and to develop a "science" of i t through journals and 
other publications. 
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dominant role in policy-making matters as well. In fact, a substantial 

number of BIAs (at least, in the U.S.A.) do away altogether with the pre

tense of member participation and control over associational a c t i v i t i e s 

and are simply administered by professional managers as i f they were a 

profit-making business service firm. Occasionally managers or managing 

corporations may even be simultaneously responsible for several associa

tions. In addition, an unascertainable quantity of BIAs have purely 

nominal elected leaders who devote v i r t u a l l y a l l of their attention to 

the a f f a i r s of their own firm and leave a l l association decisions effec

t i v e l y in the hands of their administrative "subordinates". The inverse 

situation obtains when some crusading executive, selected by his peers 

founds (or refounds) an association and fuses the policy-making and mana

gerial roles by investing his/her energy in both. 

With these exceptions when BIAs are, so-to-speak, directed by singular 

executives, the multiple imperatives and competing:logics of choice affect

ing such organizations are l i k e l y to find a different reception from their 

elected (and presumably transient) leaders and their professional (and pre

sumably permanent) managers. A frequent theme in the literature on associa

tions i s precisely this tension between administrative management, permanent 

staff and professional experts on the one hand, and nebenamtlich, elected 

leaders, periodic assemblies and occasional committees on the other hand. + 

For a good survey of this literature, see Ernst-Bernd Blümle, "Besondere 
Führungs- und Organisationsprobleme von Verbänden", ZO. 5 (1980), pp. 243-
246. One aspect of this tension which i s rarely discussed i s the role that 
status d i f f e r e n t i a l s are l i k e l y to play. Unlike labor organizations where 
permanent managers-staff usually have a higher status (and power potential) 
then members, the inverse i s true for BIAs. Businessmen-members are l i k e l y 
to be i n command within their respective firms of managers and employees 
with roughly the same attributes as association managers and employees. 
Except in those countries and cases, where the role has become highly d i f f e r 
entiated, recognized and respected, the former are l i k e l y to treat the 
latter as subordinates, even when the latter possess a better command of 
the multiple imperatives surrounding associative action. This may constrain 
the role of BIA management and staff, precisely in domains where trade union 
management and staff are most autonomous. 
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While i t seems highly l i k e l y that the former w i l l be more attentive to the 

imperatives of e f f i c i e n t implementation, and the latter to those of goal-

formation- — this i s argued, for example, in the Child, Loveridge and 

Warner essay — i t i s not a l l that clear which of the two types or modes 

of organizational leadership w i l l be most affected by the logic of member

ship and the logic of influence respectively. Elected part-time leaders 

might be expected to be closer to their "constituents" and, hence, to i n 

vest more effort in the creation of consensus; whereas, appointed-profes-

tional managers might be more interested in acquiring the additional re

sources and security which the provision of authoritative goods and sale 

of compliance could bring. However, some elected leaders might be more 

subject to the logic of influence (especially where electoral processes 

are not very competitive and where voters are rather indifferent - as 

frequently i s the case in BIAs) and engage heavily i n a statesmanlike 

("Burkean") mode of exerting influence over public bodies (especially where 

the ensuing public goods could be tailored to benefit d i f f e r e n t i a l l y their 

firms, or where association o f f i c e can be used to further a personal p o l i 

t i c a l career in. other realms). Inversely, the provision of selective 

goods which requires a close attention to member needs may prove an 

attractive device to administrative leaders interested i n expanding their 

tasks (especially when their e f f i c i e n t disbursement could open up new 

career opportunities for them in member firms). Since a l l the above (as 

well as other permutations) seem abstractly possible and motivationally 

reasonable, about a l l we can say i s that, the selection of a strategy for 

developing and preserving BIAs i s l i k e l y to involve some compromised mix

ture of these differing logics and that the dualistic leadership structures 

of most BIAs are l i k e l y both to r e f l e c t and to exacerbate these d i f f i c u l t 

choices. 
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One thing stands out immediately when contemplating the "menu" of 

existing BIAs in any country: the great variety, m u l t i p l i c i t y and com

plexity of organizational forms wi l l i n g l y and calculatedly adopted by 

business i n the effort to protect/promote i t s general and specific' interests. 

This can be regarded as a rational response to the sometimes conflicting, -

sometimes complementary logics of attracting members and exercising i n 

fluence, not to mention those of forming goals and implementing decisions 

efficiently." 1" These strategic choices are, of course, also affected by the 

emergent properties of bureaucratic organizations and their attendant 

motives of organizational self-interest (involving goal displacement as 

well as.strategic distortion). Furthermore, we must recognize that the 

point of departure — the nature and characteristics of business interests 

—• i s i t s e l f highly complex, especially since the previous role combina

tion of capitalist-, entrepreneur, employer, manager, profit-maker and 

private appropriator has become more and more differentiated, profession

alized-, regulated, etc. While the very general categories and structure 

of the model in Figure II could f i t any intermediary association (that 

was s u f f i c i e n t l y voluntaristic and independent in membership recruitment, 

goal selection, policy implementation and influence behavior), the speci

f i c values they take on with respect to BIAs have led to an especially 

complex and varied organizational response.. This complexity and variety 

i s one, i f not the principal', thing we wish to explain. 

Beyond explaining why BIAs may be different organizationally from 

the associations intermediating the interests of other classes, we wish 

to understand one paradoxical aspect of the a c t i v i t y of BIAs,- namely, 

+ 
Making proper allowance for "lag effects" where existing practices be
come routinized and, hence, rela t i v e l y impervious to the sort of new 
strategic responses necessary to cope with emergent problems or changing 
parameters. 
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that despite their greater complexity and variety there- i s a markedly-

lower level of tension, . discord and c o n f l i c t among BIAs than among the 

associations of any other class or status group. On paper and i n organi

grams, they often appear to be.overlapping, duplicating, competing and 

interfering with each other in the common task of intermediating the same 

interests of a rela t i v e l y circumscribed number of actors who, themselves, 

possess a substantial capacity for individual p o l i t i c a l action. At the 

national lev e l , they outnumber worker associations anywhere from 3:1 to 

15:1 and professional associations by s l i g h t l y lesser ratios. They are 

vastly.more specialized in their interest domains and more articulated 

according to t e r r i t o r i a l scope. This i s not to deny conflicts of inter

est between sectors, between sizes of enterprises, between regional group

ings, etc. — just to point to the fact that they do not usually emerge 

from the structure of organizational pluralism i n purpose and scope that 

is so marked i n the associative action of this class. One i s tempted to 

refer to some "hiding hand" behind the articulation of the interests of 

business as a class which at the same time c r a f t i l y creates a vast number 

and variety of organizational responses while in v i s i b l y but concertedly 

coordinating their organizational interactions. Inferences by functional

i s t Marxists that the state i s somehow behind i t a l l hardly suffice since 

(unlike labor organizations) this i s an area where rela t i v e l y l i t t l e 

authoritative coordination, much less imposition, seems to take place. 

(Although, of course, the state-created Chambers in some countries may 

perform a latent, indirect function in structuring and coordinating the 

ac t i v i t i e s of formally voluntary BIAs.) Even in countries where peak 

associations have emerged establishing a hierarchy of purpose and re

sources among some associations and exercising a not so hidden hand in 
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coordinating class interests, there s t i l l seems to exist a considerable 

amount of voluntaristic exchange, ad-hoc cooperation arid shifting alliances. 

One reason why this does not lead to more interorganizational c o n f l i c t may 

be a certain amount of intra-class deference, based on the d i f f e r e n t i a l 

size of the actors involved. Another reason may be the high organizational 

s k i l l s and experience of businessmen who are used from their daily work to • 

setting up e f f i c i e n t organizational structures for specified purposes. 

Perhaps i t i s also possible that coordination i s achieved through an i n 

v i s i b l e network of interlocking directorates and financial connections, 

and, no doubt, there exists a sense of prudence engendered by the com

prehensible fear that any privileged minority must have i n a mass, egali

tarian democratic polity. Whatever i s responsible for i t — and our ideas 

on the subject are quite incomplete and tentative — this paradox of diversity 

in organizational structure and coherence i n purposive action w i l l be one 

of our major and most general concerns. 

Moreover, looked at over time as well as i n specific contexts', the 

organizational properties of these multiple and diverse associations may 

acquire an importance and an existence of their own. "Rationalizations", 

"consolidations", "simplifications" of the structure of business associa

tive action may prove d i f f i c u l t to accomplish, and the diverse associational 

system may be p o l i t i c a l l y sub-optimal in the performance of i t s principal 

tasks of protecting arid promoting member interests. Tensions and conflicts 

not expressed between associations may be found within them i n the form of 

conflicts between different p o l i t i c a l or administrative subdivisions. Also 

the efforts of association leaders/officials may not just r e f l e c t the pref

er ances of members or goals of public actors, but may affect member actions 

and perceptions and/or authoritative responses and expectations. In this 
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sense, the organizational properties of business associations which pro

vide the central focus for our research are both dependent and independent 

variables. 

In Figure III we have proceeded a b i t further beyond the very general 

configuration of variables,in Figure II, concentrated on the logics of 

membership and influence, and tentatively specified two models of inter

est p o l i t i c s : a pure l i b e r a l and a pure corporatist one, in which these 

logics seem to be compatible and self-reinforcing. In the Liberal case, 

members voluntarily provide individual p o l i t i c a l support, and participation 

as well as information and material support and receive in exchange a 

sense of group identity and ideology as well as some package of associa-

tionally provided selective goods. The associations, in turn, provide aggregated 

information and contingent support to state agencies and receive from them 

recognition of their existence and access to decision-making, as well 

as some package of freedoms and incentives to organize (e.g. special tax 

status). The agencies produce public and categoric goods which are i n 

directly influenced by associational efforts, but provided dir e c t l y by 

the state or i t s agencies to members and non-members — hence, the possibi

l i t y of free riders and the probability of a high ratio of non-members to 

members.. Under this logic of voluntarism, associations are autonomous 

from the state and cannot coercively coordinate member behavior. Organiz

ational structures are l i k e l y to be weak, fragmented and disintegrated due 

to low membership density and limited public facilitation" 1"; elective leaders 

and "influence peddlers" of associations are l i k e l y to be more prominent 

than administrative managers and professional staff. 

+Except for the fact that the development of selective goods necessary to 
attract members may result in the growth in importance of quasi-business
like a c t i v i t i e s involving large resources, stadrf, etc. 
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The Corporatist model likewise has three ostensibly "compatible" 

components: (1) an exchange with members based on imperative coordina

tion of members' behavior and provision of monopolistic selective or 

categoric goods; (2) an exchange with authorities based on monopoly 

recognition and privileged access (incorporation) as well as subsidiza

tion of resources and the devolution of coercive powers; (3) a more 

developed/ well-institutionalized and integrated organizational structure 

due to higher (quasi-involuntary) membership densities and greater 

public f a c i l i t a t i o n , and a s h i f t in internal influence from association 

leaders to managers, from amateur representatives to professional inter

locutors . 

Most existing business associations probably find themselves in the 

context of neither purely voluntaristic nor purely involuntaristic ex

change with members, or i n a situation of neither purely autonomous nor 

purely heteronomous exchange with authorities. Neverthess, some under

standing (however tentative) of the logics involved in such extreme 

cases should prove useful as we pass to the specification of more con

crete (and hopefully operationalizable) variables. 
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III.2. THE LOGIC OF MEMBERSHIP 

The purpose of this section i s to specify a number of variables which 

can on the basis of existing theoretical and empirical knowledge be expected 

to affect the associative potential of populations of business actors. The 

variables presented in the following describe properties of - however 

defined - groups of potential members of BIAs; they are not to be confused 

with the organizational properties of BIAs themselves. The assumption is 

that group properties — "Logic of Membership" variables — i n interaction 

with the "Logic of Influence" factors introduced further down condition 

and explain the organizational properties of business associations. The 

variables l i s t e d i n this part of the paper have been selected with an eye. 

to their cross-national measureability, and an attempt has been made to 

keep the proposed indicators as simple and straightforward as possible. 

We believe that our set of variables captures most of the causal relation

ships we have in mind when we speak, of the "Logic of Membership". Other 

variables which are less easy to measure on. a comparative basis may also 

play an important role, however, and at the end of this section we w i l l 

draw attention to some of - them. 

In the following, and throughout the rest of this paper, we w i l l use the 
term "sector" to refer to groups, populations, c o l l e c t i v i t i e s of business 
firms whose properties we introduce to explain organisational properties of 
BIAs. It i s important to note that the term "sector" as used in this paper 
i s not identical with the. "sectors" in standard industrial, c l a s s i f i c a t i o n > 
systems (Agriculture, Industry, etc. which are subdivided i n "Branches" which, 
i n turn, are divided in. "Products"). The way.we use. the term, the definition 
of sector boundaries - the decision which firms are to be grouped together 
to form a population in whose properties we are interested - i s i n principle 
entirely a matter of our stipulation (or of convention among participant 
researchers). In Part IV of-this-- paper, we have designated on the basis 
of the International Standard Industrial Classification four economic "sec
tors" whose associational structure we want to study. In the terminology 
of the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n system, these sectors come closer to "branches" than 
to "sectors" proper, but they are not coterminous with any particular "branch" 
since we have deliberately defined them more narrowly. 

It. i s important to be aware of the log:ical status of sectors and sec
toral properties (as described by the variables introduced i n this part of 
the paper) in the overall context of the project. Sectors are not c o l l e c 
tive entities that can develop interests or become social actors; rather, they 
are social contexts (environments) conditioning (or at least so we expect) 
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III.2J. NUMBER 

Definition: Number of "independent actors i n a given population. 

- Hypothesis: • A skewed, U-shaped relation prevails (ceteribus p a r i 

bus) between the size of potential membership and the likelihood 

of associative action. At very small numbers, informal, collusive 

collective action i s the more l i k e l y response. Beyond some thresh-

hold where the returns from associative action become available 

to a l l members of the group regardless of whether or not they have 

contributed, the likelihood of associative action diminishes rapidly 

the actions of business firms and their interest associations. The reason 
why we have defined sectors on the basis of the International Standard Indus
t r i a l C l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s that we expect the associative behavior of a firm to 
be influenced to an important extent by the number, size distribution, com
petitive behavior, etc. of the firms producing identical or similar products 
(product indent!ty/similarity/proximity being of course the organizing prin
ciple underlying the standard industrial c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems). We think 
that there i s enough prima facie evidence for this to j u s t i f y our way of 
constructing sectors for the purpose of this study. As w i l l be seen further 
down (IV., The Design of Research), we have made e x p l i c i t provision for the 
po s s i b i l i t y that associational structures cut across sector boundaries, i n d i 
cating that the "objective" structural context of the sector i s not perceived 
by firms, associations, adversary organizations, the state, etc. as providing 
a relevant basis for associative action. 

When i n the following paragraphs we use-the term "sector", the correct 
meaning i s always "sector as defined in the Research Design, below". There 
are, however, two additional meanings.which one should- be aware of. F i r s t , 
some of the sectors we have singled out for study are internally highly hete
rogeneous - li k e "Chemicals" which consists of Industrial Chemicals and Pharma
ceuticals, or like Food Processing - and i t may make sense to treat them as 
separate subsectors rather than one aggregate sector. Dividing a sector in 
subsectors i s advisable whenever the contextual properties of subgroups of 
firms belonging to the sector d i f f e r : s i g n i f i c a n t l y from the contextual proper
ties of the total group. In such cases, attempts should be made to measure 
the Logic of Membership and, i f applicable, the Logic of Influence variables 
not only for the total sector but also, for i t s relevant subsectors. 

Secondly, "sectors" and "subsectors" can be defined not only objectively -
on the basis of product identity/similarity/proximity as i n the standard i n 
dustrial c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems - but also subjectively by associations in 
demarcating their "interest domain". The "objective population" of a sector 
or subsector may be identical with the ."subjective population" of a p a r t i 
cular associational interest domain; in most cases, however, this w i l l not 
be the case (see below, IV.1.1.). As we have pointed out, the aggregate 
properties of objective (sub-)populations can be used to predict the struc
ture of the associational system (the population of associations; see below, 
III. . ..) representing interests from a given (objectively defined) sector/ 
subsector. The same variables that describe the aggregate properties of 
objective populations can i n principle be used to describe the "subjective" 
(sub-)populations of associational interest domains; in this function, they 
may explain the structural properties of individual associations. While i t 
may not always be possible to measure the properties of associationally de
fined domain sectors with the same accuracy as the properties of objectively 
defined economic sectors, we believe that the variables l i s t e d in the present 
section, when conceived of as properties of domain populations, do have a 
strong impact on organisational properties and should therefore be ascertained 
as completely and reliably as possible. 
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u n t i l i t approaches zero for very large potential groups. 

- Operational Indicator: Number of firms existing within an indus

t r i a l sector (however defined). A problem i s posed by firms with 

several plants of which only some operate inside the sector. In 

practice, the decision whether or not a given production unit i n a 

particular industry is•to be treated as a firm belonging to that 

industry w i l l have to be l e f t to the respective national s t a t i s t i c a l 

o f f i c e . + 

III.2.2. EQUALITY 

- Definition: Extent to which resources held by members of a popula

tion and- potentially disposable, for support ;of associative action 

are equally distributed. 

- Hypothesis: Where resources are very unequally distributed — say, 

between one large leading firm and many equally small ones — there 

w i l l be a strong temptation, for the. dominant actor "to go i t alone" 

in direct, unintermediated action. Where there i s a less extremely 

skewed distribution, larger actors are able and may be will i n g to 

pay a disproportionate share of the costs of associative action, . 

thereby subsidizing the membership of smaller, less endowed members 

for purposes of the appearance of greater representativity. Groups 

of actors with approximately equal resources to contribute w i l l be 

the most d i f f i c u l t to organize. 

- Operational Indicators: The degree of EQUALITY in a population of 

firms can be measured in terms of both, output and employed labor. 

We suggest to use both measures, providing for the possiblity that 

the two may tap different aspects of EQUALITY. A simple indicator 

+ More details on the operational indicators and the level of measurement are 
given i n the various Appendices to this Research Design. Operational i n d i 
cators for the "Logic of Membership" variables (III.2) can be found in 
Appendix c. 
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a measure of the a b i l i t y of individual firms to dictate other part

icipants i n the market their behavior.) An indicator of internal 

COMPETITION covering a dimension that i s not covered by the other 

variables mentioned-is the existence of state-registered cartels i n 

the sector and the proportion of production that i s cartelized. It 

i s d i f f i c u l t to suggest a p r i o r i how cartelization and associative 

action relate to each other (see p. 47, above). Nevertheless, i t 

can be expected that whether or not an association's potential mem

bers have been able, perhaps with the assistance of their associa

tion, to li m i t or suppress internal competition has consequences 

for the organizational form of their associability, and as much 

information on cartelization should be collected as available. 

As another indicator of internal competition, we suggest to 

use the existence of overcapacity. The "capacity" of an industry 

can be defined as the level of output i t i s able to produce with 

i t s present manpower and equipment. Overcapacity exists i f this 

output exceeds demand to such an extent that market prices do not 

cover the costs of some or a l l producers in the industry. While 

productive capacity may be easy to assess for an individual plant, 

i t i s d i f f i c u l t to estimate for an entire industry. A possible 

solution may be to rely on predictions of the development of demand 

in the medium term future (e.g., the next five years). If demand 

is expected to contract, or productivity increases are expected 

to exceed increases in demand, the industry w i l l have to reduce 

i t s aggregate factor input, and this can be taken to mean that 

at i t s present capacity, the industry i s oversized. The conse

quence w i l l be increased competition, a decline of employment and, 

other things being equal, a reduction i n the number of competitors. 
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III.2.4. INTERDEPENDENCE 

• - Definition: Extent to which the members of a population engage 

i n exchange with each other rather than with outsiders. 

- Hypothesis: Actors have a choice to associate with- each, other on 

one of two lo g i c a l l y exclusive bases: on the basis of identity or on the 

basis of complementarity (of interests, resources, etc.). Social r e l a 

tions based on identity and social relations based on complementarity 

both entail specific gratifications but may.also give r i s e to specific 

conflicts of interest. Actors with identical resources may find them

selves in competition with each other when they try to engage in ex

change with third parties holding complementary resources. Actors with, 

mutually complementary resources may find themselves i n disagreement 

over the "terms of trade" under which they are wi l l i n g to exchange 

their resources.. In so far as associations of business firms have as 

members'firms which .try'to market identical resources '(products) 

their central organisational problem i s to reduce competition among 

their members (both to make collective action possible i n the f i r s t 

place and to improve the position of their members as a group i n re l a 

tion to other groups with which they trade). Business associations may 

also include firms with complementary resources which engage i n trade 

with each other? in this case, they w i l l be less concerned with compe

t i t i o n - although at each step in the chain of production some compe

t i t i o n between a subset of firms w i l l remain - than with the regula

tion of the terms of trade between interdependent firms. We believe 

that associations whose constituents are in this sense highly INTER

DEPENDENT w i l l exhibit different organisational properties than asso

ciations of firms that are unrelated by mutual exchange. We are not, 

however, able to specify this hypothesis. Our suspicion i s that 

the influence of INTERDEPENDENCE upon organisational properties i s at 

least partly conditioned by the state (anti-trust laws, attitude towards 
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collective Selbstverwaltung, etc.). Apart from th i s , we would expect 

that the higher the degree--to-which•firms-in a particular industrial 

sector (however defined)- buy their supplies from and s e l l their pro

ducts to each other, the easier i t i s for actors strategically located 

in the internal exchange network to persuade other actors to join in 

associative action. Furthermore, highly interdependent sets of firms 

may develop a common interest in some kind of self-organized (associa-

tional) adjudication of internal conflicts over terms of exchange; 

this interest, may be more l i k e l y to give r i s e to associative action 

than other common ' interests. Moreover, material interdependence 

permits informal economic sanctions against free-rider, and free-booters. 

It should be emphasized, however, that these hypotheses are highly ten

tative, and that in r e a l i t y 'the effects of INTERDEPENDENCE may vary 

from country to country depending on the p o l i t i c a l - l e g a l - i n s t i t u t i o n a l 

context. 

INTERDEPENDENCE relates, to COMPETITION in that firms which, 

s e l l their output to each other are not competing with, each other 

to s e l l their output to a third party. In this sense, internal 

exchange reduces int e r n a l competition, and exchange and competi

tion are mutually exclusive modes of interaction. High, inter

dependence through internal exchange within the same group makes 

the competitive exploitation of collective cooperative action less 

profitable and, therefore, less l i k e l y . In a group of, firms s e l l 

ing their entire output to outside customers, there i s a considerable 

temptation for each firm during a labor c o n f l i c t to sign a separate 

agreement with the union or to refuse to participate in a lockout. 
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However, i f a large part of a firm's output goes-.to firms h i t by 

the same strike or cooperating with, the' lockout, the opportunities, 

the firm can hope to exploit through, non-solidaristic behavior 

are considerably reduced. 

- Operational Indicator: The percentage of a sector 1s total output 

that i s sold to firms belonging to the sector. A possible source 

might be econometric input-output matrices representing the struc

ture of a country's economy. It i s important to be aware of the 

p o s s i b i l i t y that INTERDEPENDENCE may be widely different for d i f f e r 

ent subsectors within a given sector (e.g. i t may be high for indus

t r i a l chemicals and low for pharmaceuticals both of which belong to 

the Chemical Industry). In such cases, computing an overall value 

for the entire sector may be inappropriate, and i t may be necessary 

to discuss the influence of INTERDEPENDENCE on associative action 

separately by subsectors. 

Ill . 2 . 5 . HETEROGENEITY 

- Definition: Extent to which firms in an industrial sector (however 

defined) perform different transformations of factor inputs into 

different product outputs". 

- Hypothesis: Heterogeneity is probably related to associative 

action i n a parabolic rather than straight line manner. Firms 

which effect standardized transformations of identical .raw materials 

into interchangeable products are l i k e l y to be highly competitive 

and, hence, to have serious Prisoners'' Dilemma problems. Firms 

with a very heterogeneous product' mix and with, widely di f f e r i n g 

ways of exploiting labor, land, capital and technology w i l l have 

few and only highly general common interests. At some intermediate 



72 

level, similar transformation of input factors may combine with a 

diver s i f i c a t i o n of output products and/or markets to encourage 

associative action. In general, high product heterogeneity may 

engender high horizontal differentiation of associational systems 

into product-specific associations. 

- Operational Indicators: Very d i f f i c u l t to find. Heterogeneity of 

products i s obviously higher i n pharmaceuticals than in industrial 

chemicals, and lower in coal mining than i n car manufacturing. But 

i s ' 

devising a measure that/equally v a l i d for a l l industries seems im

possible. For example, what about custom-made products like houses 

and bridges or certain machine-tools, or branded products l i k e i n 

food processing? As to heterogeneity i n terms of factor transforma

tions performed, a possible indicator i s the standard deviation in 

the size of firms i n the industry (measured by employment), expressed 

as a percentage of the average size (Coefficient of Variation). 

The idea i s based on the assumption that small firms have a different 

organizational structure and use different technologies than large 

firms. The greater the variation between firms in terms of size, 

the more heterogeneous the industry can be assumed to be i n terms of 

organizational structure and technology. , A second, similar measure 

i s the coefficient of variation in labor intensity. 

Product HETEROGENEITY relates to COMPETITION in that i t creates 

specialized submarkets with limited numbers of participants. Pro

duct differentiation may be, and indeed frequently i s , a strategy 

used by firms to sidestep competition by creating specialized mar

kets i n which they enjoy a competitive advantage. Everything else 

being equal, sectors with a high variety of outputs should be less 

competitive than sectors with homogeneus, uniform outputs. 
+To compute the standard deviation, the distribution should be broken 
down in as many categories as possible to preserve the maximum amount 
of information. 
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III.2.6. TURNOVER 

- Definition.! Extent to which, the members of a population disappear 

and'/.or are replaced by another over time. 

- Hypothesis: Interaction between actors i n populations with low 

turnover permits reiterated efforts at finding a viable cooperative 

solution and entails lower transaction and discovery costs. Also, 

new members of a group tend to be less socialized into i t s values 

and frequently carry with themselves the interest perceptions of 

the group from which they came. Actors newly moving into a group 

may need time to settle down and to identify their interests wtih 

those of the group. Members who have joined a group only recently 

may not expect to stay for long and may therefore not be prepared, 

to take part in associative action for long-term collective (cate

goric ) goods. 

- Operational Indicators: The coneept of TURNOVER refers to two d i f 

ferent processes: that of new members, joining a population, and 

that of old members leaving i t . Increases in search, costs for 

associative action and decreases in collective identification 'and 

group consciousness are primarily related to the f i r s t process. 

We propose, therefore, to express TURNOVER in populations of busi-

. ness firms by the number of firms at time T^ which had not been 

part of the population at time T^,"in per cent of the population 

at T,, (rate of entrance) . + The indicator measures the proportion 

of the population at the present time, who are new members. If at 

+ 
A problem i s posed by mergers. While firms formed through a merger had 

not been in existence at T 1, their predecessor firms had, and thus their 
emergence w i l l probably not make associative action more d i f f i c u l t . The 
example shows that changes i n the total size of firm populations have to 
be interpreted with caution in our present context. 
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a l l , data on new firms should be available on a yearly basis, with, 

the difference between and 1^ being one year. An optimal i n d i 

cator of TURNOVER, then, would be the ' ̂ .average yearly rate of entrance 

of new firms'over ten years; this would seem to be a long enough, 

period to eliminate c y c l i c a l influences. If figures are not a v a i l 

able for every single year of a given ten-year period, the average 

should be computed on the basis of as many years as possible. 

TURNOVER relates to COMPETITION in that the extent to which 

the membership of firms in a given industry changes, maybe indicative of 

the competitiveness, of the industry. This applies, to the,rate of 

entry as well as to the "mortality rate". The relative number of 

new firms in an industry during a period T^/T^ can be interpreted 

as indicating the ease of access to the particular market. Every

thing else being equal, an industry in which market access for 

new firms i s easy, i s more competitive than an industry in which 

market access i's d i f f i c u l t . In this sense, TURNOVER i s a measure 
+ 

of competition. 

Mortality rates among firms are also indicative of competition. 

Industries are competitive to the extent that firms have to face 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of being driven out of the market by their compe

ti t o r s . This aspect of competition can be measured by the rate of 

bankrupcies. Data on bankrupcies w i l l most l i k e l y be available 

on a yearly basis. The yearly bankrupcy rate i s defined as the 

number of firms in an industry which go bankrupt in a given year, 

as a percentage'of the'firms which had'existed at'the'beginning 

'The relative ease of. market ,access i f frequently measured by capital inten
si t y . Industries where high capital inputs are needed are less accessable 
to newcomers than industries with low capital intensity. We propose to 
measure market access dire c t l y using the number of new firms rather 
than indirectly using capital intensity. 
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of the year.^ ' The indicator measures the proportion of the firm 

population at the beginning of the year which have collapsed during 

the year. Again, we propose to calculate an average ratio for ten 

years, using as many yearly.ratios as are available. 

III.2.7. PROFITABILITY AND GROWTH 

- Definition: Yearly rate of return of capital invested, yearly rate 

of increase in sales. PROFITABILITY and GROWTH are subject to long-

term and short-term fluctuations. Longer-term PROFITABILITY/GROWTH 

depends on an. industry's stage in the product cycle; short-term 

PROFITABILITY/GROWTH are determined by the industry's se n s i t i v i t y 

to the BUSINESS CYCLE. 

A PRODUCT CYCLE 

- Definition: Extent to which the market for a particular industry 

i s expanding, stagnant or contracting in a longer-term perspective. 

- Hypothesis:' Firms i n dynamic sectors with, expanding markets should 

have relatively l i t t l e need for associative action. On the other 

hand, when forced to respond collectively to labor militancy or 

government regulation, re l a t i v e l y low competition should make i t 

easy for them to associate. Firms in stagnant sectors may heed asso

ciative action more — e.g. to mobilize public protection — but 

may also find i t more d i f f i c u l t to accomplish due to higher compe

t i t i o n . Firms in contracting sectors may find i t necessary to en-, 

gage in collective "management of decline", perhaps in cooperation 

with the State. Attempts at joint reduction of productive capaci-

Note the difference to the rate of new entries which i s percentaged 
on the basis of T n. 
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ties throw up considerable "Prisoner's Dilemma" problems and require 

high control and sanctioning capacities on the part of associations. 

— Operational Indicators: Measures of longer-term economic performance, 

in particular: 

(1) relative p r o f i t a b i l i t y as compared to national average, 1970-1980; 

.(2) average yearly rate of growth 1970-1980, discounted for i n f l a t i o n . 

B BUSINESS CYCLE 

- Definition: Extent to which the market for a particular industry 

i s subject to short-term fluctuations. 

- Hypothesis: The more susceptible an industry i s to short-term busi

ness fluctuations, the more i t w i l l tend to resort to collective 

action i n order to s t a b i l i z e i t s market through p u b l i c / p o l i t i c a l : 

intervention (anti-cyclical public policy measures). On the other 

hand, the stronger the cyclical, changes in the economic situation, -

the more d i f f i c u l t i t may be to build up stable associational struc

tures and to achieve comprehensive organization. 

- Operational Indicators: Measures of variation in economic perform

ance over a longer term, in particular: 

(1) relative suscep'tability'of profit'rate to c y c l i c a l fluctuation, 

1970-1980; 

(2) coefficient of variation i n average yearly growth rates discounted 

for i n f l a t i o n , 1970-1980; 

(3) coefficient of variation in number of yearly bankrupcies, 1970-

1980 (see above, TURNOVER).+ 

Long-term and short-term changes in employment - which could also have been 
used as a measure of GROWTH - w i l l be introduced below in connection with the 
relationship of BIAs to trade unions. We believe that for business firms, 
changes i n employment, unlike changes i n p r o f i t and growth, are not impor
tant by themselves but only in so far as they have consequences for the 
character and content of a firm's, industrial relations. 
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III.2.8. SOCIAL COHESION 

- Definition: The extent to which the members'of a population main

tain with each other diffuse rather than or in addition to 

specific social relationships; the extent to" which they 

interact with each other on the' basis, of ascribed rather than or i n 

addition to achieved social roles; the extent to which they engage 

with each other in primary, face-to-face interaction rather than or 

in addition to interaction through impersonal, secondary systems; 

and the extent to which they share a set of p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c common 

values and "views of the world" clearly distinguishable from 

those of other groups. 

- Hypothesis: Owners and manager of economic interests which share f r e 

quent (past or present) social interactions outside their purely eco

nomic transactions w i l l know each other better (hence, lower discovery 

costs), meet each other more frequently (lower transaction costs), . 

trust each other more, develop a sense of solidarity with, each other 

and, hence, find i t easier to engage in specialized associative 

action — except i n the limiting case where social interactions are 

so frequent, comprehensive and' multi-purposive that no formally d i f 

ferentiated organization for interest intermediation i s necessary. 

- Operational Indicators: Easily measureable indicators of SOCIAL 

COHESION for cross-nationally and cross-sectorall'y comparative pur- ' 

poses are d i f f i c u l t to find. Indicators which, come close to tapping 

specific aspects of SOCIAL COHESION among business populations are: 

(1) the percentage of the firms (of the capital installed) in 

an industry which are (is) under domestic, as opposed to foreign, 

ownership — the underlying assumption being that SOCIAL COHESION 
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between domestic and foreign owners/managers i s lower than among 

domestic owners/managers^ 

(2) the percentage of the firms (of the capital installed) i n an 

industry which are (is) under family ownership and which are ma

naged by their owners — the assumption being that, everything 

else being equal, family ownership/management provides a basis-

for diffuse, ascription-based, ideological, value-laden, solida-

r i s t i c relations between what would otherwise be a set of formal, 

impersonal, impersonal, rational organizations.; 

(3) the degree of the industry's t e r r i t o r i a l concentration, measured 

roughly in* terms of the- percentage of the total number of firms 

operating i n the single largest area (province, Land, depcCr-tement, 

etc.) of production — the assumption being that the less t e r r i t o r i a l l y 

dispersed an industry i s , the higher i s the density of interaction 

between i t s owners(managers), and the lower are the discovery costs 

of finding common interests. 

There are other aspects of SOCIAL COHESION as well which one 

might want to include in the research but-which are too d i f f i c u l t 

and too costly to measure i n a standardized way cross-nationally and 

cross-sectorally in the context of the present research. For example, 

SOCIAL COHESION among a given group of owners (managers) of business 

enterprises can be assumed to increase with the proportion of group 

members who are related by marriage; who share distinctive social 

"•"Territorial concentration/dispersion i s generally one of the most important 
factors conditioning collective action. In the case of business interests, 
one could argue that firms d i f f e r from other actors in that they have con
siderable resources at their disposal - such as telephones, telex, business 
cars, etc. - which can easily compensate for spatial distance. On the other 
hand, this again may vary with the size of firms and with the relative costs 
for them of using technical means of communication. The main reason why we 
have not made t e r r i t o r i a l concentration/dispersion one of our central varia
bles i s that i t probably correlates highly with the NUMBER of firms. 
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characteristics (minority race, religion, language); who have attended 

similar educational institutions; who participate i n other associa-

tional a c t i v i t i e s such as clubs or charities; or who share a sense 

of d i s t i n c t social identity based on membership in some h i s t o r i c a l l y 

defined c o l l e c t i v i t y , especially one subject to discrimination, ex

ploitation, scape-goating, persecution, and the l i k e . While i t i s 

not feasable for us to devise comparative measures for each of these 

factors contributing to SOCIAL COHESION — i f we tried to, our . 

project would change into a comparative study on the structure of 

(business) e l i t e s in different countries and sectors — research, 

teams may "accidentally" make observations during the course of 

their work on aspects_pf^SOCIAL COHESION that..stand in some obvious 

relationship with the structures of formal associability (patterns 

of intermarriage, religious group a f f i l i a t i o n , etc.). Observations 

of this kind should,. whenever possible, be recorded and brought 

to the attention of other participants who might be stimulated by 

them to search for similar phenomena (or to ask for the influence 

of the absence of such phenomena). 
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III.2.9. Concluding Remarks on the Logic of Membership 

An attentive (and retentive) reader of the foregoing speculations 

on the logic of business association membership w i l l have remarked a 

certain confusion/ or, better, puzzling quality about them. They imply 

that i t is both easy and d i f f i c u l t for business, firms to engage in associa

tive action. Offe and Wiesenthal i n a recent paper argue persuasively 

that business i s — in the public choice sense of Mancur Olson et a l . — 

a "privileged group". Schmitter and Brand in their paper, also presented 

at. our September 1979 meeting, place greater emphasis on the d i f f i c u l t i e s 

business interests must overcome in order to act together i n the formal 

defense/promotion of their interests. In the course of our research, 

we intend (and we invite our collaborators to do likewise) to make crea

tive use out of these d i f f e r i n g perspectives/evaluations. 

What i t comes, .down to largely i s whether the general or the specific 

characteristics of business as a class, sector, branch or product are more 

important with respect to the logic of membership. Seen generally, and 

in comparison with the associations of other classes and professions, 

especially i n comparison with those of workers, business should l o g i c a l l y 

have an advantage in the ease and costs with which permanent and effective 

organizations can be established and sustained to. intermediate i t s interests, 

Its smaller number,, (perhaps) lesser dispersion, greater inequality in 

resources and intensity, lower turnover, multiple social interconnections — 
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a l l assist i t greatly. Only the relative absence of outside sponsorship 

(although business interests have received, frequently and deliberately, 

help from the state), the re l a t i v e l y low degree of h i s t o r i c a l identity 

and the r e l a t i v e l y attractive presence of individual action, or alterna- ' 

tive modes of collective action detract from that organizationally 

privileged status. 

Seen sp e c i f i c a l l y in terms of the properties that differentiate 

business from other economic or social categories, i t s position looks 

much less privileged. Most importantly, business firms are much more 

competitive with each other (and slogans such as "monopoly capitalism" 

do not significantly detract from that fact), but they are also more 

diverse in their organizational formats, heterogeneous in their produc

tive a c t i v i t i e s , varied in their capital intensity (although the dispa

r i t i e s i n interests between, highly s k i l l e d and unskilled workers- are 

somewhat analogous) and vulnerable to product cycle effects (although the 

business cycle definitely has had a greater and more differentiated effect on 

workers than employers, at least u n t i l the advent of the comprehensive 

welfare state). The presence of underlying mechanisms for business co

ordination and concentration i n property ownership mitigate against the 

above disadvantages — a b i t in the way the help of outside church, party 

and state institutions sometimes helped i n the associability of otherwise 

dispersed, numerous, diverse workers and peasants. Finally, the very 

success, with which their indirect opponents — workers and, more recently, 

consumers — overcame their general status of being organizationally 

underprivileged though heavy reliance on collective identity and ideology 

led to a collective perception of class antagonism which, in turn, induced 

businessmen/women to overcome their specific status of being organizationally 
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underprivileged. In such cases, the Offe-Wiesenthal, Schmitter-Brand con

trast i s resolved in a d i a l e c t i c a l process culminating in high levels of 

organizational capacity for a wider set of collective actors. Fortunately 

for our research purposes ( i f not for the actors involved), this genomorga-

niserad outcome has not been attained everywhere by everyone, so we can 

s t i l l - use the differences within and across classes/ sectors/professions, 

and countries as the basis for comparative inquiry. 

It i s also important to stress that an evaluation of this theoretic 

cally grounded difference of opinion about the more or less "privileged" 

nature of BIAS hinges on what organizational properties are considered and 

weighed., in the analysis. If mere density of membership i s used as the 

indicator of associational success, then BIAS win hands-down over almost 

any other interest category (that i s not compulsorily organized). If the 

level of member contributions (individual or aggregate) i s used, the result 

i s less clear.. Firms obviously contribute more money in absolute terms to 

' associative action, but considered as a proportion of disposable income 

they probably contribute much less than, say, workers. In addition, one 

would, have to take into account the quantity of non-monetary and non-remu

nerated contributions, which may be greater — especially i n periods of 

mobilized action — for workers' and even professional associations. 

Finally, i f one's indicator, of associative action swings from contribu

tions (input) to conformities (output), from what members give to an asso

ciation to how much they obey i t s commands and recommendations, then BIAs 

are l i k e l y to look a great deal less "privileged" —• except, as suggested 

above, in the genomorganiserad context in which a substantial amount of 

private governance over interest p o l i t i c s has been " b u i l t - i n " within and 

across classes/sectors'/professions and even status or policy groups. 
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III.3. THE LOGIC OP INFLUENCE 

The "logic of influence" i s much more d i f f i c u l t to analyze a p r i o r i , 

even to describe a posteriori, than the preceding "logic of membership". 

Not only i s there an immense and inconclusive literature on the influence 

of organized interests upon policy processes, but most of that literature 

with i t s emphasis on "pressure", on "statelessness", on policy as a 

purely dependent outcome is of dubious relevance. In i t , references 

abound to such things as "the rules of the game", "access", "the i n s t i 

tutional framework", " p o l i t i c a l culture", etc. but these remain vaguely 

delimited, ad hoc forces which affect the organizational, properties of 

interest associations in unspecified and unforeseen ways. While the 

notion that "policy determines interests" has supplemented (but not sup

planted) the more traditional observation that "interests determine 

policies", this causal inversion has not been submitted, to systematic 

theoretical scrutiny within the p l u r a l i s t tradition. Olson's treatise 

on the Logic of Collective Action .has provoked a conceptual and theore

t i c a l revision with respect to the previous assumptions about common 

interest and spontaneous group response , but the equally subversive 

thought that the structure, actions, intentions .of public (and some p r i 

vate) authorities might be influencing the organizational properties of as 

ciative action, and not just be the outcome of that action,has attracted 

much less attention. The p l u r a l i s t tradition has, by-and-large, remained 

true to i t s h i s t o r i c a l , coercion-free, passive conception of the state. 
+ 
See, for example, James Q. Wilson, P o l i t i c a l Organizations. 

++• . 
Thxs is also the case of such well-known c r i t i c s of American pluralism 

as Grand McConnell, Theodore Lowi, Henry Kariel, etc., although from 
their scattered empirical observations one might be able to piece together 
an alternative model. 
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Nor has the recent flurry of interest in Marxist-Functionalist theories 

of the state contributed much. There, the state (or, better, the c a p i t a l i s t 

state) has been made into such a formidable, f l e x i b l e , resourceful and 

automatic articulator and enforcer of business interests that existing 

BIAs and their influences over policy " appear irrelevant, i f 

not disfunctional, for the promotion/defense of such interests. Without 

being told exactly how this logic of influence operates (while being 

told a lot about why i t must operate), we are l e f t without much of an 

idea of what organizational properties BIAs are l i k e l y to (or must) 

acquire in order that this class or i t s respective sectors, branches 

and products w i l l be able to reproduce i t s e l f and i t s dominance over 

economic, social and p o l i t i c a l processes. 

III.3.1. Interactions with the State 

Let us f i r s t state our most general assumptions- or, better, hypotheses: 

(1) The state or, better, state agencies have interests of i t s / t h e i r . 

own, as well as distinctive perceptions of what the interests of i t s 

citizens/their clients "should" be. This i s most obvious in the area of 

inter-state (international) relations where the survival/welfare of the 

country i s at stake, but applies i n lesser degrees to other policy do

mains as w e l l . + 

We set aside, for the-moment, the obvious point that actors within state 
agencies also have distinctive, corporate interests qua public employees, 
professionals, c i v i l servants, state workers and so forth - and, hence, 
form interest groups potentially (and actually) capable of associative 
action on their own, 'specifically self-regarding behalf. 
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(2) States are organized according to varying principles of t e r r i 

t o r i a l and functional divisions of decisional authority. Governments 

and agencies develop as bureaucratic/administrative units around these 

respective divisions, which seek to segment the ensuing policy processes 

in such a way as to ensure a maximum feasible command over their resour

ces and autonomy of action. 

(3) This maximum feasible command i s limited (in Western, consti

tutional democracies), of course, by multiple factors: the system of 

power relations between states, the accumulation and realization impera

tives of a c a p i t a l i s t economy, the norms of a pre-established, formal 

constitutional and legal order, the constraint of electoral-partisan 

accountability, and, of course, the specific supports and demands a r t i 

culated by organized interests, as well as the more diffuse standards 

of legitimacy present i n any given society, but within these limits there 

is some room for choice about both the form and substance of policy 

action (the so-called relative autonomy of the state). 

(4) State agencies — t e r r i t o r i a l l y and/or functionally defined — 

must compete with each other for scarce resources (most obviously for 

budgetary allocations). To do so successfully, they must bargain and 

often a l l y with other actors — among .which, interest associations 

possessing f a c i l i t a t i v e resources or obstructive capabilities. 

(5) The substantive context of., the policies pursued by the state 

and state agencies — especially as these policies have become increas- • 

ingly particularized and categorically specific in the modern welfare 

state ~ imposes certain requirements of information and compliance i f 

these policies are to be effectively designed and implemented. 

(6) The state with i t s (presumed) monopoly over the u t i l i z a t i o n 

of legitimate coercion and i t s symbolic capacity to represent univer-
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s a l i s t i c . societal interests possesses important general resour

ces, along with i t s more specific a b i l i t i e s to provide public rewards and/ 

or dispensations, which i t (or i t s agencies) may use to influence the 

organizational structure and behavior of interest ..associations. 

(7) The logic of influence rests ón an exchange relationship in 

which interest associations, on the one hand, seek to acquire organiza

tional properties which optimize the probability of exploiting the exis

tent (or emergent) configuration of state authority, interests and needs 

for the attainment of their own purposes,. while the state (or i t s agen

cies), on the other hand, seeks to reward (or to punish) i t s specialized 

interlocutors for acquiring organizational properties which increase the 

probability cdfcsatisfying i t s (i.e. the state's) policy interests and constraints. 

(8) Nothing guarantees a mutually satisfactory and self-reproducing 

solution to this exchange (least of a l l for a l l classes, sectors, etc.), 

but the greater the inst i t u t i o n a l differentiation, decisional autonomy, 

internal competitiveness, informational needs and constrained dependence 

of state agencies, the more the mode of interaction w i l l be 

determined by interest associations and the 

lesser w i l l be the impact of the logic of influence upon the organizational 

properties of these associations. In the extreme case of a dispersed, 

dependent,, easily penetrated state.formation, the structure and a c t i v i t i e s 

of interest associations w i l l be determined almost exclusively by the logic 

of exchange with their respective memberships and the "private" contractual 

arrangements. •. . that develop between respective associations. 
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(9) BIAs, of course, occupy a special position in the logic of 

influence, at least in those countries whose p o l i t i c a l system i s mani

festly (and often self-confessedly) devoted to the maintenance of order 

within the confines of a c a p i t a l i s t system of property rights and pro

duction arrangements. At one extreme, the minimal l i b e r a l state, the 

need for formal business interest associability i s low — because 

indi v i d u a l i s t i c action through the market or through electoral and par

liamentary channels i s sufficient to ensure that public authorities 

w i l l effectively police"- contracts and provide such infrastructural 

public goods as defense, standardized measures, perhaps some subsidiza

tion of communications and transport. The common interests of business 

are i n f l u e n t i a l in such a scenario (viz. the famous m,etaphor of the 

"executive' committee of the bourgeosie") but the logic of their pursuit 

and satisfaction does not place a high burden of action or importance on 

BIAs, whose organizational structures w i l l r e f l e c t exclusively the pro

blems of attracting and holding a voluntaristic membership. 

At the other extreme, the maximal interventionist state, public 

authorities "must" (or so postulates the functionalist explanation) 

actively promote the realization of p r o f i t and the accumulation of 

capital sufficient to ensure reproduction of the system. To this end 

(or ends), the state "must" acquire sufficient information and decisional 

autonomy to act even (and, indeed, often) against the immediately per

ceived interests of business. Control over the mode of business-state 

interaction, therefore, becomes a functional imperative, both to guaran

tee the appropriate aggregation of information and sufficient control 

over behavior. In this scenario, attention to business interests i s 

again a predominate concern of public policy-making, but the logic of 

influence . must prevail over the logic of membership in determining 
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the organizational properties of BIAs. The state, now vastly more active, 

resourceful, centrally coordinated and autonomous, "selects" and "moulds" the 

mode of interaction i n terms of high level, longer term functional imperatives. 

BIAs become simultaneously less relevant as the voluntaristic representa

tives of perceived^subjective member interests, and more relevant as compulsory 

elements in the control'over functional-objective member interests. 

At some risk of misunderstanding, one could describe the modern 

interventionist state as a sort of meta-firm (or, better, conglometate 

of meta-firms). Its goal structure i s not as simple or reductionist as 

a business firm, even a large business firm, i.e. i t does not just seek 

to maximize p r o f i t or minimize risk without regard for others. It pur

sues a more i l l u s i v e and complex set of aims in addition to that 

of ensuring the reproduction of capitalism: primarily security i n 

external transactions, order in internal transactions, but tempered or 

distorted by considerations of formal leg a l i t y , - social equity 

and p o l i t i c a l accountability. 4" BIAs must, therefore, deal with two sets 

of firms: micro-firms or private-public units of economic production 

and distribution which are the actual or potential members within i t s 

domain of interest, and' , meta-firms or state agencies of authorita

tive allocation and general legitimation which are the actual or poten

t i a l suppliers of public or categoric goods within i t s domain of inter

est. The fact that neither set of "firms" clearly prevails (outside the 

extreme scenarios of a minimal l i b e r a l or a maximal interventionist 

state), that BIAs cannot survive without extracting resources from both 

of them, that the micro- and meta-firms of i t s environment pursue d i f 

ferent, but not necessarily contradictory, goals makes the choice of 

an organizational strategy complex and confusing. 

It i s not, therefore, - a c a p i t a l i s t state or "ideal collective c a p i t a l i s t " 
in Rosa Luxemburg's sense. 
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In seeking to operationalize the l i k e l y impact of these meta-firms or 

state agencies upon BIAs, we find i t useful to begin with a simple fourfold 

distinctions 

(1.) Certain characteristics of the state (or, better, the p o l i t i c a l 

process since they are not restricted to institutions of public law or gene

r a l p o l i t i c a l accountability)^could be expected to affect the organiza

tional properties of v i r t u a l l y a l l BIAs, regardless of the task 

or sector (branch, product). These "general" variables describing the 

structure and role of p o l i t i c a l authority in a given society should'provide 

us with some understanding of why BIAs may d i f f e r so much from country to 

country. So, for example, we might find a l l BIAs i n , say, Canada less cen

tr a l i z e d internally, or less bound into interorganizational hierarchies 

than, say, those in Sweden — even in sectors whose membership characteris

t i c s are roughly similar. 

(2) Inversely, we can take off d££tàin the empirically obvious fact that 

the form and content (structure and role) of state policy varies s i g n i f i 

cantly from sector to sector, perhaps because different sectors are of 

varying importance for the.state, perhaps because their BIAs have been d i f 

f e r e n t i a l l y successful in "colonizing" the public agencies responsible 

for dealing with them, perhaps for varied h i s t o r i c a l , even accidental rea

sons. Whatever the reason, exploration of these differences should help 

us explain the variation in BIAs across.sectors within the same polity. It may 

even lead us to generalizations that hold up across a l l our p o l i t i c a l sys

tems irregardless of. member characteristics. For example, because the 

machine-tool industry i s not s p e c i f i c a l l y regulated by central authority, 

i t s BIAs could be expected to have less of a governing capacity over member 

behavior than., say, those of the contruction industry where local government 

regulation i s usually important, or those of the food processing, industry 

Where appropriate, the concept of the State must also be extended to cover 
emergent regional-international organizations (e.g. EC) which have s i g n i f i c 
ant capacities for enforcing collective agreements, collecting taxes, impos
ing regulations, allocating subsidies, etc. 
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with i t s national standards of health and packaging regulation. 

(3) Whether general or sectoral, the form and content of state p o l i 

cies may involve a set of direct transactions with BIAs in which authori

ties tolerate, recognize, encourage specific associations? subsidize their 

existence; control their a c t i v i t i e s ; demand from and supply them with i n 

formation, etc.? • 

(4) Or, the impact of the State upon BIAs may be indirect, conditioned 

by the transactions which the State has with individual firms as i t subsi

dizes them, taxes them, purchases from them and even owns them. Here, the 

logic of influence, works in a sense through the logic of membership by i n 

fluencing the needs and interests of actual or potential members and by 

determining their relative requirements for BIA intermediation. 

+ 

III..3.1.1. General (National) Conditions 

In Figure IV we have run the direct/indirect and general/sectoral d i 

mensions against each other and suggested what seem to us to be' the varia

bles of greatest importance in each of the four categories so generated. 

Most of the "general" conditions, whether affecting the BIAs directly or 

indirectly through member (or non-member) firms, are internationally com

parative in nature and can be measured rela t i v e l y easily through a varie

ty of standard aggregate indicators. For example, centralization could be 

assessed.by the proportion of t o t a l government revenues or expenditures 

going to the central government, perhaps supplemented by more qualitative 

information on the extent/role of centralized functional, often para-state, 

QUANGOS, boards,, corporations, agencies, etc. Overall importance of the 

state in the economy could be measured by government expenditures (including, 

i f possible, those of para-state agencies and supra-national organizations) as a 

percentage of GNP, etc. The assessment of the degree of professionalization/ 
autonomy of 

"^Operational indicators for this paragraph are given in Appendix D. 
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the state bureaucracy w i l l obviously require greater qualitative judgement 

but we could devise and circulate a crude measurement scheme among p a r t i c i 

pants. 

The most nationally-idiosyncratic and d i f f i c u l t to capture variable 

generally affecting BIAs i s "the rules of the game". To state the obvious —-

the organizational properties of BIAs w i l l be affected not just by 'the fac

tors which conditions' the demand of firms for associative action and by the 

supply of associability offered by associational leaders/managers as they 

respond strategically to those demands with differing packages of a c t i v i t i e s 

and goods, but also by the legal norms"and customary practices present in a 

given society and enforced by national and/or supra-national public authorities. 

Some "attractive" p o s s i b i l i t i e s for associative action may be outright i l l e g a l 

(say, because of anti-trust legislation), unconstitutional (because they vio

late basic freedoms with regard to individual autonomy or collective organi

zation) , or p o l i t i c a l l y risky (say, because they would involve' challinging 

the state's monopoly on legitimate coercion). 

For each country i t w i l l be necessary, therefore, to describe the 

existing situation i n formal law, j u r i d i c a l precedent, administrative prac-

tive and p o l i t i c a l prudence with respect to the following; 

(1) Conditions under which BIAs can be founded and can acquire a 

legal status sufficient to permit them to exist (i.e. to own property, to 
+ 

sue or be sued, etc.) ; 

(2) Conditions under which the foundation/recognition of alternative/ 

r i v a l associations can be prevented, or at least hindered, either by State 

authorities at their i n i t i a t i v e or by existing associations seeking to pro-

+ 
While we are, of course, particularly concerned with BIAs, i t i s important 

to ascertain whether the rules of the game apply equally and identically 
to competing-conflicting IAs, especially of labor and salaried profes
sionals . 
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tect their acquired position. Especially important are any procedures 

whereby a given BIA becomes c e r t i f i e d formally or informally as "the most 

representative inst i t u t i o n " and can then prevent competition.' 

(3) A c t i v i t i e s , including the production of goods and services for 

sale to members which BIAs. are allowed to perform, including those they are 

required to perform, e-g.. annual reports on finances, on identity of 

leaders, on provision of s t a t i s t i c a l data, etc., and those they may be 

prohibited from performing, e.g. fixing prices, r e s t r i c t i n g information to 

members, making campaign contributions, raising a private army, discrimi

nating against members by race or religi o n , collecting contributions auto-
+ 

matically and compulsorily, etc. 

(4) Tax situation with respect to BIAs (and their a c t i v i t i e s , espe

c i a l l y those involving sales of goods or charging fees for service or lob

bying for legislative benefits) and.the'situation with respect to member 

contributions to BIAs (a deductable business expense, a personal income 

deduction?). In a sense, we are interested i n finding out i f a c t i v i t i e s 

which might not be prohibited outright can be penalized s u f f i c i e n t l y by 

f i s c a l means to make them unprofitable to undertake — or whether BIAs 

are tax-exempt enought to engage i n some a c t i v i t i e s more advantageously 

than private firms or individuals. + 

(5) Rights ( i f any) which BIA members have with respect to i t s 

decisions or processes. For example,* do members have a right to know the 

association's annual financial situation? Do members have a right to have 

their votes i n association matters counted honestly and secretly? Do mem

bers have.a "due process" right i f threatened with expulsion? with a fine? 
+Both of these may encourage BIAs to "off-load" some of their a c t i v i t i e s 
on other institutions (research, insurance, sales, etc.) which can be 
set up pa r a l l e l to, but nominally independent from them. 
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(6) L i a b i l i t y or extent to which BIAs can be held legally responsible 

for their actions or the consequences of their actions. Can they be sued 

by customers for the higher prices or rigged bidding they have produced? 

Can they be forced to compensate workers or their organizations for losses 

due to a lock-out they have organized? 

These are complex issues which constitutional lawyers, tax advisors 

and association executives have often spent a lifetime studying and trying 

to manipulate. In many cases, we are interested not i n the formal le t t e r 

of the law but in i t s jurisprudential practice and administrative applica

tion. We want to know not whether something i s prohibited but whether a 

BIA could get away with doing i t unpunished. Fortunately, at least for 

some countries, a specialized (how-to-do-it) literature exists discussing 

the rights, duties, privileges and exemptions —> legal and f i s c a l — of 

associations in general and even of BIAs in particular. We recommend read

ing such a book and discussing i t s points with a lawyer familar with BIA 

affa i r s and will i n g to discuss them openly. + 

In any case, "the rules of the game" w i l l not be measured and used in 

a systematically comparative fashion, but rather employed on an ad hoc 

basis to "explain away" differences between national systems. For example, 

one reason why BIAs may "seem" to have rather different organizational 

properties i n two different countries may be because the tax laws or rules 

of incorporation for non-profit organizations compel one of them to o f f 

load the provision of selective goods to a p a r a l l e l firm, cooperative or 

foundation. 

+ 
For those who cannot find a national literature, we.recommand Joseph Greif, 
Toughe Ross & Co. (eds.) Managing Membership Societies (Washington, D.C.: 
Foundation of the American Society of Association Executives, 1979) even 
though i t i s heavily impregnated with the bizarreries of the U.S. a n t i 
trust and lobbying regulation practices.-
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I t i s d i f f i c u l t to summarize a priori.the l i k e l y significance and 

direction of impact of these general influence variables. For example, a 

c l a s s i c a l hypothesis in the "pressure group" literature relates the degree 

of centralization of the state structure positively and linearly with the 

degree of centralization of associative action on the grounds that "groups 

imitate the structure of authorities they wish to influence". But why this 

rather than the more d i a l e c t i c a l notion that BIAs i n particular may react . 

inversely to the structure of the State? - BIAs may seek to acquire a r e l a ~ 

t i v e l y centralized.capacity for the coordination of class action precisely 

because the decentralized State structure f a i l s to provide the necessary 

conditions for reproduction through national markets or international ex-

change. Or, where the State i s already highly centralized, why would busi

ness interests not find that they can bring, resources to bear more e f f i 

ciently where they can be concentrated loc a l l y or regionally? 4 - 4" The strength 

of social democracy, especially during re l a t i v e l y early periods (say, prior 

to World War I), i t has frequently been suggested, i s accompanied by a 

greater willingness, based on a perceived greater threat to c a p i t a l i s t hege-

mony, to entrust BIAs with "strong" organizational properties. Highly 

professionalized state bureaucracies with their "integral" career'patterns 

and specialized training presumably discourage the development of organi

zational properties i n general, i f only because they are more capable of 

interacting di r e c t l y with clients and less dependent on intermediaries for 

information. In addition their situs ideology i s l i k e l y to stress the 

+ 
Switzerland would be a case in point. 

++ 
France might f i t this set of assumptions. 

+++ 
Or with a greater propensity for workers' organizations to be hierarchic

a l l y coordinated and, hence, to "provoke" cap i t a l i s t s into accepting more 
corporatist forms of organization themselves. Cf. Panitch (1979), pp. 
119-146. 
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independence and distinctiveness of the public bureaucracy. The indirect 

variables mostly deal with the international economic and p o l i t i c a l vulner

a b i l i t y of the country and the hypothesis would be that the greater the 

perception by those in power of. this vulnerability (up to and including 

preparation for war), the greater w i l l be their inclination to intervene 

to create a "favorable" set of organizational properties for BIAs. 

++ 

III.3.1.2. SPECIFIC (SECTORAL) CONDITIONS 

State structures.are rarely identical for a l l sectors of the economy. 

Fewer and fewer policies have a general (ad valorem) effect across the 

board and more and-more are designed to affect specific "target" clienteles 

and are implemented by increasingly specialized "sponsoring" agencies. 

Therefore, we expect such, direct or indirect sectoral s p e c i f i c i t i e s ' i n 

the structure of power and content of policy to explain at least some of 

the variation.in organizational properties across sectors within the same 

polity. Moreover, when i t comes to the specific question of the acquisi

tion of governing properties by BIAs we expect the logic of influence to 
+++ 

be a good deal more, significant than., the logic of membership. 

Once the generally applicable "rules of the game" have been established 

(and, of course, they are constantly evolving), the State or, better, i t s 

agencies may equip themselves differently to deal with various sectors of 
the economy creating rather different p o l i t i c a l contexts to which BIAs must 
adjust. Some of these differences involve direct incentives and controls 

for sectorally (or branch or product) specific BIAs. 
+ 
Cf. Pierre Birnbaum, "Etat, Corporatisme et Action de l a Classe Ouvrière", 
(1980). 

H** 
.Operational indicators for this part are l i s t e d i n Appendix C. 

H-
Although their respective contributions w i l l sometimes be hard to "partition" 
since much of the sectorally differentiated effect of public policy i s i n 
directly experienced by BIAs via the direct transactions between the State 
and firms. 
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(1) I t seems to make a difference i f the State has, an agency and a 

set of programs designed to deal more-or-less e x p l i c i t l y and exclusively 

with a given sector. Presumably, where the agency i s so specialized and 

r e l a t i v e l y autonomous within the power structure of the State, associative 

action may become almost unnecessary since the necessary aggregation of 

interests and promotion of favorable policies may be undertaken by the 

"public" agency i t s e l f which becomes "colonized" by those i t i s supposed 

to regulate or develop. Examples of this seem to be central banks and 

"the financial, community" and certain agricultural marketing boards and 

the specific commodities whose prices they are supposed to control. Like

wise, where an industrial sector faces a plethora of state agencies with 

overlapping competences — expecially where these are scattered across 

local, regional and national levels of decision-making — the incentives 

from the state for developing centralized, hierarchical organizational 

properties are l i k e l y to be weak (and confusing). The "ideal" situation 

seems to be one where the state agency ("sponsoring agency") i s sector-

a l l y specialized but not so autonomous and, hence, needs the collaboration 

of a comprehensive, singular, highly dense and resourceful BIA to provide 

i t with information and to assist i t i n i t s competition with other state 
+ 

agencxes. 
(national or regional) 

(2) Public/authorities may allocate various funds for specific pro

grams to a sector and may channel them through BIAs, up to and including 

using them as actual agents of policy implementation (so-called Staatsent-

lastung). These payments and/or subsidies for export promotion, apprentice

ship training, industrial credit, s t a t i s t i c a l information, social insur

ance, product, standardization, and so forth can become important "monopoly 

goods" inducing members to join and contribute, but even in cases where they 
cannot, on principle, be denied to non-members, firms may feel that they 
__ 

see page 96a 
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Perhaps i t is here that the re l a t i v e l y recent emergence of EC-level re
gional agencies has had i t s greatest impact on BIAs. 'Frequently, the 
s h i f t in decisional authority to Bruxelles has involved the establishment 
of regulatory or subsidizing a c t i v i t i e s which did not previously exist at 
the national level, or imposed definitions of relevant policy arenas which 
did not correspond to prior national practices. Not only have business 
interests responded by creating new European BIAs (not part of our pro
ject) , but also they have had to restructure or. establish de novo organ
izational properties at the national level. 
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w i l l get preferred treatment i f they are association members. States may 

even s p e c i f i c a l l y inspire the foundation of an association as an agent for 

the implementation of a particular program. Also, such delegated programs 

may pay for a substantial portion of overhead expenses and encourage BIAs 

to develop more professionalized and centralized administrative structures. 

(3) Public authorities may find i t costly or impossible (especially 

where they are not trusted) to gather information on the performance or 

needs of a given sector. They may not only subsidize BIAs for providing 

the data (see above) but also may seek to encourage them to acquire an 

organizational domain (or a system of sharing information within a hier

archy of associations with specialized domains) which they regard as-appro

priate for their purposes. BIAs w i l l be inclined to be receptive to such s 

requests to change their organizational structures - i f , by doing so, they 

can acquire a near monopoly on the information which w i l l be used for 

public policy-making, and effectively eliminate the temptation for state 

o f f i c i a l s to address themselves directly to firms or knowledgeable i n d i 

vidual businessmen."1* 

'Different industrial sectors, one could hypothesize, create differently 
strong needs on the part of states for Staatsentlastung through devolution 
of "public policy programs, associational rather than state licensing, and 
information. It is d i f f i c u l t to say, however, which structural properties 
of sectors should account for such variation. For this reason, we are not 
able to propose a sector-specific measure of state devolution and information 
needs. On the other hand, one could assume that these needs vary ceteris 
paribus (holding constant in particular the direct and general factors 
l i s t e d i n c e l l I of Figure IV) with the importance of the sector for public 
policy, especially in terms of the growth and employment a c t i v i t i e s of 
public authorities. 



98/99 

(4) The structure of the modern state i s shot through with consulta

tive and decisional bodies composed of functional representatives. V i r 

tually, a l l empirical research to date reveals that BIAs are prominently, 

even quite disproportionately, present in such forums and the presumption 

i s growing that this represents a particularly privileged arena of i n f l u 

ence for business interests. Presumably, BIAs w i l l adjust their domains, 

intra-organizational and inter-organizational structures to ensure a more 

effective participation i n these representative bodies, especially where 

by doing so they can further protect their monopoly on intermediation from 

r i v a l associations and/or opportunistic firms and individuals. To a' cer

tain extent., this variable overlaps with (1) above, the configuration-of 

and supranational 

state/agencies, but some of these bodies may be inter-agency, inter-mini

s t e r i a l or even quite general (e.g. a National Economic and Social Coun

c i l ) in scope — and therefore their presence may exert an independent 

influence upon organizational properties. It may also be part of (4) 

above, the information needs of the State, although these are by no means 

confined to exchanges occurring within such formal representative bodies. 

Obviously, the more national i n level and broad in scope these bodies, the 

greater the incentive for higher and more hierarchic modes of interest 

'Again, the specific attributions to different types of Chambers may d i f 
fer from sector to sector with the same pol i t y . 
++ 

These have been most thoroughly explored in Lars N^rby Johansen and Ole 
P. Kristensen, "Corporatist Traits i n Denmark, 1946-70" forthcoming in 
G. Lehmbruch and Ph. Schmitter (eds.), Trends in Corporatist Policy-Making 
(London: Sage Publications). 
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organization. Perhaps, the most imporant general effect of such bodies 

i s to "freeze" the structure of organized intermediationby ensuring p a r t i 

cipation for existing BIAs and raising the costs for new ones, especially 

r i v a l ones, to get into the game of interest p o l i t i c s . 

The "bundle" of variables under Rubrique IV in Figure IV, those that 

are sectorally specific but indirect i n effect, have a peculiar s i g n i f i 

cance in our tentative efforts at establishing a theoretical framework* and 

problématique. Together,- they represent our attempt to operationalize 

something which we suspect to be very important for any general assessment 

of the capacity of business interests to prevail i n contemporary p o l i t i e s 

but which i s very d i f f i c u l t to investigate s p e c i f i c a l l y and systematically; 

namely, the tendency for business interests to be "satisfied", "taken care 

of", "promoted" by state authorities without .a' self-côn'ëcious,_ strategically 

active eff o r t ,on the part of BIAs or even of individual firms or business-

persons.. For a large variety of motives, the State or state agencies may 

have significant reasons for i t s / t h e i r own, important interests of i t s / 

their own to protect, which incline it/them to act for (and not through or 

because of) business. We have already hinted at these under the label of 

general international economic and p o l i t i c a l vulnerability; now we draw 

attention to more sectorally specific manifestations of this same generic 

feature of "the state i n c a p i t a l i s t society". 

Hence, the state may be an important purchaser of goods from a given 

sector (arms procurement being the most obvious case); i t may have a s i g 

nificant stake In. the "healthy development"' of some sector because i t i t s e l f 

Whether this logic applies to supra-national bodies remains to be seen. So far, 
the restricted competence and sectoral compartmentalization of the EC has yet 
to provide sufficient incentives for strong associational hierarchies at the 
regional level. 
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owns and manages- productive units in i t ; i t may be particularly solicitous 

because the value of i t s currency depends upon the effect that the export 
given 

receipts of a/sector has upon the country's balance of payments; i t may be 

especially concerned to protect the interests of some sector because of the 

employment creation effects this may have and i t s fear of the p o l i t i c a l 

consequences (i.e. non-re-election or violence) that unemployment could 

have; l a s t l y but not leastly,- some sectors are particularly significant 

to the state because they generate especially important f i s c a l revenues the 

state may need to meet i t s other obligations. 

Indicators of the factors which might contribute to the "sectoral atten-

tiveness-solicitude". of the state are not too d i f f i c u l t to imagines e.g., 

government purchases as % of total sectoral product; public assets as a 

% of tot a l sectoral assets; export earnings of the sector as a % of 

total export earnings (perhaps, juxtaposed to the corresponding d e f i c i t or 

surplus i n the balance of payments); sectoral employment trends as % of 

total employment trends over some period of time; public allocation of 

Research and. Development subsidies as a % of tot a l R & D expenditures 

(to indicate strategic p r i o r i t i e s of policy-makers). But not only 

may i t be. d i f f i c u l t to colle c t such information at the appropriate level 

of aggregation, but what i s exceedingly d i f f i c u l t w i l l be to somehow weigh 

these factors and come out with an assessment of the sectors " p o l i t i c o -

strategic importance" for p o l i t i c a l authorities. 

One general, orienting hypothesis i s that, a l l things being equal (alas, 

Especially where this i s complicated s t i l l further but the addition of a 
supra-national level of authoritative concern for a given sector. 

++ 
Not to mention the disturbing fact that this changes over time and that 
organizational properties acquired under past circumstances often tend 
to persist in the present and future. 
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they never are!), sectors of greater politico-strategic .importance for the 
and/or regional organizations 

State /will have less incentive to develop strong associational structures 

because firms in those sectors w i l l be inclined to -free-ride on the efforts 

already being taken, by public authorities to protect/promote their inter

ests. Differences in interest perception," in time preferences and fear of 

the future consequences of such dependence may mitigate and even eliminate 

the temptation' to free-ride, but on balance, BIAs in strategic sectors are 

li k e l y to be less active and less capable of governing their members' beha

vior. This would lead to the paradoxical conclusion that the interests of 

sectors with a weak associational structure may be better s a t i s f i e d than 

those of sectors which are highly organized. "Business" may be more i n f l u 

ential ( i f less powerful in the- intentional sense of the term) where BIAs 

are less i n f l u e n t i a l . 

On the other hand, one could as well expect that the -State w i l l encourage 

and support associational self-government (Selbstverwaltung) precisely in 

sectors with high p o l i t i c a l significance. If i t i s true that direct public 

regulation of economic a c t i v i t i e s has i t s inherent limitations and often 

even dysfunctions, the State may be the more interested i n the presence of 

a functioning system of interest and policy intermediation the more impor

tant i t i s that i t s policies actually work. In dealing With 

strategic sectors, i t may not only require precise information, r e l i a 

ble expert advice and swift adjudication of internal conflicts but also 

a high degree- of aggregation of individual interests at the sector level; 

a l l of these may not be available without the support of well-organized 

associations. As a consequence, the State vis-a-vis-strategically important 

sectors may, in addition to or even instead of direct intervention, put 

heavy emphasis on "meta-policies" structuring and regulating self-governing 

sectoral associations and enabling i t to solve sectoral problems inde-
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pandently within the framework and contributing to the goals of general 

public policy ("functional autonomy"). An example of business associations 

with strong organizational properties performing, under government authori

zation, and subsidization, quasi-governmental functions in c r u c i a l l y impor

tant industrial sectors i s the agreement between the coal mining and the 

e l e c t r i c i t y supply industry associations in Germany on the use of domestic 

coal in the production of e l e c t r i c power. The agreement determines the 

amount of German coal the e l e c t r i c i t y supply industry has to buy over a 

number of years, and i t provides for a complicated fine-tuning mechanism 

regulating the allocation of domestic coal to individual e l e c t r i c i t y pro

ducers according to c r i t e r i a such as general economic fluctuations, i n d i 

vidual changes in market performance, transport costs, etc. While the 

state subsidized the system financially, previous experience had shown 

that under direct state administration the scheme did not bring about 

the.desired replacement of import coal, and i t was only after the asso

ciations had agreed.to accept responsibility for the program that i t began 

to work. In so far as the governing capacities of. the participating asso

ciations have increased as a result of their participation i n the scheme — 

which they seem to have ~ this i s an example of associations becoming 

organizationally stronger as a consequence of their sectors' strategic 
+ 

importance for the State. 

(Since the above speculations on the logic of influence have come 
out of collective deliberations we have been having here in Berlin, we 
would like to quote from sections of a Memo written by Glaus Offe which 
has stressed this problem: 

+ 
For a detailed account of this case SPP 7 ,• o*. . , 
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I think that what we r e a l l y want to know i s to what extent (in what 
countries, industries, etc.) business interests ~" 'have been trans
formed into stable concerns of collective actors who serve as an agency 
both of some control over the organization's membership as well as the 
source of power and influence over other actors and state institutions. 
In order to find out about this question, we have proposed to concentrate 
on the interaction between "members" (firms or individuals) and the orga
nization (i.e., the "logic of membership"), on the one side, and the "logic 
of influence" (organization-state-interaction) on the other. A simplified 
model describing these f o c i of inquiry would look lik e t h i s : 

structural, non-intentional factors 
affecting the realization of interests 

individual 
business 
units 

"lccric 

of membership" 
organiza

tion 
" logic 

of influence" 

non-associational, but intentional 
modes of promotion of interest 

(One) potential ambiguity of interpretation ... has to do with the 
link between the "logic of membership" and the "logic of influence". This 
link can be theoretically conceived of in either of two ways, starting 
from the right side or l e f t side of our model, respectively. Starting from 
the l e f t , i t would read: the organization is " i n f l u e n t i a l " , because i t 
i s "strong" in terms of membership; the relative number of members and the 
organizational practice of mobilizing and coordinating the action of mem
bers provides the organization with the necessary resources to "buy" i n f l u 
ence. But equally plausibly, o n e could hypothesize, starting from the 
right, that the organization is "strong" i n terms of membership because 
i t i s i n f l u e n t i a l ; i t would be granted a considerable influence by the 
state,.and this "status" that i t enjoys as an organization provides i t with 
the necessary resources to attract members and provide them with collective 
goods, and/or private incentives to join. ... 

A possible key to the solution of this problem may be found i f we con
sider i t in the context of s t i l l another one. Let us assume that associa
tive action and the influence gained by i t , i s not the only channel by 
which the collective interests of business are being served. For instance, 
other (non-business) associations may consider at as being in their ultimate 
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interest to serve the interest of business, because the degree of f u l f i l l 
ment of business interests determined the extent to which these other inter
ests can be realized. This would be the case when unions see the level of 
employment threatened and therefore pressure the state for more generous 
subsidies to local or national industries. Also, one might think of cases 
where interests of business are most effectively represented i f individuals 
assumed, the task of representing them, e.g., by making.individual contri
butions- to candidates for p o l i t i c a l o f f i c e . Another conceivable alternative 
to associative action would be a collective, but informal mode of interest 
intermediation, based,, e.g. upon a common cultural background or shared 
p o l i t i c a l value orientations among economic and p o l i t i c a l e l i t e s . F i nally, 
formal.associative actions would also appear re l a t i v e l y unimportant and 
dispensable, where the administrative apparatus of the state has adopted an 
insti t u t i o n a l s,elf-interest, which i s based on. the anticipation that the 
successful conduct of public policy is dependent on favorable conditions 
for business and hence i s by and large congruent with business interests. 

The question* that concerns us here, i s not which of the five "chan
nels" that 1 have just specified (associative, third party, individual, 
informal, administrative, and which are indicated by the arrows at the 
bottom and top of the above figure) i s the most significant one in any 
particular case, but rather: whether we are s u f f i c i e n t l y equipped, con
ceptually as well as empirically, to answer this type of question at a l l . 
The problem .. . i s to put associative action into i t s context, and to 
assess i t s relative weight. Two opposite hypotheses are equally plausible: 
the f i r s t would argue that with the loosening of the coherence of econo
mic and p o l i t i c a l e l i t e s and the. rise to power of p o l i t i c a l groups that 
are. strongly oriented toward labor, business does increasingly depend on 
formal associative action where formerly other, less formal and collective 
methods of gaining influence would have been suff i c i e n t . Conversely, one 
could also argue that to the extent the interventionist welfare state i s 
developed, and with i t a technically trained large administrative appara
tus that i s acutely aware of the functional dependencies of the state upon 
business performance, the "pressure" of business associations w i l l be " i n 
ternalized" by this apparatus, which would reduce the potential additional 
impact of (or need for) associative action. 

The f i r s t of these two hypotheses would be empirically supported i f 
we find that poorly associated .industries are p o l i t i c a l l y less, successful 
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(e.g., i n obtaining protective le g i s l a t i o n or i n obstructing undesirable 
types of regulation) than those with a high measure of organizational i n 
volvement and ac t i v i t y , and that this correlation increases with the degree 
to which p o l i t i c a l e l i t e s do not overlap and interlock with business e l i t e s . 
Conversely, an indication i n support of th.e second hypothesis would be fin d 
ing that no such correlation exists, and that the communication between 
business associations i s more often i n i t i a t e d by state agencies themselves 
than by the associations. The latter finding would suggest that business, 
due. to i t s specific strategic location i n the p o l i t i c a l process and in the 
entire p o l i t i c a l economy, i s more actively "invited" to exercise "pressure" 
by the state than "compelled" to do so for reasons of i t s own. I t i s also' 
conceivable that one of these alternatives applies to certain countries, 
p o l i t i c a l conditions, industries or market forms, while the other holds 
true for others.) 

III.3.2. INTERACTIONS WITH ORGANIZED LABOR 

Our. basic assumption, i n discussing the relationship between organized 

labor and.the organization of business interests i s that individual employ

ers, i f they have a. choice, prefer not to deal with organized labor at a l l 

but rather to procure their supply of labor through individual contracts. 

If compelled either.by law or. by union strength to recognize a trade union 

as an agent.of collective bargaining, employers w i l l have a preference for 

workplace or company over multi-firm, industrial agreements since the former 

leave them a higher degree of autonomy. It i s only i f they are forced either 

by existing inst i t u t i o n a l structures or by a high degree of strategic co

ordination on the part of trade unions that employers can be expected to 

yield some of their autonomy as buyers of labor to employers associations 

bargaining on their behalf. We assume, therefore, that to explain the 

existence of developed organizational properties in employers associations 

one has to look for external pressures preventing employers from acting 

at the labor, market independently and.on their own. 
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Business associations in some countries or sectors are differentiated 

into two categories according to the two major task environments of organ

ized business: (1) into trade associations dealing with and oriented 

towards the State, and other business interests; (2) into employers 

associations interacting primarily with trade unions. Interactions 

with trade unions affect the organizational properties of employers 

associations and of multi-functional BIAs interacting with both the state and 

organized labor, but they do not necessarily influence the structure of 

trade associations. The differentiation between trade associations and 

employers associations may i n some cases have h i s t o r i c a l l y idiosyncratic 

origins; on the other hand, one could hypothesize that i t i s more l i k e l y 

to occur in p o l i t i e s or sectors where the interaction between business 

associations and organized labor i s particularly intensive and broad i n 

scope. If under such circumstances there i s no differentiation between 

BIAs by tasks, one would expect that the two major task environments w i l l 

be attended to by specialized and rel a t i v e l y autonomous subsectors within 

multi-functional BIAs. 

Like the influence of interaction with the State, the impact of orga

nized labor on BIA. organizational properties may be both direct and indirect, 

and i t may either be the same for a l l BIAs i n a given industrial polity or 

di f f e r by specific sectors (Figure V). A direct influence on BIA organi

zational properties i s exercised by the ins t i t u t i o n a l structures of inter

action between capital and labor at the labor market (the "system of indus-

as defined by 

t r i a l relations",/Dunlop) defining the role and scope of "joint regulation" 

and the arenas of negotiation i n a society or sector. Indirect influences 

are exercised by (national or sectoral) contextual factors conditioning 

the behavior of trade unions i n the framework of given institutions; they 

affect BIAs through their impact on trade union a c t i v i t i e s . ^ 

Obviously, there are manifold interdependencies between the i n s t i t u -
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FIGURE V 

THE LOGIC OF INFLUENCE AND ITS IMPACT 

ON THE ORGANIZATIONAL PROPERTIES OF BIAS: 

INTERACTIONS WITH TRADE UNIONS 

DIRECT 

Institutional Structure of 
Capital-Labor Interaction 

INDIRECT 

Factors Conditioning Union 
Behavior Towards Capital 

GENERAL: 

Conditions 
affecting BIA 
properties i n 
the p o l i t y or 
the economy 
as a whole 

(1) "Rules of the Game" 

(2) State involvement i n 
wage determination 

(3) Centralization and uni
ficat i o n of national 
trade union movement 

(1) Range and scope of state 
social policy 

(2) Social Democracy 
(cf. III.3.1.) 

(3) International dependence 
and vulnerability 
(cf. III.3.1.) 

SECTORAL: 

Conditions 
affecting BIA 
properties in 
a specific 
sector 

(1) Relative importance of 
workplace and company 
bargaining 

(2) Configuration of trade 
unions and bargaining 
arenas 

(3) Presence and configura
tion of t r i p a r t i t e and 
bipartite public and 
quasi-public bodies, 
agencies, authorities 

(4) Status of sector in 
national trade union 
policy 

(1) Labor intensity and 
position in national 
wage structure 

(2) Union density 

(3) Strike pattern 
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tions of collective bargaining, trade.union structures, BIA organizational 

properties, and the economic and social context within which capital and 

labor interact. Thus, contextual factors undoubtedly influence i n s t i t u 

tional structures, and the latter not only affect the organizational proper

ties, of BIAs but are i n turn also affected by them. Nevertheless, for the 

purpose of our present discussion the distinction between in s t i t u t i o n a l 

structures and underlying social and economic conditions offers a useful 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , and the conceptualization of BIA properties as dependent 

upon collective bargaining systems and trade union organization permits 

a meaningful analysis of causal, relationships. 

+ 

III.3.2.1. GENERAL (NATIONAL) CONDITIONS 

National industrial relations systems d i f f e r by the degree to which 

the State acts as an institutionalized "third party" regulating the ex

changes between capital and labor either by defining and guaranteeing cer

tain "rules of the game" or through incomes policy, minimum wages l e g i s l a 

tion- or the l i k e (items 1. and 2. in c e l l I of Figure V). They also d i f f e r 

by the degree of centralization and unification of the national trade union 

movement (item 3.). A l l three factors can be assumed to influence BIA 

organizational properties d i r e c t l y . 

(1) "Rules of the Game". Different systems of labor law differently 

encourage and support associative action of business. Five factors seem 

to be of particular importance: the extent to which the law limits work

place or plant-level bargaining and gives precedence to industry-wide c o l 

lective agreements; the extent to which agreements can be declared generally 

v a l i d (allgemeinverbindlich) by the State for a l l firms i n a sector regard

less of whether or not they are members of the employers association or BIA 

which has negotiated the agreement; the extent to which agreements are en-

Operational indicators for this section are l i s t e d m Appendix D. 



109 

forceable i n court; the extent to which they impose a "peace obligation" 

for the time of their v a l i d i t y on the parties involved; •, and the 

extent to which the State engages in arbitration and conciliation 

between unions and employers. In systems where industry-wide 

bargaining takes precedence over workplace bargaining, employ

ers associations are more l i k e l y to establish themselves as bargaining 

agents, on behalf of their members than in systems i n which employers have 

the option of regulating their industrial relations individually. Further

more, the-broader the range of the (non-wage) subjects that can be taken 

up in, or are reserved by law to, multi-plant bargaining, the more technic

a l l y complex industry-wide collective agreements willbesome, and the greater 

the importance of employers associations as bargaining agent* and as inform

ants and advisors for their members. Secondly, i n systems i n which the 

State can make a collective agreement allgemeinverbindlich,. the capacity of 

business associations to govern the behavior of individual firms i s not 

only generally increased but i s extended to non-members. As a result, non-r 

members may decide to join in order to be able to participate i n the forma

tion of association, policy, and the association may find i t possible to 

extend.its bargaining a c t i v i t i e s to other and more complex subjects than 

wages and hours. Thirdly, where collective agreements are legally enforce

able, firms require specialized legal assistance to apply agreements cor

rectly and to be represented in court; such assistance can be furnished by 

employers associations whose legal services may become indispensable espe

c i a l l y for. smaller firms. Fourthly, in systems with a legal "peace obliga

tion" firms are protected from trade union action i f they are members of an 

employers association which i s a party to a current industrial agreement. 

This may be a strong incentive for employers to join such an association. 

Generally speaking, the more a country's "rules of the game" of industrial 

relations favor industry-wide bargaining, and the greater the role of the 
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formal law i n regulating relations between labor and capital, the greater 

the functional importance of BIAs for, and their governing capacity over, 

their members. 

(2) State Involvement i n Wage Determination. T r i p a r t i t e arrangements 

at the national level for the formulation and implementation of an "incomes 

policy" can be expected to contribute to the integration and centralization 

of BIAs at the national level, i n general and to the strengthening of peak 

associations comprising a l l sectors of the national economy i n particular. 

Whether or not t r i p a r t i t e incomes policies i n addition lead to increased 

control by BIAS over members firms i s less easy to predict? on the whole, 

i t seems that they presuppose such control more than they bring i t about, 

and that the presence or absence of associational control i s much better 

explained by the particular country's industrial relations "rules of the 

game" (see above). . Where, on the other hand, the state regulates important 

aspects, of. labor relations dir e c t l y — e.g. through . minimum wage l e g i s l a 

tion — the incentives for strong employers associations to develop can be 

expected to be weak, and individual employers may even be able to refuse 

to recognize trade unions altogether. Generally, States which, intervene i n 

the process of wage determination have the alternative of either s o l i c i t i n g 

the cooperation of the "social parties" and working, as i t were, through 

their organizations, or bypassing both unions and employers associations 

and.relying on their own regulatory machinery. Which of the two options 

they choose seems to depend at least partly on the strength and the orga

nizational structure of the trade union movement (see below). 

(3) Centralization, and Unification, of National Trade Union Movement.. 

Where trade, unions are centralized and united at the national level, employ

ers w i l l be under pressure to build up strong national (peak) associations 

of their own. 
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Centralized Einheitsgewerkschaften holding an effective monopoly of 

representation are able to prevent their workplace organizations from inde

pendent, autonomous action and thus to protect the s t a b i l i t y of multi-firm 

(industry-wide or nation-wide) bargaining arrangements (see above, "Rules 

of the Game"). Furthermore, in so far as centralization gives trade unions 

the capacity to coordinate their a c t i v i t i e s i n different sectors of the 

economy, i t makes i t necessary for employers to develop similar coordina

tion mechanisms. Moreover, a centralized and united union movement can 

be expected to have more influence on the State, and to interact more closely 

with . i f -"• - on social policy matters, than a decentralized and divided 

movement. Employers confronted with a national Einheitsgewerkschaft are 

therefore forced to acquire a matching capacity for unified p o l i t i c a l action — 

especially since union centralization makes i t d i f f i c u l t or even impossible 

for the State to influence wage settlements without relying on trade union 

intermediation. Generally, a centralized and unified trade union movement 

can be expected to create in employers a sense of class antagonism and a 

need for class solidarity which are highly conducive to the emergence of 

strong associations. (The same holds for control by Social Democratic or 

Labor Parties over national p o l i t i c a l institutions; see below.) 

Among the characteristics of industrial p o l i t i e s which work upon BIA 

organizational properties mainly by conditioning trade union behavior, the 

following seem to be particularly significant: 

(1) Range and Scope of State Social Policy. The broader the social 

policy functions of the State, the more i t i s possible for trade unions to 

be compensated • for concessions made in direct collective bar

gaining. This i s l i k e l y to f a c i l i t a t e stable and cooperative collective 

bargaining relations. By assuming social policy responsibilities, the 
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'State takes potentially divisive p o l i t i c a l issues out of the hands of the 

social parties, bringing them either under unilateral state regulation or 

making them the subject of t r i p a r t i t e negotiation and cooperation. On 

subjects that have in this way been p o l i t i c i z e d , national trade unions and 

employers associations no longer have to defend their jur i s d i c t i o n against 

their workplace organizations and members. In so far as state social policy 

i s negotiated on a t r i p a r t i t e basis rather than unilaterally dictated, i t 

forces both unions and employers to centralize their organizations and 

orientate them towards the state. Moreover, a centralized social policy 

inevitably involves complex systems of formal rules which can be designed 

and applied only with a considerable input of information and expertise. 

We expect, therefore, that in countries where the state has assumed broad 

responsibilities i n social policy, much of the a c t i v i t i e s of BIAs (and 

trade unions as well) w i l l consist of furnishing information both to the 

state on their members and to their members on state p o l i c i e s . The high 

complexity of public social.policy and the specialized expertise required 

for dealing with i t may make i t appear useful to organize employers inter

ests in a separate organization apart from other business interests. On 

the other hand, the more the social policy role of the State i s extended, 

the more social policy and general economic policy w i l l become interdepend

ent, and the greater w i l l be the pressure for coordination of policies 

not only between different state agencies but also between employers asso

ciations and trade associations. In this sense, growing scope of state 

social policy and increasing preemption...of collective bargaining by t r i 

partite policy formulation, while they need not render differentiation of 

business associations by different tasks and task environments useless, may 

create a need for closer inter-organizational coordination. An approximate 

measure of the social policy role of the State i s the percentage of the 
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gross national product spent on public and quasi-public social insurance 

programs (health insurance, unemployment, etc.). 

(2) Extent to Which National P o l i t i c a l Institutions Are Controlled by 

Social Democratic/Labor Party. That Social Democracy may have an influence on 

the structure of BIAshas already been mentioned in the context of 

interactions with the State (III.3.1.2.). In addition, ruling 

Social Democratic parties usually have promoted, frequently 

by legislation, the development of multi-plant, sectoral, industrial or 

national-level collective bargaining. In this way, they have not only 

served the interests of their trade union a l l i e s but also forced employers 

to delegate significant bargaining responsibilities and decision-making 

powers to associations. At the same time, partly through their contribu

tion to the instit u t i o n a l i z a t i o n of industrial relations and partly through 

their efforts to integrate industrial relations into a broader context of 

t r i p a r t i t e macro-economic management, Social Democratic governments have 

generally contributed to a transfer of potentially disruptive industrial 

relations problems into the broader p o l i t i c a l arena and thus to a reduction 

in the level of open industrial c o n f l i c t . While on the one hand this has 

reduced the challenge to business posed by spontaneous, unregulated 

and hierarchically uncontrolled strikes and strike threats, i t has on the 

other hand forced employers, l i k e their counterparts on the trade union 

. side, to develop an organizational capacity to interact not only with the 

opposite "social party" but also with a powerful.centralized, interven

t i o n i s t state (cf. above, Social Policy). 

(3) Extent of International Trade Dependence, International Capital 

Dependence, Vulnerability to International Competition, and Vulnerability 

to International Security Threats. It has been argued above (III.3.1.1.) 

that external dependence and vulnerability cause states to support associa

tive action and to assist social groups in the creation of stable "private 
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governments". This concerns not only business but also labor. In inter

nationally vulnerable countries business, associations are typi c a l l y faced 

with safely institutionalized trade unions which, l i k e themselves, have 

highly developed organizational structures. The presence of these counter

parts reinforces the organizational development of business associations 

and further contributes to their governing capacities. In addition, inter

national vulnerability not only affects the behavior of governments but 

also that of trade unions. Unions are generally well aware of the extent 

to which the income and the jobs of their members depend on free inter

national trade, on the country's competitiveness on foreign markets, or on 

foreign investment. Trade unions i n internationally vulnerable countries 

tend to be prepared to cooperate with the government and the interest 

organizations of business to protect the joint interests of the country 

vis-a-vis i t s international environment. For this purpose, they w i l l be 

prepared.not only to accept quasi-governmental responsibilities themselves 

but also to agree to business associations taking over such respo n s i b i l i 

ties (and perhaps sharing them with them). 

III.3.2.2. SPECIFIC SECTORAL CONDITIONS + 

The inst i t u t i o n a l structure i n which the exchange between labor and 

capital takes place may not be the same for a l l sectors of a national eco-

nomy. This holds also for the economic and social conditions influencing 

trade union behavior vis-ai-vis capital as an employer of labor. While the 

inst i t u t i o n a l structure of joint regulation at sectoral level has a direct effect 

on BIA .organizational properties (with the qualifications introduced above) , the 

social and economic structure of the sector influences Bis i n d i 

rectly through i t s influence on trade unions. 

Operational indicators for this section are l i s t e d in Appendix C. 
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There are mainly four characteristics of sectoral institutions of joint 
regulation which we expect to have a direct effect on the organization of 

business interests: 

(1) The Relative Importance of Workplace and Company Bargaining as 

Compared to Regional or National Multi-Firm Bargaining... Employers associa

tions increase i n significance and gain in organizational capacity the 

greater the extent to which the terms of. exchange at the labor market are 

regulated by multi-firm as opposed to workplace and company bargaining. 

The importance of multi-firm bargaining i n an economic sector depends on 

i t s area.of coverage and i t s impact on the actual wage leve l . The coverage 

of multi-firm bargaining i s measured by the percentage of workers i n a -

given sector whose wages are covered by multi-firm agreements. The impact 

of multi-firm bargaining i s measured by. the difference'between workers' 

actual wages and the wage rates set by the agreement (wage d r i f t ) ; the 

greater this difference, the less effective i s the multi-firm bargaining 

mechanism in regulating the labor market, and the lower (presumably) the 

control capacity of employers associations (and trade unions) over their 

members... 

(2) .Configuration of Trade Unions and Collective Bargaining Arenas. 

In a sector, with only one centralized trade union organizing a l l groups of 

workers i n a l l regions and subsectors, there i s l i k e l y to be considerable 

pressure upon employers to join i n a similarly unified and centralized 

employers association. This should hold, perhaps to a lesser degree, even 

i f the sector has more than one bargaining arena, i.e. i f different agree

ments are negotiated by the same union for different regions, subsectors, 

or groups of. employees — the decisive factor being the degree of union 

centralization and the a b i l i t y of the union to coordinate i t s strategies 

in the different bargaining arenas. In any case, once a multi-firm bar

gaining arena has been firmly institutionalized, employers w i l l find i t 
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useful to build up a coterminous interest association or, at least, to 

improve coordination between existing associations representing employers 

in the respective arena. This should be true regardless of the number of 

unions involved, on the. other side of the bargaining table. In sectors in 

which the number of unions and bargaining arenas i s high, the incentives 

for employers to form comprehensive and complex associations or associa-

tional systems are weak. Generally speaking, i f the bargaining system i n 

a particular sector i s fragmented i n a number of independent bargaining 

arenas —• which could be due to either fragmentation or decentralization 

of trade union organization —• employers associations w i l l also tend to be 

decentralized.and fragmented? i f on the other hand the number of bargain

ing arenas i s small and trade union strategies i n different arenas are 

effectively coordinated, employers are forced to build comprehensive and 

centralized associations with a high capacity to integrate diverse inter

ests and.to make their policies binding on a large and heterogeneous con

stituency. The degree of fragmentation and coordination of multi-firm 

collective, bargaining arenas in a sector i s indicated by the number of 

(major) industrial, agreements negotiated (fragmentation) and the number of 

(major) trade unions negotiating industrial agreements (coordination). 

(3) Presence and Configuration of Tripartite and Bipartite Public 

or Quasi-Public Bodies, Agencies, Authorities. Dealing with Sector-Spec

i f i c Labor Problems. Most of what has been said above (III.3.1.2.) on the 

influence on BIAs of state-sponsored consultative or decisional bodies 

of functional representation also holds for bodies composed of both 

unions and employers (and sometimes including state representatives). 

Regardless of how such bodies have come into existence — whether by 

state imposition or by agreement between the social partners — for the 
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employers under their jur i s d i c t i o n they usually create strong incentives 

to coordinate their a c t i v i t i e s and/or the a c t i v i t i e s of their asso

ciations. In this respect, b i - or t r i p a r t i t e bodies have about the same 

impact on BIAS as institutionalized bargaining arenas (see above). Multi

party sectoral institutions with a public or quasi-public status also tend 

to increase the organizational security, and.sometimes in fact the orga

nizational resources, of both unions and BIAs. As a consequence, the govern

ing capacities of business associations are enhanced. A further impact of 

multipartite institutions on BIA properties may be through their effect on 

trade unions. By improving the., s t a b i l i t y of comprehensive and centralized 

trade union organizations,, such institutions put additional pressure on 

BIAs also to develop their organizational properties. 

(4) Status of Sector-in National Trade Union Policy. National trade 

union, movements may concentrate their efforts on a particular sector (or 

region) to achieve a "break-through agreement" which can be later extended to 

the rest of the economy (country). Break-through sectors are selected on 

the basis of their market and production structure and of the strength of 

their trade union organization. Since these factors remain f a i r l y stable 

over time, union efforts to gain model agreements usually concentrate on a 

small number of sectors. . Employers in such sectors w i l l have to face indus

t r i a l action more often than other employers, and they w i l l therefore be 

more inclined to form strong, associations. Furthermore, since the outcome 

of collective bargaining, i n break-through sectors concerns not only the 

employers immediately affected but a l l employers in the country, sectoral 

employers associations are l i k e l y to receive outside organizational assis

tance if. needed. They are also l i k e l y to play an important role in their 

national employers peak.associations. 
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In addition to the effects of sectoral i n s t i t u t i o n a l structures, 

sectoral business associations are influenced by a number of social and 

economic factors whose effect on them i s more indirect. In particular, 

we expect three such conditions to be of importance: 

(1) Labor Intensity and Position in National Wage Structure. The 

greater the labor intensity of production, the more, everything else be

ing equal, i s at stake for employers in the determination of the price 

of labor."1" As a consequence, employers i n labor intensive sectors are 

particularly l i k e l y to detect common interests and act' c o l l e c t i v e l y on 

labor-related matters. In capital-intensive industries, on the other 

hand, employers associations can be expected to have considerable d i f f i c u l 

ties coordinating and controlling the labor-market behavior especially of 

the larger and-more profitable among their member firms. The more ca p i t a l -

intensive an industry i s , the more i t s leading firms w i l l be prepared to 

pay their workers wages i n excess of industry-wide agreements —• not only 

to buy industrial peace but also to keep overall trade union influence among 

their workforce i n check — and the less will i n g such firms will-be to co

operate as buyers-of-laborswith other firms and to subject themselves to 

collective labor-market discipline. Likewise, i n sectors where wages grow 

faster than i n the economy as a whole, employers may find i t necessary-to 

strengthen their associations in order to make their resistance against 

union demands more effective. In sectors with wages f a l l i n g relative to 

the national average, the incentives for employers to organize are weak. 

(Relative decline of sectoral wages may also be due to successful associa

tive action by employers.) 

Leaving aside sectors l i k e the public service where increased labor costs 
can easily be passed on to the consumer — or could u n t i l the emergence 
of taxpayer revolts. 
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(2) Union Density. The higher the percentage of the workforce in a 

sector who are. unionized (density ratio), the greater i s the need for em

ployers to organize i n powerful employers associations. Ceteris paribus, 

this i s true even i f the number, of unions and bargaining arenas in the:, sec

t o r i s high. In sectors with a fragmented bargaining gystem and decentral

ized trade union organization, high density makes i t l i k e l y that gains made 

by one union, or by workers in a "break-through" bargaining arena, w i l l 

soon be made also by other unions or in other bargaining arenas ("leap

frogging") . The more probable this i s , the higher the incentives for em

ployers to coordinate their bargaining strategies at the sectoral le v e l . 

Density ratios may d i f f e r widely by subsectors and by sub-groups of the 

sectoral workforce; the greater these differences, the more d i f f i c u l t i t i s 

to predict the effect of the overall density ratio on sectoral BIA proper

ties... A sector's aggregate density ratio reflects the-structure of the 

workforce in the sector and covaries with variables lik e the relative number 

of manual as opposed to non-manual, s k i l l e d as opposed to unskilled, and 

male as opposed to female workers. Since these and similar variables af

fect BIA organizational properties through their effect .on union density, 

they are discussed in- this context rather than separately. The union 

density of a sector i s given by the ratio of union members (excluding pen

sioners) .over the tot a l number of workers (excluding the unemployed). • 

(3) Strike Pattern. The structure of business associations i n a 

given sector is conditioned by the frequency and prevailing pattern of 

sectoral strike a c t i v i t y . In a sector which i s rela t i v e l y strike-prone 

in comparison to the economy as a whole, employers should be more l i k e l y 

to build up strong and encompassing employers associations than in a 

sector with low strike activity. If strikes are predominantly lo c a l , 
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un o f f i c i a l and short, employers associations tend to be limited i n their 

functions to the provision of advice and legal services,. The more strikes 

become regional or national i n scope, the more the functions of employers 

associations w i l l tend to include the provision of strike insurance or 

the organization of lockouts. With increasing relative frequency of 

o f f i c i a l as distinguished from u n o f f i c i a l strikes, the role of the 

employers association as the o f f i c i a l representative of i t s members 

vis-a-vis the union grows i n importance. If strikes normally last long, 

employers may feel a need for strike insurance, and this again i s l i k e l y 

to add to the functions of employers associations. 
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III.4. ORGANIZATIONAL PROPERTIES 

III.4.1. INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this project i s to determine under what conditions and for 

what purposes business interests act c o l l e c t i v e l y through formal associa

tions; what forms such associations, or systems of associations, take in 

different social, economic and p o l i t i c a l environments; and what tasks such 

formal associations perform. Fortunately, this makes i t unnecessary for 

us to take sides i n the old and ongoing debate on whether organizations can 

or cannot be "understood" through their formal properties, and to what 

degree formal structures reveal or determine what i s "really going on" i n 

organizations. The purpose of our research i s not primarily to "under

stand organizations" but rather to explain the resort to formal organization, 

as opposed to informal collusion, as a mode of collective action by a p a r t i 

cular social class. Here, we have offered the hypothesis that the emer

gence and the structure of formally organized (systems of) interest asso

ciations of business vary systematically with two clusters of determinants: 

the kind and structure of the underlying membership interests, and the 

conditions and processes of p o l i t i c a l influence.. The present section of 

this paper i s devoted to defining a set of variables and operational i n 

dicators measuring the extent and the way in. which the collective inter

ests of business in specific countries and economic sectors are organized 

in, and intermediated by, formal associations. 

To j u s t i f y the concentration of the research on formal organizational 

properties, i t may be useful to consider b r i e f l y the relationship between 

formal organization and p o l i t i c a l interests. Formalization of systems 

of collective action entails an ex p l i c i t definition of common objectives 

("functional specificity") and the establishment of c r i t e r i a of e l i g i b i l i t y 

for membership. Since rules of inclusion are at the same time rules of 
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elimination, the formalized boundaries of interest associations function 

as inst i t u t i o n a l f i l t e r s separating members and interests that are admitted 

into the association, from others that are excluded and have to find their 

own organizational forms. Internally, interest associations containing 

heterogeneous interests among their constituency may set up.^fdrmalized sub

divisions allowing subsets of interests to express themselves independently 

and to be o f f i c i a l l y represented i n the association's p o l i t i c a l process. 

Other p a r t i a l interests within a' BIA which are not institutionalized in 

this way are excluded from open and.legitimate articulation. Furthermore, 

to the extent that the interests represented by a particular association 

affect, and are affected by, other interests, associations may enter into 

more or less formalized relationships coordinating their a c t i v i t i e s and 

combining their interests into more general '.interest, aggregates. By 

selecting,- excluding, emphasizing, suppressing and combining interests, 

the formal structures of interest associations process the complex variety 

of motives and goals existing i n the social group- they represent, and 

transform them into a more or less coherent set of p o l i t i c a l objectives 

and actions. If the form of the organizational channels processing a 

group's "raw interests" i s altered, the interests selected for representa

tion w i l l change, and the "processed interests" are l i k e l y to be different

ly weighted and aggregated. In this sense, the formal organizational 

properties of (systems of) interest associations can be conceived of as an 

objectivé, behavioral expression of how the respective associations per

ceive and interpret the collective interests of their constituents. 

This i s not to say, of course, that every single aspect of the beha

vior of interest associations, or of organizations in general, i s deter

mined and explained by formal organizational properties. There i s no doubt 
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that the day-to-day decisions of organizations are greatly affected by 

informal processes, and that "what i s r e a l l y going'on" may even take place 

largely outside formal associational channels. However, while the informal 

elements of formal organizations are undoubtedly significant, they are l o 

cated within and confined by the basic framework of formally established domains, 

structures, and exchange relations. How important these are i n condition

ing organizational behavior i s i l l u s t r a t e d empirically by the existence of 

what one can c a l l the p o l i t i c s of formal organization. If the formal 

properties of interest associations were unrelated to substantive interests, 

or i f the basic interest definitions embodied in them could be easily modi

fied and circumvented informally, they would not be as carefully chosen 

and as passionately defended and contested as they are, and attempts to 
+ 

change them would be accompanied by less p o l i t i c a l c o n f l i c t . 

Limiting the scope of the research to the formal organization of interest 
associations can be j u s t i f i e d not only substantively and theoretically but 
also has significant practical advantages. Data on formal structures are 
as a rule easier to collect than data on informal relations and processes. 
To measure the formal organizational properties of interest associations 
one does not have to s i t in on secret meetings of their executive committees 
or to observe which members talk to which over the telephone in prepara
tion of an important decision. Formal organizational properties can 
frequently be determined without any cooperation by the associations them
selves by analyzing published documents, yearbooks, rule books, constitu
tions,- etc. In fact, i f i t i s true that the preparedness of business 
associations to cooperate with independent research by outsiders i s lower 
than that of other interest associations - keeping in mind that i s i s not 
clear whether enough attempts have been made to f a l s i f y this generaliza
tion - concentrating on formal properties that can be measured by "unob
trusive indicators" may be a way of solving the problem of access. Even 
where data are not publicly available and where i t i s necessary to inter
view association managers, questions on formal organizational properties, 
such as the number and the organization of staff, are l i k e l y to appear 
less suspicious to interview partners, and to be more easily answered, 
than questions on, say, the association's "real power structure" or i t s 
willingness to concede on certain c r i t i c a l union demands-. 
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III.4.1.1. ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: Organized Complexity and 
Relative Autonomy 

As we have said at the outset, we attempt to determine the degree to 

which business interests are intermediated through associations by analyz

ing such associations' formal organizational properties. Our assumption 

i s that the more important associative action i s for business interests 

in a particular country or sector, the more developed the organizational 

properties of the respective business associations w i l l be. The principal 

concept here is that of "organizational development". Organizational 

structures are the more "developed" the more encompassing they are in 

scope and purpose (the more "external effects" and interdependencies they 

"internalize"); the more specialized and coordinated they are inter

nally; the more safely their supply of strategic resources i s i n s t i t u 

tionalized; and the greater their autonomous capacity to act and to pur

sue long-term strategies regardless, of short-term environmental constraints 

and fluctuations. The two basic notions involved in this concept are 

those of organized, (ordered, coordinated) complexity and of (relative) 

autonomy (Verselbstandigung). In the following, we w i l l b r i e f l y discuss 

these as they relate to the treatment of organizational properties in this 

project. + 

The concept of development may carry the connotation of a h i s t o r i c a l process 
starting at a "low" level and proceding continuously to ever "higher" levels. 
Whilst we do not want to preclude the p o s s i b i l i t y that some empirical busi
ness associations indeed are, or have been, undergoing'"development" in this 
sense, our concept i s not primarily h i s t o r i c a l but analytical in status. 
That i s , while we do cl a s s i f y organizational properties of BIAs i n terms 
of their degree of "development", we are not making the assumption that a 
"highly developed" association has necessarily been less'developed i n the 
past. This means, among other things, that we allow for the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
diffusion of organizational forms as an alternative to "organic" growth. 
Furthermore, we do not wish our concept of development to imply a notion of 
unidirectionality. Although we expect that highly developed organizational 
structures w i l l offer considerable resistance against "de-development" 
(which has to do with their very "autonomy" and Eigengesetzlichkeit), 
we assume that the degree of BIA organizational development i s primarily de
pendent upon specific environmental constraints and opportunities. In prin
ciple, the external contingencies affecting a particular BIA organizational 
structure may'change in such a way as to lower rather than raise i t s level 
of organizational development. 
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In i t s most general sense, the concept of organized complexity re

fers to ,a multiplicity of different units that are related to each other 

in a non-accidental, orderly, purposively designed pattern making them 

contribute to the performance of a specific common function. A social 

system, including an interest association or a system of interest associa

tions, i s the more complex the higher the number and the greater the d i 

versity of. the units of which i t i s composed; and i t i s the more organized 

the larger the number of institutionalized relations between i t s components 

and the greater the extent of functional coordination achieved through 

these relations. Further below in our discussion of organizational struc

tures, we w i l l use the term "differentiation" to refer to the degree to 

which associations or associational systems are composed of different 

(kinds o0units, and we w i l l speak of "integration" to denote the extent 

to which component units are coordinated towards common, general objectives. 

The concepts of differentiation and integration w i l l be used to describe 
and analyze the structure of both individual associations and systems of 
associations (intra-organizational as well as inter-organizational struc
tures) . The relationship between "internal" and "external" organization
al structures w i l l be discussed shortly. At this point i t may be useful 
to remark b r i e f l y on our use of the term "system" when we speak of "asso
ciational systems". Basically, an associational system in our usage i s 
the universe of a l l BIAs representing interests from a particular economic 
sector. The term sector has been discussed extensively above. 
When used in connection with the concept of "associational system", 
"sector" means exclusively "sector (or sub-sector) objectively defined on 
the basis of product identity / similarity / proximity". The c r i t e r i a 
defining the associations that belong to .â  given "sectoral universe" are 
described in the research design, below (IV). The important point here i s 
that i f we c a l l a sectoral universe of associations an "associational 
system", we do not make any'assumptions about the character of the relations 
between the associations belonging to i t . In particular, the concept of 
"system" does not contain any pre-judgements on the interrelatedness, 
interdependence, density of interaction etc. of the respective associa
tions (i.e. on what i s frequently called the "system character" of a given 
set of social or other relationships). Although we expect empirically 
to find at least some degree of interrelatedness in a l l our sectoral asso
ciational systems, as far as our concepts are concerned they contain the. 
p o s s i b i l i t y of total isolation of component units and "zero system inte
gration" . The degree to which the associational systems we are dealing 
with in this research are, or are not, integrated (interactive, inter
dependent, boundary-maintaining, self-reproductive or whatever) is entire
ly an empirical question and in no way pre-judged by the use of the term 
system. 
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Starting with the most obvious aspect of complexity which i s multi

p l i c i t y and diversity, an important, and in fact the principal, source of 

structural complexity in interest associations i s the diversity of 

underlying interests. Assuming a given distribution of diverse interests 

among possible members, interest associations and systems of interest 

associations can be expected to be increasingly complex the more compre

hensive they are in terms of the interests they organize. Since the com

prehensiveness of an interest association ceteris paribus covaries with 

the number of i t s (potential) members, associations with broad constituen

cies and many members are more complex than associations with narrow con

stituencies and few members. In this sense, the organization of a given 

population of interests in a small number of large and broadly defined 

associations represents a higher degree of organizational development than 

organization in a large number of small and narrow associations. 

Large size i n organizations gives rise to internal differentiation. 

The larger and the more comprehensive business associations are, the more 

they can be expected to be differentiated into subunits responding to 

different tasks and interests. Internal differentiation reflecting 

task complexity i s another aspect of organizational development of 

interest associations: holding size and other properties constant, an 

organization that has a high number of internal subdivisions i s more com

plex and more developed than an organization with no or few subdivisions. 

The internal subunits existing within, organizations are subject to a 

higher or lower degree of coordination in terms of the overall organiza

tional purpose. Functional coordination i s the second dimension of what 

we have called organized complexity. Intra-organizational d i f f e r e n t i a 

tion according to different special interests can be conceived of as a mech

anism of accomodating those interests within one encompassing organization 
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and making them accessible for integration into a broader, more general 

interest definition. An alternative mechanism to achieve the same objective 

would be external coordination between independent associations organizing 

the interests to be coordinated separately. For example, road-building 

firms and house-building firms could either be organized i n the same inter

est association - which would then presumably have special internal sub

divisions for each of the two.groups - or they could be organized separate

ly and coordinate their interests through some kind of inter-organizational 

linkage. Basically, intra-organizational differentiation into specialized 

subunits and inter-organizational integration through institutionalized 

linkages between separate•organizations are functional alternatives that 

can be used for the same purpose.. 

Organizations d i f f e r by the extent to which their subunits form an 

organic pattern oriented towards the achievement of a. common objective. 

Ideally, the number of subunits in an organization, should be limited to 

what i s required for the organization to achieve i t s objectives; subunits 

should be singular to avoid duplication of effort; they should be non

competitive to prevent internal f r i c t i o n and diversion of resources from 

the organization's overall purpose; they should be functionally d i f f e r 

entiated according to a complementary division of labor; and 

they should be hierarchically ordered to allow for unity of purpose and 

continuous centralized- coordination. In the same way in which individual 

associations can be compared i n terms of the degree of correspondence of 

their structure to these c r i t e r i a , so can associational systems. Obviously, 

the range of. variation in this respect between associational systems i s 

much broader than between individual associations. At one extreme, one can 

conceive of an associational system in which the number of constituent units 

is unspecified; identical functions are performed simultaneously by several 
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associations which are i n competition with each other; associations de

termine their tasks independently without taking into account the tasks 

performed by other associations; and no association i s i n a position to 

exercise hierarchical control over others. Systems of interest associations 

with these characteristics have been termed " p l u r a l i s t " . At the other ex

treme, the functionally complementary differentiation, hierarchical ordering, 

non-competitiveness, unit singularity etc. of an associational system may 

approach that of the subunit structure of a single organization, and i n fact 

there may be empirical cases in which what i s formally a system of indepen

dent organizations, is more "organized", "ordered" and "coordinated" than 

a loosely integrated single organization. Associational systems whose inter-

organizational structures resemble an intra-organizational pattern of func

tional division of labor and hierarchical coordination - up to and includ

ing the transformation of inter-organizational relations between different 

.interests into iritra-organizational relations through mergers - have been 

labelled "corporatist". Although p l u r a l i s t associational systems may con

s i s t of a large number and great variety of component associations and may 

thus be highly complex, they are not "ordered" or "organized" and therefore 

represent a low level of organizational development.+ 

The second aspect of organizational development i n which we are inte

rested i s what we have called above "autonomy". The notion of organiz

ational autonomy refers to the supply of resources required for the organ-

+ 
The two aspects of "organized complexity" w i l l be dealt with in depth in 

the f i r s t two of the four main parts, of our. discussion of organizational 
properties. The f i r s t part, t i t l e d "Domains", w i l l be concerned with the 
choice by associations of the kind and range of interests they undertake to 
represent. The central variables there w i l l be "comprehensiveness" and 
"size". The second part, "Structures", discusses the internal structural 
differentiation of associations within a given (or chosen) interest domain; 
the institutionalized inter-organizational relations between associations; 
and the structure of associational systems. Here, the emphasis w i l l be on 
the mechanisms by which structural complexity i s ordered, organized and co
ordinated. 
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ization's survival and growth ("input") as well as to the capacity of the 

organization to determine i t s objectives and select the means and strate

gies to pursue them independently ("output"). Our guiding hypothesis i s 

that organizations strive to increase their autonomy in both of these 

dimensions in order to protect themselves•as much as possible from un- • 

predictable turbulences in their environments. By acquiring and•defending 

increasing autonomy in the course of their development, organizations 

secure their continuity and s t a b i l i t y as social systems and become capable 

of orienting themselves towards steady, long-term objectives. The more 

autonomy an organization has achieved, the less any one of i t s environ

ments i s able to determine i t s behavior ("un-coupling"); the more i t i s 

capable Qf changing i t s environments instead of i t s e l f in order to protect 

i t s own performance and s t a b i l i t y ; and the more reliably i t s present 

structural properties predict i t s properties i n the future. 

In p o l i t i c a l interest associations at' least, the foremost environ

ment from which organizational autonomy has to be wrought i s the member

ship. As far as resource supply ("input") i s concerned, p o l i t i c a l organ

izations at a low level of development get a l l their resources - finance 

as well as manpower -from their members on a spontaneous, non-routine, 

voluntary basis. To increase their autonomy, organizations of this kind 

have basically three strategies at their disposition which they can to 

a certain extent combine: 

(1) they can make the supply of resources by members a formalized 

obligation enforceable in law (constitutional imposition of regular dues 

payments, employment of professional rather than voluntary staff, com

pulsory membership.) ; 

(2) they can complement the more or less voluntary contributions of 

their members by selling products or services at the market; or 
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(3) they can turn to other "sponsoring environments" for subsidization. 

The most l i k e l y source of subsidization for p o l i t i c a l organizations i s , of 

course,the state. The importance of the state for the development of p o l i t 

i c a l organizations i s increased by the fact that the f e a s i b i l i t y of the 

f i r s t two strategies of gaining autonomy i s to a good deal determined by 

state-defined "rules of the game" (in particular, compulsory membership). 

The transformation of voluntary support into legal, routine obligations 

can be referred to as formalization while the mobilization of support from 

other environments amounts to an increase in institutionalization. A de-

veloped p o l i t i c a l organization extracts resources not only from i t s member

ship base but from- a m u l t i p l i c i t y of environments — enabling i t to balance 

the influence of one source of support against that of another — and i t 

receives i t s supports on a routine basis through stable and predictable 

lines of supply. 

Resource autonomy from the membership i s closely related to strategic 

autonomy as organizational inputs and outputs are linked to each other i n 

the exchange between the organization and i t s various environments. Inter

est associations with l i t t l e developed organizational properties have to 

gear their policies closely to the immediate demands and the short-term 

interest perceptions of their members who are their only source of support. 

Since the immediate concerns of members of interest associations are more 

l i k e l y to be narrowly defined, idiosyncrs&ic-and subject to rapid change, such 

organizations tend to be small in size, and their policies tend to be 

p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c and unstable. Associations can free themselves from the 

uncertainties of p o l i t i c a l spontaneity by developing into firms s e l l i n g 

products or services at the market, i f they do not choose this alternative 

and decide to stay in the p o l i t i c a l realm, they can grow in size and com-
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prehensiveness and develop longer-term perspectives only i f they acquire 

a capacity to reject short-term member demands and to make their decisions 

binding upon their members even against resistance. For this "relative 

autonomy" to develop, associations need the support of their other environ

ments compensating them for the inevitable decline in the spontaneous 

support from their membership, or enabling them to extract such support 

in spite of member apathy or resistance. ' This external assistance i s 

l i k e l y to come forward, only i f the association's a c t i v i t i e s respond at 

least to some degree to the respective "other" environments' interests, 

in particular, to the interests of the state. It i s only to the extent 

that associations become in this sense interest intermediaries between 

different environments that they can transform themselves into stable, 

continuous, institutionalized interest governments, and i t i s only to 

this extent that they can afford to be unresponsive to some of the demands 

made on them by their constituents; to represent the interests of their 

members only selectively and in a general, !l'a©mpr1omised."xf̂ rmj. arid 

to design their policies and strategies in accordance with their own struc

tural needs rather than with the wishes of actors other than themselves. 

The most frequent form of external support for interest associations i s 

of course state recognition and licensing and the granting of a monopoly 

of representation, often combined with compulsory membership. Voluntary 

membership.' and the absence of state licensing and representational mono

polies are characteristics of p l u r a l i s t systems of interest representation 

whereas compulsory membership and state-guaranteed associational functions 

and domains correspond to the definition of corporatism., Organizational 

+ 
It i s possible that associations in trying to gain independence from their 

members become dependent upon the state - or some other "third party". State 
dependence i s of course no more welcome to associations than member depen
dence, and the "high art" of developing the organizational properties of an 
interest association i s precisely to find a position in which the influence 
of each of the organization's task environments can be balanced against the 
influence of another. 
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development, then, of interest associations in the direction of increasing 

"relative autonomy" from their primary environment — the members —• im

plies a move from pluralism to corporatism, accompanied by a decline in 

the voluntary and an increase in the. obligatory character of their organ-

Different degrees of organizational development of interest associa

tions and interest associational systems are related to differences i n the 

relative importance of the logics of Memberships and Influence. As far as 

organized complexity i s concerned, associational systems that are primarily 

large number of small, narrow, internally undifferentiated and externally 

uncoordinated special interest associations. While the degree of frag

mentation, dispersion, overlap etc. produced by the Logic of Membership 

may vary between countries and economic sectors with different structural 

Resource and strategic autonomy w i l l be discussed more thoroughly in' the 
third and fourth part of our treatment of organizational properties. 
Resource autonomy i s the subject of the third part which i s t i t l e d 
"Resources". Strategic autonomy i s dealt with in the fourth part t i t l e d 
"Outputs". The two parts are closely related as organizational processes 
are conceived of as transforming input "Resources" into different "Outputs" 
exchanged with different environments in return for different kinds of 
supports. The basic structure of our discussion of organizational proper
ties , then, is this: Our general concern i s with organizational development 
which we have analyzed into the concepts of organized complexity and 
(relative) autonomy. While organized complexity contains the notions, of 
comprehensiveness and structure, autonomy relates to resources and strategy. 
The problem of domain comprehensiveness i s discussed below under Domains, 
the problem of internal and external structering under Structures, the 
supply with required ("input") resources under Resources, and the problème 
of policy and strategy under Output. The basic conceptual structure of our 
discussion is represented in thé following diagram: 

ization. 

responsive to their membership base are l i k e l y to be fragmented into a 

Organizational Development 

Organized Complexity Autonomy 

Comprehensiveness Structuring Resource Supply Policy Strategies 

"Domains" 
(III.4.2.) 

H Structures 
(III.4.3.) 

H "Resources 
(III.4.4.) 

H "Outputs" 
(III.4.5.) 
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conditions, generally the desire of members to have their immediate, particu-

lia-ristic;' interests represented as undistorted as possible works in the 

direction of narrow domains and resistance to coordination within associa-

tional systems. As Mancur Olson has persuasively demonstrated,+ interests 

are the more l i k e l y to be organized in voluntary membership associations 

the more narrowly defined they are, and they become increasingly unlikely 

to be organized as they become more general. Although.members may be aware 

of the general implications and the interdependencies of their interests with 

those of others, having to abandon some of them for the sake of organizational 

unity, and to contribute to the costs of an elaborate formal structure of 

interest-coordination,poses insurmountable "Prisoner's Dilemma" problems. 

As a consequence, members w i l l tend to associate, i f at a l l , only with the 

very small number of those who share their immediate,specific, narrowly de

fined interests, and the resulting associations w i l l be narrow in scope, small 

in membership, internally homogeneous, simply structured, highly responsive 

to the immediate demands of their members and highly unresponsive to demands 

, for coordination with neighboring or more general interests. 

Opposite effects originate from the Logic of Influence. States in 

attempting to process and regulate social interests seem to have a preference 

for dealing with a small rather than a large number of interest representa

tives, and for being confronted with interests that are as aggregated and 

comprehensive as possible. Interest associational structures dominated by 

the Logic of Membership transmit to the state a vast variety of special inter

ests and place the burden of their reconciliation and accomodation upon public 

authorities. In societies in which a l l important allocative decisions are 

effected at the market, this may not be much of a problem. However, where 

the state has, willingly or not, accepted a responsibility to protect the 

+"The P o l i t i c a l Economy of Economic Growth Rates", i n : United States Congress, 
U.S. Economic Growth from 1976 to 1986: Prospects, Problems, and Patterns, 
Vol. 2, 1976, pp. 25-40. 
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interests of specific social groups and to regulate their transactions with 

others p o l i t i c a l l y , governability may depend upon the existence of broad, 

encompassing, well-coordinated systems of interest associations reducing 

the complexity of social interests by transforming them into a limited 

arid p o l i t i c a l l y manageable number of interest aggregates. States whose 

a b i l i t y to govern hinges upon this kind of social, pre-state interest 

transformation may take direct or indirect measures to redesign member-

dominated, fragmented associational systems and change them into influence-

oriented, encompassing, integrated interest governments. 

In attempting to consolidate and "rationalize" organized systems of 

functional representation, states are assisted by another aspect of the 

Logic of Influence which i s the p o l i t i c a l imperatives of successful asso

ciative action. While the immediate interests of members work in the direc-

tion of fragmented and simple associational structures, the exertion of 

effective p o l i t i c a l influence may demand coordination of efforts and con

centration of resources and power. As a result, members are often faced with 

the unpleasant alternative of having their interests represented i n their 

authentic, unmediated form by l i t t l e developed, small and powerless asso

ciations, or having them represented only partly and generally but by high

l y developed, large and (comparatively) powerful associations. By biasing 

the conditions of p o l i t i c a l success in favor of inclusive and comprehensive 

representation, states can create i n s t i t u t i o n a l incentives for the formation 

of developed associational structures with a high internalized capacity for 

interest transformation and compromise. In the case of BIAs, similar con

straints can emerge from the confrontation with centralized trade unions 

which may force individual businesses to confer upon broad and r e l a t i v e l y 

interest-unspecific associations the authority to act on their behalf even 

though their decisions may i n some cases violate some of their more specific 

interests. 
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. The simultaneous impact of the Logics of Membership and Influence 

pushes and pulls the organizational structures of BIAs and BIA systems 

in opposite directions. Which of the two competing forces w i l l prevail 

in a given case should, to a significant degree, depend on the concrete 

conditions of membership and state/trade union structure (cf. the variables 

l i s t e d above, under III.3.1. and III.3.2.). One form of compromise between 

the two Logics at an advanced stage of organizational development i s the 

formation of a pyramid of associations and "associations of associations" 

with a high number of hierarchical levels. At the bottom of this pyramid, 

there i s a multitude of narrow, small, highly interest-specific and special

ized "direct membership" associations. At the next-higher lev e l , these 

are combined into, and coordinated by, a series of "higher order" associa

tions of associations which are both fewer i n number and broader i n scope 

than the associations they are organizing. At the next leve l , there i s a 

s t i l l smaller number of s t i l l broader higher-order- associations combining 

and coordinating the associations at the lower level, and this 

inter-associational interest aggregation and coordination continues u n t i l , 

at the top of the pyramid, only one encompassing association of associa

tions i s l e f t . The point about a system like this (see diagram) i s that 

"Influence" 

H 

fa o 

"Membership" 

INTEREST SCOPE 
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i t responds to both the logic of Membership and the Logic of Influence at 

the same time and, at least possibly, to the same extents while i t s bottom 

structure accomodates the former, i t s structure at the top sa t i s f i e s the 

imperatives imposed by the l a t t e r . The gap between the two Logics i s 

bridged in this case by a chain of hierarchical inter-organizational re

lationships which permits a stepwise separation of more special from more 

general interests and gives special interests an opportunity to express 

themselves separately i n the context of an encompassing structure repre

senting and embracing the general interests of a l l participants. In this 

sense, a multi-level associational pyramid i s midway between incorporation 

of a l l special interests in one encompassing association (responding to 

the "Logic of Influence") and voluntary, organization i n a large number of 

small, fragmented, uncoordinated sectional associations (in line with the 

"Logic of Membership"). 

Similar cross-pressures are exerted by the two Logics of organizing 

interests with regard to an association's degree of organizational autonomy. 

Under the imperatives of the Logic of Membership, the only resources asso

ciations receive come from their members, and the value they can add to what 

their members have contributed to them i s fundamentally limited (e.g. effec

tive " p l u r a l i s t " representation depends on the members themselves exercis

ing pressure; presupposes direct informal interaction between members, 

etc.).." Furthermore, competition between associations for members not only 

increases the power of the latter over the former but also puts narrow 

limits to the price associations can demand for their services. Stable and 

generalized p o l i t i c a l influence, on the other hand, may, and usually does, 

require organizational continuity, a capacity for long-term planning, and 

the a b i l i t y to disappoint and discipline the members in specific cases. 
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The state, for i t s part, may be prepared to lend i t s assistance in the de

velopment of such organizational properties i f i t has reasons to expect 

that strategic autonomy (of broad, inclusive, monopolistic associations) 

w i l l be accompanied by strategic responsibility and "reasonableness". 

Again, associations including BIAs are caught between contradictory forces 

and have a choice between either opting for one of them or trying to strike 

a balance between them. Some of the relationships between the Logics 

of Membership and Influence on the one hand and organizational resources 

and strategies on the other are summarized in Figure VI, adding to those 

given aboye in Figure III and described i n the related discussion on pp.60-1; 

more details w i l l be introduced further down.• 

Generally speaking, our emphasis on the Logics of Membership and In

fluence reflects the observation that BIAs (indeed, most interest associa

tions) are highly "artifactual" social institutions whose performance i s 

• d i f f i c u l t to assess and, hence, to j u s t i f y on purely economic terms; whose 

products are d i f f i c u l t to privatize and, hence, accessible to appropriation 

by outsiders; and whose very presence i s d i f f i c u l t to sustain and, hence, ' 

vulnerable to circumvention by strategically-minded, opportunistic members 

and state authorities. As a consequence, BIAs should have a more serious 

and persistent problem in extracting sufficient resources to ensure their 

survival — much less, their growth — than, say, a firm producing a 

privately appropriable good through measurable processes of transformation, 

or a government offering the h i s t o r i c a l l y acquired and legitimated mono

pol i s t i c service of providing order and exercising coercion. A l l social 

organizations must, of course, offer to their "environment" inducements 

which exceed the contributions they appropriate, but for BIAs (and other 

+Even governments or states which f a i l to provide order or are i n e f f i c i e n t 
in their use of coercion may eventually be overturned or overwhelmed. 
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Figure VI 

THE LOGICS OF MEMBERSHIP AND INFLUENCE IN RELATION TO 

B1A ORGANIZATIONAL PROPERTIES 

Logic of Membership Logic of Influence 

Domains 

Narrow 
Small 
Self-determined 

Broad 
Large 
Other-determined, coordinated 

Structures 

Internally simple 
Multiple units 
Unlimited number of units 
Incomplete systems 
Overlapping'units 

Fragmented, uncoordinated 
In flux 

Internally complex 
Singular units 
Limited number of units 
Organic pattern of inter-organiz

ational division of labor 
(functional differentiation) 

Integrated, hierarchically ordered 
Established 

Resources 

From members only 

Changing lines of supply 
Spontaneous contributions based 

on approval of policies 
Voluntary labor 
State-independent representation 
Competition 

Outputs 

Members determine strategy 

Short-term perspective 
Private functions 
Consensus 
Solidarity 
Representation 

From a variety of environments, 
esp. the State 

Institutionalized lines of supply 
Formalized and legally enforceable 

support obligations 
Paid labor based on contract 
State recognition and licensing 
Monopoly 

Members are one strategic 
environment among others 

Long-term perspective 
Public functions 
Authoritative decisions 
Self-regulation 
Intermediation, governance 

Pluralism Corporatism 
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interest intermediaries) this seems a particularly crucial problem. 

This i s not to say that the Logics of Membership and Influence w i l l 

always predominate in the determination of organizational properties. If 

BIAs manage to secure for themselves a stable supply' of resources through 

the attractiveness of their products, the indispensability of their per

formances or the unavoidableness of their intermediation between private 

members and public authorities (or other private interlocutors), then 

they can perhaps best be analyzed, as organizations, i n terms of their, 

more inwardly regarding, logics of goal-formation and policy implementa

tion. In such a case, they w i l l have become established quasi-firms and/ 

or quasi-governments invulnerable to problems of resource extraction. 

Secondly, we have pointed to the fact that BIAs do not merely extract 

resources from, and offer inducements to,their members as, say, a firm does 

in attracting clients to buy i t s products. Their status as intermediaries 

means that they may (and usually do) receive (indeed, depend upon) re

sources, e.g. rights, subsidies, f a c i l i t a t i o n s , encouragements, from those 

who are i n a position to respond to their demands, i.e. public authorities 

and private "social partners", and must in turn offer to these interlocu

tors some inducements (goods or services) which w i l l make the exchange 

both attractive and, in the long run, viable. This, of course, presumes 

that BIAs, their members and their interlocutors are involved i n a volun-

t a r i s t i c , mutually or reciprocally advantageous, exchange relationship. 

Once, however, elements of asymmetric dependence, of monopoly, of involun

tary contribution, of legal obligation, and/or of potential coercion creep 

into the arrangement sustaining any given BIA, the "resource dependency" 

model becomes less applicable. Forms of "power dependency" may emerge 
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both in the relation of BIAs with their members and i n their relation with 

public authorities (for example, when authority i s devolved upon them to 

make binding, enforceable decisions). One way of expressing this trans

formation i s to describe the situation as one i n which the logic of i n 

fluence, previously subordinate to (and contingent upon) the logic of 

attracting, holding and extracting resources from members, or somehow juxta

posed to i t in the Janus-like situation suggested above (Section III.1 .) , 

becomes predominant and BIAs can resolve their resource extraction prob

lems by de facto or .de jure compulsory membership and compliance, and by 

state subsidization and licensed governance. In the extreme case, BIAs 

again become so safely institutionalized as intermediaries that they are 

no longer resource or power vulnerable, and can therefore develop organiz

ational properties determined almost exclusively by the imperatives of 

goal formation and policy implementation in a sort of modern-revised version 

of the Michelsian "Iron Law of Oligarchy". In this case, however, the out

come ensues not from a continuous and conscious, goal distortive manipula

tion of members by leaders in power, but from the association's liberation 

from i t s "intermediary" dependency on both members and authorities. BIAs 

in such established corporatist arrangements become, in effect i f not i n 

name, interest governments more;, than interest associations. + 

+ + + 

We w i l l not explore for reasons of space the inverse " l i b e r a l " or 
"p l u r a l i s t " transformation whereby BIAs, i n i t i a l l y resource and power de
pendent, become increasingly independent of such environmental constraints 
by becoming monopolistic interest firms s e l l i n g not compliance to authori
ties but unique selective goods to their members. Although they are not 
(and were not).BIAs, the nature and role of national automobile clubs, e.g. 
ADAC, TCS, offers a good i l l u s t r a t i o n of what we are- talking about. 
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The next part of this paper w i l l attempt to put into perspective the 

four kinds of formal organizational properties - Domains, Structures, 

Resources, outputs - we believe to be particularly salient for answering 

the questions posed in this project. Following this, each of the four 

themes w i l l be discussed in greater de t a i l , with much of the attention being 

devoted to problems of operationalization and measurement. 

III.4.1.2. DOMAINS, STRUCTURES, RESOURCES, OUTPUTS 

Business interests in developed c a p i t a l i s t societies are organized 

in a great number and variety of associations that are linked together 

in highly complex patterns of inter-organizational relations. While one 

could speculatively conceive of a single all-encompassing association re

presenting the t o t a l i t y of a l l business interests in a. country, • 

in r e a l i t y there have always been a multitude of business associations 

whose Domains were much more narrowly defined. Organizational domains of 

business interest associations are demarcated along a number of parameters 

which correspond to perceptions of special interests within the general 

interest of business as a class. The selection and demarcation of spe

cialized domains represents a basic organizational response to perceived 

internal divisions within a "business community" and defines the condi

tions under which diverse interests are processed and translated into 

common organizational objectives. This explains why the nature of asso-. 

ciational boundaries — the demarcation of interest domains — of business 

associations no less than of trade unions, may become a matter not only 

of private choice but also of public concern. Frequently, the state-attempts 

to channel the articulation of interests into a particular direction by 

making associational domains more inclusive than they would be i f their 
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demarcation were l e f t solely to the choices and dynamics of voluntary 

p o l i t i c a l action. As has been argued above, the very fact that formal 

organizational properties may become the target of such strategies of 

p o l i t i c a l design t e s t i f i e s to their importance in the definition and 

transformation of social interests. 

The demarcation of specialized associational domains gives r i s e to 

differentiation between associations representing similar interests 

rooted in the same social base. The more associations specialize, and the 

narrower the range of interests, that each represents, the higher, every

thing else being equal, the total number of associations. To the extent 

that the representation of the interests of a particular category of 

business i s divided among different associations, one can speak of an 

"associational system" consisting of a l l associations representing the 

interests of that category, and of their patterns of interaction. Associa

tional systems may vary in terms of their degree and their pattern of d i f f e r 

entiation, as well as in the way their member associations are related to 

each other. Inter-associational differentiation may be weak or strong, 

may follow different lines, and may or may not be accompanied by overlaps 

between domains and competition between associations. Relations between 
4 

associations may d i f f e r in intensity and may be organized both horizontally 

and hierarchically. Although associational systems representing business 

interests are typically highly differentiated, varied and complex, there 

i s usually l i t t l e i f any competition or c o n f l i c t between individual asso

ciations. Business interests seem to have a higher capacity than other 

social categories to coordinate their collective a c t i v i t i e s , to accomodate 

internal differences through organizational and inter-organizational arrange

ments, and to establish complementarity between associations representing 

different aspects of one : collective interest. The mechanisms by which 
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this i s achieved are at the center of the discussion of our second cate

gory of organizational properties, the Structures of associations and 

inter-associational systems. 

Internal differentiation may occur not only in associational sys

tems but also i n individual associations. To f a c i l i t a t e the organiza

tional processing of cleavages among i t s .members, an association may 

divide i t s domain into subdomains and set up internal subdivisions and 

departments corresponding to the interests of different member groups. 

Associations d i f f e r with regard to the degree, of autonomy they grant to 

their suborganizations, and to the role these play in the formulation of 

associational policies. In an association with a confederal structure, 

suborganizations may enjoy as much or even more autonomy as formally inde1-

pendent associations belonging to a common higher-order association. In 

fact, inter- and intra-organizational differentiation represent functional 

alternatives in the integration of partly conflicting interests into collec

tive action, so that groups in principle have a choice between being repre

sented by a single large, internally differentiated organization or by a 

number of specialized and perhaps "federated" organizations. 

A central problem in the design-of associational structures i s the 

management of internal interest diversity. The need for internally d i f 

ferentiated (systems of) interest associations results from the existence 

of cleavages between interests in their class, sectoral, branch or pro

duct constituency. How much internal differentiation associations have 

to admit depends on the intensity of such cleavages and on the power 

available to associations to enforce binding decisions on a heterogeneous 

membership. From the perspective of an association, inclusiveness increases 

internal heterogeneity and makes the definition of a common interest more 
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d i f f i c u l t . It also cuts the association off from the mobilizational sup

port provided by informal group cohesion and identification and increases 

the likelihood of a break-away of dissatisfied member groups. Homogeneity, 

on the other hand, may increase internal .cohesion and governability but 

means small size, limited resources, limited internal control over the 

aggregation of diverse interests, and an externalization of interest 

interdependencies. As a result, homogeneous, and therefore small, associa

tions are l i k e l y to be more dependent on formal coordination with other 

associations than heterogeneous and. large ones. Since institutionalized 

coordination entails costs i n terms of organizational autonomy, the prob

lem interest associations have to -solve in* coping with internal diversity 

of interests i s to find an optimal mix between internal and external 

coordination and' differentiation. To maximize autonomy and to intern

alize as many external effects as possible, associations have to integrate 

the maximum number of cleavages they can manage without becoming ungovern

able or breaking apart. To control the remaining externalities, they at 

the same time have to establish more or less formalized relations with 

other associations, keeping the scope of such relations as narrow as 

possible in order to preserve for themselves a maximum degree of autonomy. 

How many and how intense cleavages an association can process internally 

depends, amo'ng other things, on the intensity of internal and external de

mands for associational policies that are non-trivial from the perspective 

of the interests of the members and binding on the entire membership — 

the stronger such demands, the narrower the range of manageable diversity. 

It also depends on the capacity of the association to obtain the compliance 

of i t s members. Furthermore, how many externalities an association has to 

take into account is determined, by the chances for opportunistic behavior 
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offered by i t s environment. .:in a l l these respects, the conditions of 

p o l i t i c a l influence and the structure of the state in - general are an 

important factor, and i t i s precisely by strengthening the power of asso

ciations over their members — e.g., by more or less t a c i t l y supporting 

monopolies of representation — and by limiting the chances for opportu

nism that states can change the design of interest" associational systems 

in the direction of greater comprehensiveness and unitariness. 

The third general theme of our discussion of organizational proper

ties i s Resources. Whereas our previous topics were concerned with the 

demarcation of associational boundaries, the internal differentiation of 

associational structures, and the design of inter-associational systems, 

we now turn to the material reproduction of the associations thus estab

lished. Formal organizations are distinguished from informal groups by 

their endowment with resources that are their property rather than that of 

* their members. Interest associations, l i k e organizations in general, can 

be conceived of as social systems extracting resources from their environ

ments — clients, members, other intermediary associations, the state — 

through mutual exchange. Associations can extract resources from any of 

their environments to the extent that they have other resources to offer 

in return. Organizational success of interest associations can be oper

ationally defined i n terms of an association's a b i l i t y to establish 

balanced and continuous exchange relationships with a number of "task 

environments", using the resources extracted from them to produce outputs 

with which to compensate them for their support. 

The last category of organizational properties we suggest for study 

is the Outputs into which extracted resources' are transformed. One such 

output in which we are particularly interested i s what we c a l l "governance": 
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the assumption by an association of the status of "private government" 

with the capacity to impose binding decisions on i t s members. The external 

resources from which governance i s derived are drawn from both the members 

and the state. Like the other organizational properties discussed i n this 

paper, governance i s a characteristic of an associations 1s formal struc

ture: i t i s not to be confused with informal collusion of members to bring 

pressure to bear on others who refuse to cooperate, but rather refers to 

the a b i l i t y of the leadership of an association, or the association as 

such, to make members comply with association policy. The means available 

to associations to achieve this may d i f f e r i n strength and effectiveness 

and may be limited to specific policy areas. The strongest and theoreti

c a l l y most interesting mechanisms of generating associational compliance 

and discipline are positive incentives and negative sanctions. In order 

to be effective, incentives and sanctions have to be sizeable enough for 

the costs for an individual member of obeying by associational.policy to 

be lower than the costs incurred by violating i t . Negative sanctions may 

include suspension of voting rights, imposition of fines., temporary ex

clusion from services, etc. The ultimate negative sanction available to 

a formally organized interest association i s , of course, expulsion from 

membership. Whether or not members can actually be disciplined by the 

threat of expulsion depends on how important i t i s for them to belong to 

the association. It i s only to the extent that membership brings with i t 

significant advantages (especially ones not obtainable from other "sup

pliers") that the threat of p a r t i a l or total withdrawal of them i n re

ta l i a t i o n for non-cooperative behavior can be an effective instrument of 

organizational control. 
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Associations may derive their power to sanction their members either 

from the membership i t s e l f or from the state. In both cases, the develop

ment of governance capacities on the part of interest associations has 

important implications for the relationship between the state and the sys

tem of organized interests. The formal, assumption by private associations 

of authority"to govern their members may interfere with legal rights of 

individuals under a l i b e r a l constitution. Even where states play no 

active role in the formation of a private government, they inevitably have 

to choose at some point between suppressing i t i n the name of l i b e r a l 

principles or, ,in one way or another, recognizing and, perhaps, regulating and 

u t i l i z i n g i t . Furthermore, associations regardless of how they have acquired 

their capacity to govern, may use i t either in support or in defiance of 

public policy. To the extent that private governance afr-. 

fects the success of public p o l i c i e s , states have to formulate, i f only by 

default, an Ordnungspolitik defining the status of private governments in 

the p o l i t i c a l system. Thus, analyzing the governance capacities of inter

est associations again requires placing associations in the middle between 

their members on the one hand and the state on the other, and c a l l s into 

attention the peculiar position of interest associations as intermediaries 

between -.two different, often contentious and sometimes incompatible 

social systems. 

III.4.2. DOMAINS + 

III.4.2.1. PARAMETERS 

The most basic decision in the design of an interest association i s 

to select from the variety of existing interests those which the associa

tion w i l l represent, and to institutionalize a distinction between these 

_ 
Operational indicators for the variables discussed in this'section-are 
given in Appendix E. 
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and other interests whose representation i s l e f t to other associations. 

Interest associations define the interests they choose to internalize by 

formally demarcating an organizational domain. Organizational domains of 

interest associations are delimited by structural and functional parameters. 

A structural parameter i s a social distinction identifying social groups 

and separating them from each other. + Structural parameters relevant for 

interest associations are social distinctions which may correspond to 

different interests. Interest associations demarcate their domains by 

formally specifying In their constitution the characteristics of their 

potential members; in doing so, they exclude from membership actors who 

do not have such characteristics.- Structural parameters should not be con

fused with actual patterns of membership; an association may include i n 

i t s domain groups of potential members none of which eventually joins i t . 

Associations may use any number and combination of structural parameters 

to define their constituency. The more parameters an association specifies, 

the narrower and the more specialized i t s domain, and the smaller and more 

homogeneous the group of i t s potential members. Parameters that are not spe

c i f i e d presumably do not distinguish between potential members and outsiders; 

whatever groups can be defined on such parameters, a l l within them are 

e l i g i b l e to join. For example, when an association does not specify re

li g i o n or age in identifying i t s potential members, businessmen/women of 

a l l faiths and ages are formally e l i g i b l e to join. 

Functional parameters, on the other hand, distinguish between d i f f e r 

ent kinds of interests within the same structurally defined group. Whereas 

structural parameters define the c o l l e c t i v i t y from which an association 

tries to draw i t s members, functional parameters specify the tasks 

+P.M. Blau, "Parameters of Social Structure", i n : Approaches to the Study 
of Social Structure, New York: The Free Press, 1976, pp. 220-53. 



148 

the association offers to perform on their behalf. If no functional para

meters are specified, the association presumably undertakes to represent 

a l l interests resulting from the specific social-structural position of 

i t s (potential) members. By defining functional in addition to structural 

parameters, associations select.'from the universe of their members' 

positional interests those that are related to particular roles. For 

instance, business associations may represent either the t o t a l i t y of their 

members' business-related interests, or they may specialize • in interests 

deriving from their members' role as buyers i n the labor market and as 

employers of labor. Other role-specific interests of potential members 

which could be separately organized include those'of sellers in the pro

duct market, buyers of raw materials, consumers of u t i l i t i e s and services, 

or objects of different government pol i c i e s . 

The most common form of task specialization of business associations 

is embodied in the distinction between employers associations and trade 

associations. Employers' associations represent the interests of their 

members as employers - e.g., i n relation to labor as well as to the social 

policy of the state - whereas trade associations represent their members 

as producers. In not a few instances, both kinds of interests are repre

sented by one general association. i f the two functions are organized 

into separate associations, members (and leaders) of one association may 

also join (and even direct)the other since membership in the two i s pre

sumed to be complementary rather than mutually exclusive. 

Another example of a task-specialized category of business associa

tions i s Chambers of Commerce; and/or Industry, as they exist in several 

European countries. Chambers represent the interests of local business 
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in relation to various a c t i v i t i e s of the state. They do not, for i n 

stance, engage in wage bargaining, as might a local employers' associa

tion. The precise distinction between chambers and trade associations 

i s not easy to establish, however, and i t may well vary from country 

to country. It w i l l be one of the purposes of the research to deter

mine how exactly chambers as public institutions, and trade associations 

as formally private organizations, d i f f e r from each other, and how d i f f e r 

ent tasks are divided between them i n different countries. 

Specialization by task of interest associations serving the same group 

raises problems of coordination. If a l l interests of a positional group are 

represented by the same association, coordination i s l i k e l y to be a matter of 

organizational decision-making. If the representation of group interests i s 

divided between different associations, coordination has to be accomplished 

(if at all) through inter-organizational relations. The greater the inter

dependence between the kinds of interests represented by the associations 

involved, the greater the need for institutionalized linkages between the 

associations. Needs for coordination are increased i f task domains 

are not, or cannot be, completely mutually exclusive. In so far as there 

is overlap between the tasks of differently specialized associations, 

there i s a p o s s i b i l i t y for p o l i t i c a l f r i c t i o n , and pressures are l i k e l y to 

arise either for a re-specification of organizational domains, the setting 

up of a "joint venture", or a merger-(see below). 

Structural parameters used for the formal demarcation of organiza

tional domains of business associations include: 

Territory. Business associations may li m i t e l i g i b i l i t y for member

ship to individuals or firms located i n a particular t e r r i t o r y . T e r r i t o r i a l 

divisions between associations r e f l e c t differences of interests arising 
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from different location (or they may merely correspond to customary or 

legally- binding divisions of the p o l i t i c a l system). Frequently, associa-

tional domain's are co-extensive with nation states. In other cases, busi

ness associations may cover only part of the national territory, or they 

may even be confined to the territ o r y of a single c i t y . If an associa

tion defines i t s domain in t e r r i t o r i a l terms, potential members located 

outside i t s ter r i t o r y have to organize in separate associations. The 

representation of a given category of interests spread over a certain 

t e r r i t o r y may be divided between any number of territorially-bounded 

associations. A universe of associations organizing the same interests 

in different t e r r i t o r i e s may or may not be complete, and the t e r r i t o r i e s 

of representation may or may not be mutually exclusive. 

Branches or Products. Business associations may l i m i t e l i g i b i l i t y 

for membership to individuals or firms producing one or more out of a 

particular range of products. Divisions between associations by branches 

or products r e f l e c t differences of interests related to different positions 

in the chain of production. Members of business associations defined by 

branch or product parameters may be located either on the same or on d i f f e r -
+ 

ent stages of the ©ham .of production. in the f i r s t case, products of 

members are identical or similar, and members are l i k e l y to face identical 

or similar market and production problems (i.e., to use identical or similar 

technologies) and to confront identical or similar conditions at their 

markets for labor and raw materials (i.e. to compete for customers or sup

pl i e r s , etc.). .'Qne. main function performed by a "horizontal" 

association of this kind i s to contain competition among i t s members 

in order to improve their position in their exchange relationship with 

+Cf. above, III.2.4., our discussion of the concept'of "Interdependence". 
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such outside groups as customers, labor, suppliers of raw materials, and 

government authorities. 

The second, " v e r t i c a l " type of association- unites producers at 

different stages in the production and distribution of a particular f i n a l 

product. In a v e r t i c a l relationship, the output of lower-level producers 

constitutes the input of higher-level producers. Producers belonging to 

a v e r t i c a l production chain, in addition to competing with others' operat

ing at the same stage, engage with each other i n mutual exchange; they 

buy their materials from producers at lower stages and s e l l their products 

to producers at higher stages. As a result, whereas horizontal associa

tions are confronted with interest diversity stemming from competition, 

v e r t i c a l associations have in addition to accommodate diverse interests 

originating i n and relating to exchange relations. While in a 

horizontal pattern of associability conflicts, over rates of exchange 

exist- only with groups organized i n different associations,,- in a v e r t i c a l 

pattern such conflicts are organizationally internalized. An obvious 

way in which the members of a v e r t i c a l association may c o l l e c t i v e l y 

improve their position - and thus span the: internal cleavages - i s by 

promoting the f i n a l product(s) to.which they each contribute. One aspect of 

promotion i s stable institutionalization of exchanges along the chain of 

production, and this seems indeed to be what v e r t i c a l associations are 

primarily engaged i n . 

Faced with a given distribution of potential members by products, 

business associations in demarcating their domains have to make a choice 

between different types of domain diversity, as well as between homoge

neity and size. If associations extend too far horizontally, their p o l i 

cies may become too general to satisfy the special product-related inter

ests of their different groups of members (case. A in Figure VII). On the 
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other hand, i f associations reach out too far in the v e r t i c a l dimension, 

the exchanges they have to regulate, and the interests related to them, 

may become too diverse (case B). Associations may of course extend into 

both dimensions (case C) which would confront them with two different 

types of internal cleavages at the same time. In any case, the wider 

associations define their domains in terms of different products, and 

the more diverse the interests of their potential membership, the higher 

- everything else being equal - the number of their potential members. 

By defining their domains broadly and comprehensively, business asso

ciations increase their potential membership at the price of s a c r i f i c i n g 

interest homogeneity and burdening themselves with problems of managing 

internal diversity. The optimal degree of inclusiveness of associational 

domains, and thus - ceteris paribus - the optimal potential size of an 

association, i s reached i f a further increase in the diversity of product-

related interests•would impair the a b i l i t y of the association to make 

binding decisions on behalf of i t s membership and to meet c r i t i c a l ex

ternal and internal demands for such decisions. 

Firm Size. Business associations may l i m i t e l i g i b i l i t y for member

ship to firms, or individuals representing firms, of a particular size. 

Inter-associational divisions by firm size r e f l e c t differences of inter

est between "big business" and "small business". 

Type of Ownership. Business associations may l i m i t e l i g i b i l i t y for 

membership to (representatives of) privately- or publicly-owned firms. 

Divisions between associations by type of ownership r e f l e c t (perceived) 

differences of interest between the state and private c a p i t a l i s t s as 

owners of means of production. 
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Profit/Non-Profit. Business associations may l i m i t - e l i g i b i l i t y for 

membership to (representatives of) profit-making as opposed to non-profit 

firms (cooperatives). Associations excluding non-profit firms from mem

bership assume that these have different interests, and that such inter

est differences are so significant that they cannot be' reconciled within 

the confines of one association. 

Religion, P o l i t i c a l Allegiance, Age, Sex. Business associations may 

lim i t e l i g i b i l i t y for membership to individual businessmen/women with a 

particular rel i g i o n , p o l i t i c a l allegiance, age or sex ("ascriptive status 

associations"). Demarcation of associational domains by religi o n re

f l e c t s different perceptions of the role and the obligations of business

men/women rooted i n different religious creeds. It may also r e f l e c t the 

persuasion that such differences cannot be accomodated within the frame

work of a common organization. Demarcation of associational boundaries 

by p o l i t i c a l divisions reflects different perceptions of the p o l i t i c a l 

interests of business and of the desirable relationship between business 

and the state. B u s i n e s s associations divided by religion or p o l i t i c a l af

f i l i a t i o n may cooperate in matters of joint interests and may develop 

institutionalized relationships with each other. Demarcation of associa

tional boundaries by age or sex reflects perceived differences of inter

est and perspectives between younger and older businessmen/women and 

between businessmen and businesswomen. Age-specific -associations seem 

to exist only for young businessmen/women, and sex-specific business asso

ciations seem to exist only for women. Members of young business associa

tions are usually also members ofgeneral business associations organizing 

members regardless of age, and members of associations of businesswomen 

are usually also members of general business associations organizing mem

bers regardless of sex. 
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Business associations defining e l i g i b i l i t y to membership by age or 

sex are more l i k e l y to be social clubs than interest intermediaries, 

and they w i l l thus probably not f a l l under the purview of this study. The 

same may hold for business associations based on rel i g i o n or p o l i t i c a l a l 

legiance although in this case the matter may be less., obvious and may 

require closer examination. A good i n i t i a l operational c r i t e r i o n to d i s 

tinguish between a social club and an interest association seems to be 

whether or not the organization in question interacts with some regular

i t y with certain i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l environments outside the business 

world.such as the state or trade unions. The common characteristic of 

ascriptive status associations of business i s that they define their 

domains by characteristics of individual (business) persons rather than 

of firms. This draws our attention to an important general aspect of 

BIA domain choice to which our discussion will, now b r i e f l y turn. 

III.4.2.2. UNITS OF MEMBERSHIP 

One important difference between business associations and trade 

unions i s that union members are always individuals whereas business asso

ciation members may be firms. In principle, business associations have a 

choice whether they want to organize individuals, firms, or both. If they 

decide to organize firms, they have to make provisions i n their formal 

structure to accomodate the specific properties distinguishing firms from 

individual persons. If they want to include both firms and individuals, 

they have in addition to decide how the two kinds of members are to re

late to each other within the association. 

There seem to be two factors determining the units of membership of 

business associations: the relationship of the interests represented to 

the firm as an organization, and the structure of the organized sector. 
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Some business interests are related to characteristics of individual 

businessment/women rather than of firms, others may be different from, and 

possibly opposed to,' the interests of firms. An example of the f i r s t 

kind of interest i s that of groups l i k e "young businessmen" or "business

women" in"emphasizing their special role and i n improving their position 

within the business community; another, the interests of businessmen/ 

women with a particular religious or p o l i t i c a l a f f i l i a t i o n in supporting 

and advancing their specific system of social values. An example of the 

second kind i s the professional interests of managers in status security 

and in control over managerial career structures. Both kinds of interest 

are more l i k e l y to be organized with individuals than with firms as members. 

Since the special interests represented by associations of managerial 

staff may even be i n c o n f l i c t with the interests of firms ("employers"), 

such associations may i n effect come closer to being trade unions than 

business .associations. 

The second factor affecting the choice of the unit of membership i s 

the structure of the organized business community. If a business commun

ity — l i k e those Engels knew in Elberfeld and Manchester — consists of 

a small number of owner-operators who are loc a l l y concentrated and whose ' 

firms are of about the same size, cooperation against trade unions, c o l 

lusion against new entrants into the market, and even r e s t r i c t i o n of out

put to regulate prices may be achieved through personal relations without • 

any formal organization at a l l . This becomes different i f the number of 

relevant participants, perhaps as a result of growing regional inter-

dependencies, increases. The consequence may be the creation of a formal 

"union of cap i t a l i s t s " based on individual membership. Firm membership 

represents an even higher stage of organizational development re

sponding to increasing diversity of interests in terms of .their 
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p o l i t i c a l weight (differentiation between small and large firms) and of 

organizational forms. In particular, firm membership may be a formal-

organizational solution to the problems posed by an increasing number of 

firms in a particular interest domain ceasing to be family enterprises 

and coming under the control of professional managers. Owner-operators 

who direct their firms qua personal property rights can easily be organ

ized in business interest associations on a personal basis. Managers, on 

the other hand, are "businessmen" only because, and as long as, they per

form a certain function within the-formal organization of a firm. The 

differences i n status and resulting interests between the two groups make 

i t unlikely that they can as individuals be represented by the same inter

est association. While both owner-operators and managers represent and 

pursue the vested interests of the firms of which they are the chief 

executives, the former have i n addition specific property-related inter

ests whereas the latte r have specific bureaucratic advancement interests. 

The step from individual to firm membership in business associations 

serves to f a c i l i t a t e the joint organization of a l l economic decision

making units belonging to a particular sector or branch regardless of 

whether their chief executive owns them or not. 

Business associations with firms as members face a number of d i f f i 

c u l t structural and constitutional problems. Although their units of 

membership are firms, the members of their .representative bodies have to 

be individuals. Associations organizing firms, therefore, have to de-

velop rules on the kind of representatives of firms they w i l l accept as 

members of their bodies. Generally, associations w i l l be interested in 

having on their boards and committees as high-ranking and powerful re

presentatives of member firms as possible. While e l i g i b i l i t y i s relative-
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ly easy to decide for firms operated by their owners, the problem l i e s with 

firms controlled by a hierarchy of professional managers. In effect, de

fining e l i g i b i l i t y of managers for representative offices in business asso

ciations amounts to drawing a formal distinction between managers who are 

deemed equivalent to " c a p i t a l i s t s " or "entrepreneurs" and, hence, can be 

representatives and "governors" of interests which include those of proper

ty owners - and managers who are ,not. It w i l l be interesting to see how 

business associations i n different countries and economic sectors deal 

with this problem which is well-known to, and basically unresolved by, 

theorists of class and s t r a t i f i c a t i o n . 

Our hypothesis i s that the more a BIA functions as an effective private 

government intermediating significant interests of i t s members, the more 

demanding i t w i l l be with regard to the entrepreneurial status of managers 

el i g i b l e for representative o f f i c e . Correspondingly, associations 

admitting to their elective offices managers who are not chief execu

tives or members of boards of directors can be expected to be of l i t t l e 

p o l i t i c a l importance for their member firms and are l i k e l y to be limited 

to narrow technical or economic functions. 

Other organizational problems created by firm membership for associa

tions result from the specific properties of firms as distinguished from 

individuals. One of those properties i s that firms can exist at d i f f e r 

ent locations at the same time. If firms have more than one plant, and 

i f their plants are located i n the t e r r i t o r i a l domains of different asso

ciations - or of different suborganizations of one association - adequate 

representation of their interests may require multiple membership, and 

associations may have to admit as members not only firms but also subunits 

of firms (plants) .Multiple membership, however, means multiple representa-
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tion and creates members with a capacity to act i n different organiza

tional contexts at the same time, perhaps coordinating their associative 

a c t i v i t i e s "privately"' and outside formal organizational channels. 

Similar problems are posed by the fact that firms may produce 

different products f a l l i n g in the domains of different sector- or 

product-specific associations. While multiple-plant firms raise the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of multiple e l i g i b i l i t y for membership, horizontally or v e r t i 

c a l l y integrated firms present associations with the problem of p a r t i a l 

e l i g i b i l i t y . Sectorally-defined associations admitting as members firms 

that have also interests i n other sectors of the economy, have to find 

ways to prevent the "outside" interests of' their members from interfering 

with the "proper" representation of' sector- or product-specific- inter

ests. Since the interests of firms' in a certain sector may d i f f e r depend

ing on whether and how. their a c t i v i t i e s extend into other sectors, exten

sion of member firms beyond the product boundaries of an association's 

domains can be expected to add to the problem of the association i n manag

ing interest diversity. 

Thirdly, firms - or subunits of firms in case of multiple or p a r t i a l 

membership - may be of different size, and this may also be taken into 

account by formal organizational structure. Differences in firm size, 

measured in terms of employment, installed capital or sales, imply 

differences i n economic importance. As has been argued, firm membership, 

unlike individual membership, makes i t possible for associations to d i f f e r 

entiate between economic decision-making units on the basis of their 

relative importance. Thus, associations may require member firms to pay 

dues in proportion to their total sales or their wage b i l l . Likewise, 

members may be given different voting rights, with the number of votes 
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being based on their size or, when members pay d i f f e r e n t i a l dues, on 

their dues rate. Associations collecting d i f f e r e n t i a l dues do not 

necessarily have to have d i f f e r e n t i a l voting rights, and vice versa. 

Moreover, associations may provide for proportional voting rights on 

some of their bodies while on others following the principle of one man 

(or firm)-one vote. The extreme case, of course, i s a highly formalized 

and impersonal type of association which in many ways resembles a jo i n t -

stock company, i n which both the rights and the obligations of 

member firms are determined solely by the size of their economic stake 

in the association's interest domain. 

Business associations may organize not only individuals or firms 

but also other business associations. BIAs which have individuals or 

firms as members we w i l l refer to as membership associations or " f i r s t -

order associations"; BIAs whose units of. membership are other associa

tions w i l l be called "higher-order associations". An association organiz

ing membership associations w i l l be termed a "second-order association", 

an association organizing second-order associations i s a "third-order 

association", etc. Further definitions w i l l be introduced below under 

"Structures" (III.4.3.2.). 

. BIAs may have different kinds of members at the same time. 

Membership associations may organize both individuals and firms. In such 

cases, we expect that the individual membership w i l l be clearly less im

portant than the firm membership. For instance, individuals may be 

"associated members" or "honorary members" without voting rights and with 

no obligation to pay dues. Higher-order associations may not only have 

associational membership but also direct firm membership; in this case, 

we speak of "mixed associations". Direct firm membership in higher-order 
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associations may be a way of integrating into an associational system 

big firms with national but without significant local or sectoral inter- • 

ests, or i t i s used by such firms as a way of influencing the policies 

of higher-order associations d i r e c t l y without going through sectoral or 

local associations. Mixed associations can be treated analytically as 

a separate category or as either membership or higher order associations 
+ 

depending on the context. 

The interest domains of higher-order associations can be described 

by the same parameters as the domains of membership associations (tasks, 

territory, products, firms size, type of ownership, profit/nonprofit, 

ascriptive c r i t e r i a , etc.). Domain definitions of higher-order associa

tions determine the kinds of interests that must be Included i n the domains 

of lower-order associations i n order for them to be e l i g i b l e for member-

ship. Typically, the domains of member associations are narrower and 

less general than the domain of the respective higher-order association, 

the latter normally being the aggregate of the domains of i t s member asso

ciations. I t i s possible, however, that only part of an association's 

interest domain f a l l s into the domain of a particular higher-order asso

ciation; in this case, membership in the higher-order association can be 

acquired only on behalf of this part rather than of the domain as a whole. 

Examples are BIAs that are both an employers association and a trade as

sociation (and, presumably, could join higher-order associations of either 

type), or a regional BIA comprising small and large firms and joining 

a national association of .small business associations. The theoretical 

significance of higher-order associations w i l l be discussed further down. 

+ 
The treatment of mixed associations i s specified for each variable i n the 
respective Appendices. 
Note the difference between the terms "member association" and "member
ship association". "Member associations" are associations of any order 
that are members of a higher-order association; "membership associations" 
are associations organizing individuals or firms directly. A given 
membership association may or may not be a member association of a higher-
order association. 
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III.4.3. STRUCTURES 

Business interests can be organized into two kinds -of structures : 

structures within associations and structures between associations. Intra-

and inter-organizational structures of BIAs are in a complicated way r e l a t 

ed i n that they can serve as functionally equivalent mechanisms for the 

management of interest diversity. A borderline case i s the relation 

between higher-order associations and their member, associations which can 

be conceived of as both i n t r a - and inter-organisational depending on the 

perspective. Our discussion starts with intra-organizational structures. 

In a second step, i t introduces a number of modifications necessary to 

accomodate the. specific properties of associations of associations. After 

this, i t . turns to relations between associations and to the structures of 

to t a l associational systems."1" 

'in practice, i t may sometimes be d i f f i c u l t to decide whether an organized 
unit i s a separate BIA in i t s own right (an organization of i t s own) or a 
subunit of another BIA. The distinction i s important for the decision whe
ther a particular organizational relationship i s i n t r a - or inter-organiza
tional. According to our definitions, to qualify as an interest association 
a unit requires a constitution and a (voluntary or paid) staff. However, 
submits of interest associations which are clearly not associations in their 
own right may also have a staff and a constitution. On the other hand, asso
ciations may be members of higher-order associations without ceasing to be 
separate organizations. A good criterio n for distinguishing between those 
hierarchically a f f i l i a t e d units having a staff and a constitution which are, 
and. those which are not associations in their own right i s whether or not 
they have the choice of seceding from their a f f i l i a t i o n . An a f f i l i a t e d unit 
which does not mention i t s a f f i l i a t i o n in i t s constitution can be considered 
a separate organization since i t can be assumed to be free to withdraw from 
i t s a f f i l i a t i o n and to continue to exist on i t s own. The encompassing un.it 
to which this unit i s a f f i l i a t e d would consequently be a higher-order associa
tion. Conversely, a unit which in i t s constitution describes i t s e l f as an 
a f f i l i a t e of a more encompassing unit i s not to be considered a separate 
association (and the more encompassing unit would not be a higher-order asso
ciation) unless the constitution specifies a procedure by which the a f f i l i a 
tion can be dissolved. In some cases, the constitution may not be conclu
sive in this respect, and other evidence on the existence or non-existence 
of a right to secede as an organized unit has to be obtained. 

http://un.it
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III.4.3.1. INTRA-ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 

The most general concept of an organization i s that of a system of 

formalized, social relationships involving a distribution of tasks ('or func

tions) and a distribution - of authority. The f i r s t , "horizontal" dimension 

of organization i s identical with what has been termed "functional d i f 

ferentiation", "specialization", or "division of labor"; the second, " v e r t i 

c a l " or "hierarchical" dimension s'erves as a mechanism of "functional inte

gration", "coordination", etc. Functional differentiation within organi

zations involves .the creation, of subunits performing specialized tasks 

and contributing by this.to the overall objectives of the organization. 

Designing the organization's pattern of specialization and supervising 

the performance of specialized functions i s the task of subunits spe

c i a l i z i n g in control and coordination and endowed with an authority to 

make binding decisions on behalf of the organization as a whole. Orga

nizations d i f f e r from markets in that the relationships between specialized 

organizational subunits are not determined by the subunits themselves 

through voluntaristic contracts and exchanges but by other specialized 

subunits through, authoritative commands ("hierarchy"). 

Our discussion of intra-organizational structures w i l l be b u i l t around 

two concepts: those of horizontal differentiation and of hierarchical i n 

tegration . The two concepts are closely related to our general notion of 

"organized complexity". The f i r s t refers to the complexity of an organi

zation' s internal division of labor, the second to the way in which this 

"^Operational indicators for the variables introduced in' this section are 
given in Appendix F. 

" +In other words,, integration in organizations i s achieved through v e r t i 
cal or hierarchical differentiation. In the absence of ("voluntaristic") 
mechanisms of horizontal integration, growing horizontal (functional) d i f 
ferentiation in organizations creates a need for simultaneous v e r t i c a l 
(hierarchical) differentiation. The situation i s different and more com
plex in inter-organizational systems where there i s a p o s s i b i l i t y of inte
gration on a horizontal in addition to a v e r t i c a l (hierarchical) axis and 
where the integrating function of hierarchically differentiated units i s more 
tenuous. 
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complexity i s coordinated ("organized"). The specific problems in which we 

are interested are the degree to which intra-organizational structures are 

internally specialized (horizontal differentiation, division of labor) and 

centralized (hierarchical.integration, coordination). . 

Ill.4.3.1.1. HORIZONTAL DIFFERENTIATION: Intra-Organizational Complexity 

There are basically two forms of functional differentiation of inter

est associational structures: one by groups of members with different 

special interests, another by tasks performed on behalf of the membership 

and the association as a whole. The f i r s t type of organizational d i f f e r 

entiation responds to lines of interest differentiation in the organiza

tion's social base and produces subunits such as a council for member 

firms producing a particular product. The second type reflects the tech

nical advantages of an institutionalized division of labor in the perform

ance of a complex task and leads to the creation of subunits such as O-

department, for public relations or internal administration serving the 

association as a whole. Both kinds of differentiation can exist in the 

same association,, and in.fact the subunits of most interest associations 

can be distinguished into those that are specialized by particular mem

bership categories and those that are not. 

While normally differentiation by members and differentiation by 

tasks are mixed in empirical associational structures, there are also 

extreme cases. One i s that of a unitary, organization whose formal struc

tures are., exclusively task-oriented and which has no subunits special

izing on. particular member groups. The other case i s that of a federative 

organization in which no suburiit performs functions on behalf of the 

organization as a whole, and a l l structural components are specialized 

by member categories. A close approximation to this extreme would be 
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a member-divisionalized organization with, an executive board composed of 

division, representatives in which each membership division has i t s own 

task-specialized (public relations, internal administration, etc.) depart

ments. The f i r s t extreme resembles Chandler's functionally differentiated 

model of organization whereas the second comes close to his divisionalized 

model. 

Although i t would be tempting to identify structural d i f f e r e n t i a 

tion by member categories with the Logic of Membership and/or Goal Forma

tion, and structural differentiation by tasks with the Logic of Influence 

and/or Implementation, the relationship i s more complicated. Thus, the 

establishment of member-specialized divisions may be dictated both by the 

need to give different member interests' an institutionalized opportunity 

to express themselves, and by a need to have an instrument for the 

effective implementation of policies negotiated with the state or other 

external agents. Furthermore, Influence and Implementation a c t i v i t i e s may 

be as well divisionalized by member categories as Membership and Goal 

Formation, and membership divisions may themselves be functionally d i f f e r 

entiated internally to respond to the exigencies of Influence and Imple

mentation.., In sum, while member-specialized subdivisions may and probably 

normally do serve as channels of internal interest representation, they may 

also perform other functions, and in some cases their functions may even 

be limited to the internal implementation of decisions made or accepted 

by. the organization as a whole. 

Structural differentiation by member interests and organizational 

tasks can be expected to be related to internal heterogeneity and size. 

The more heterogeneous an association i s in terms of the interests of i t s 

members, the more l i k e l y i t i s ceteris paribus to have institutionalized 

subunits specializing in specific member categories. The more members an 
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association has — the greater i t s workload and the more p l e n t i f u l i t s 

resources — the more l i k e l y i t i s to have a task-differentiated depart

mental structure.. Since domain heterogeneity i s related to size of member

ship, and large associations are more l i k e l y than small ones to be intern

a l l y heterogeneous, the two kinds of differentiation are i n principle 

l i k e l y to occur together. 

On the other hand, in associations of similar size.and heterogeneity, 

the relative extent, of structural differentiation by member interests and 

tasks may be determined by their degree of organizational development. 

Associations at a low level of development, i f they are of sufficient 

size and interest heterogeneity, are divided in highly independent, s e l f -

contained subunits corresponding to different categories of members. 

Internal differentiation along member group lines i s more pronounced and 

elaborated than differentiation by unitary tasks, and the allocation of 

resources such as professional manpower i s in favor of the interest-special-

ized subunits and to the disadvantage of the task-specialized subunits. 

Highly developed associations,, on the other hand, are unitary i n terms of 

member interests and differentiated in terms of tasks; they have an ela

borate division of labor by tasks and few. i f any member-specific subunits, 

and their resources are employed for the largest part on behalf of the 

. membership as a whole rather than allocated to specific membership sections. 

.To determine the horizontal structural differentiation of the BIAs 

included in our study, we suggest to concentrate upon three variables: 

(1) the degree of differentiation by member categories (Interest D i f f e r 

entiation) ;• (2) the degree of differentiation by unitary tasks (Task Dif

ferentiation) ; and (3) the degree of task-as opposed to member-specific 

horizontal differentiation (Task Orientation). For each of these 

variables, we suggest to use several operational indicators. Con

cerning differentiation by member interests, i t seems to be useful to dis

tinguish between differentiation by terri t o r y and differentiation by pro-
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duct; both can occur independently as well as together. Interest differen

tiation by territory can be measured by the. number of local and' 

regional subunits in which members are grouped. These'subunits may or may 

not have a constitution- —• i f they have one, i t does by definition not 

provide for the p o s s i b i l i t y of secession — and they may or may not have 

professional staff allocated to them. To. be considered a subunit, they 

must.either be professionally staffed or have elected representatives from 

their —• t e r r i t o r i a l l y defined — category of members. Interest differen

ti a t i o n by product i s measured correspondingly by the number of product-

specific, subunits. Another measure of t e r r i t o r i a l and product-specific 
might . ... 

interest differentiation/be the number of unpaid o f f i c i a l s elected i n 

t e r r i t o r a l - and product-specific constituencies; the relationship between 

the two can be used.to determine the prevailing direction of horizontal 

differentiation by categories of interest. Since systems of t e r r i t o r i a l 

and product-specific subunits may or may not cover the entire membership, 

an indicator measuring the completeness of subunit structures i s the per

centage of the membership who are organized in a particular set of sub-

units . 

Task. Differentiation can be captured by two f a i r l y simple indicators: 

the number of committees of member representatives whose tasks are not 

defined by specific member categories; and the number of of f i c e staff depart

ments.4" The relationship between task- und interest-specific differentiation 

("Task Orientation" or "structural unitariness") can be measured by the per

centage of office staff allocated to task-defined as distinguished from 

interest-defined subunits. Another possible measure i s the percentage of 
++ 

member representatives elected at large (i.e., by a l l members, or by re

presentatives of a l l members, as opposed to specific subsections of the member

ship) . 
4. 
For our definition of "office staff", see Appendix H, p. H 6. 

H-
For our definition of "member representative", see Appendix H, p. H 9. 
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III.4.3.. 1. HIERARCHICAL INTEGRATION:. Intra-Organizational Coordination 

The. degree of coordination in an organization i s inversely related 

to the autonomy of organizational subunits. An organization i s coordinated 

to the extent that i t has an effective unity of command — i.e. that the.-

ac t i v i t i e s ' o f a l l specialized subunits are determined in the f i n a l i n 

stance by one central subunit• specializing in coordination. In this sence, 

coordination depends on and has i t s structural base in centralization which, 

in. turn, can be expressed in terms of the limits placed by the i n s t i t u 

tionalized hierarchy, of authority on subunit autonomy. 

Centralization in an organizational structure- has as many dimensions 

as horizontal differentiation. If a particular organization has two kinds 

of subunits, i t s degree of centralization with regard to one of them may 

be different from that with regard to the other. For our case, this im

plies that in the same way in which we have distinguished between Task 

and Interest Differentiation,. we have to distinguish between Task and 

Interest Centralization, and within the lat t e r category, between t e r r i 

t o r i a l interest and.product interest centralization. Generally, we sug

gest to measure centralization in terms of the resource endowment and 

the, decision-making authority of (task- or interest-) specialized sub-

units . In the case of. task centralization, we pr-opose to look at the role 

and the authority assigned to task-specific committees of member represen

tatives , lik e a finance committee or a social policy committee. The greater 

the autonomy of these committees from the (elected) general executive com

mittee (or executive board), the weaker is the unity of command, and hence 

the lower the degree of task centralization. Another measure of task central-
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ization i s the power of task-specific committees to appoint their own o f f i c e 

staff. If the office, staff working for a committee i s appointed by the 

committee rather than the association's chief executive o f f i c e r , i t s primary 

loyalties w i l l be with the committee rather than the organization as a whole, 

and the unity of command in the organization's administrative machinery w i l l 

be weakened. 

.Concerning interest centralization, the question i s to what extent 

special member interests are institutionalized within the organizational 

structure as subunlts with an autonomous capacity to act. Again, these 

interests are most l i k e l y to be defined by ter r i t o r y or product. The 

weakest form of separate institu t i o n a l i z a t i o n i s possibly a formal provi

sion for group.representatives to have a certain share of' the seats on 

the general executive committee, with' the committee being elected at 

large by representatives of a l l members. The other extreme would be. mem

bership divisions with separate constitutions, with an independent resource 

base (i.e. with their own off ice' staff: and their own dues income) and with 

the right to make their own decisions and to contract autonomously with 

external interlocutors. It i s obvious that membership divisions of this 

kind come close to being autonomous organizations in their own right, • and 

that associations with, strong membership divisions may in fact be closer 

to associations of associations than to unitary organizations. 

III.4.3.2. INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES: Higher-order associations + 

We begin with the hypothesis that a BIA, once established i n i t s 

chosen domain and capable of sustaining I t s e l f through a "satisfycing" 

exchange of resources and a c t i v i t i e s with i t s members and interlocutors, 

Operational indicators for the variables introduced in this section are given 
in Appendix F. 
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w i l l prefer to remain autonomous. Its "natural" preference (reinforced 

by the self-interest of association leaders and staff) w i l l be to operate 

alone, to optimize i t s command over i t s own resources and to engage in 

whatever a c t i v i t i e s i t alone deems appropriate and prudent without defer

ence to thecinterest of others. + This "natural" preference, however, can

not always be s a t i s f i e d . Already our inclusion of peak associations sug

gests that,- r e a l i s t i c a l l y , . t h e preference for autonomy w i l l be tempered 

by an often reluctant admission that some form of coordination with other 

associations i s unavoidable, and from this admission w i l l spring an enor

mous variety of cooperative ventures, coalit i o n a l structures, coordina-

tive machanisms, merger efforts, and hierarchical arrangements. 

Gipossot modo, two generic motives or imperatives are • l i k e l y to pro

duce inter-organizational structures among-BlAs.;. . (1) previously 

autonomous associations may voluntarily interact to obtain some resource: 

or engage in some ac t i v i t y which none could achieve alone; or,. (2) some 

more resourceful or more authoritative actor may compel a weaker or more 

dependent BIA to interact involuntarily — either by offering 

i t resources, i t ' does not have, or by threatening i t with the loss 

of resources i t already enjoys. In most cases, especially i n the absence of 

'This i s both a projection to the collective level of out i n i t a l assmmp-
tion of in d i v i d u a l i s t i c self-regardingnessand "nontuism", and a reflection 
on our presumption that a l l social units w i l l seek to reduce.uncertainty 
and risk by maximizing own resources and autonomy — a l l other things 
being equal. Another expression of this can be found above in the 
introduction to the logic of influence (Section III.3.1., p. 51) where 
i t i s applied to state agencies. See also M. Aiken and J. Hags, "Orga
nizational Interdependence and Inter-Organizational Sturcture", AJS 33 
(December 1.968),'pp. 912-930. 

+ + 
The actor forcing the. intar-orgaaizatxonal-relation .may, of course, be. 

a "fellow" BIA, but i t can also be a public agency (for example, which 
insists that information be provided at a particular level of aggregation) 
or an interlocutor association (say, a trade union which demands that 
agreements be made to cover a given sector or industry). 
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detailed h i s t o r i c a l analysis, i t may be empirically d i f f i c u l t to ascer

tain whether a given inter^organizational structure i s voluntary or 

involuntary i n origin, even whether i t i s sustained by symmetrical ex

change, processes or asymmetrical power relations, but we suspect that 

such differences have a considerable impact on the type (and v i a b i l i t y ) 

of such arrangements. 

Let us f i r s t examine the boundary-setting.cases for BIAs. At one 

extreme, business may be organized into a single, "national union" with 

internal administrative sub-divisions managing the inevitable diversity 

of interests within, i t s class ranks. Whatever inter-organizational r e l a 

tions exist would involve inter-class collaboration — say, when business 

and labor interests join in the defence of a threatened sector or product, 

or when property-owning ca p i t a l i s t s seek to e n l i s t the aid of salaried 

professional associations in the defence of higher incomes against pro

gressive taxation. Such arrangements might be of interest to our inquiry, 

but are l i k e l y to be of marginal and ephemeral importance. 

In'another extreme scenario, we could also ignore inter-organizational 

relations. That would be the case when a l l BIAs consist of v e r t i c a l l y 

integrated, highly specialized organizations each independently defending/ 

promoting the interests of a specific sector or product, and entering into 

interest competition with each other for scarce public goods 'or the d i f 

ferential advantages of categoric goods. Such a scenario would imply that 

state agencies and interest interlocutors (i.e. trade unions) also be 

structured similarly. If not, their external power/resources could com

pel the emergence of inter-organizational structures among BIAs. 

In the f i r s t , "merged" scenario, the interest p o l i t i c s of business 

would be conducted within a single "hierarchy" of coordinated action.,- in 

the second,, "segmented", scenario the situation would more closely approxi-
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mate the "market" model of interest p o l i t i c s so dear to p l u r a l i s t theo

r i s t s . Alas,, business interest p o l i t i c s in advanced industrial societies 

i s affected by both hierarchical and market relations and, hence, f a l l s 

somewhere between these.extremes. For this reason, we must pay attention 

to i t s inter- as well as i t s intra-organizational structures. 

Whether they, are "pulled" by the attraction of common benefits or 

"pushed" by the exercise of power into inter-organizational relations, 

business interests seem to form a great variety of coordinative arrange

ments ~ due no doubt to the complexity of their interests as c a p i t a l i s t s , 

employers, managers etc., and the variety of their member or base asso

ciations (as employers-' associations, trade associations, chambers, region

al and local associations, etc.). When complared to any other class, they 

are l i k e l y to have both, more types, and more levels of intermediation 

inter-organizational structures. Describing or classifying these types 

and levels, i s no easy task.-— given both the bewildering variety i t s e l f 

and. the absence, of theoretical attention to the problem. One could ima

gine a continuum of types ranging from decentralized (but permanently 

organized) alliances completely dependent upon member associations for 

financial support, for. borrowed f a c i l i t i e s , personnel and leadership, with 

l i t t l e .or no independent capacity for gathering information or processing 

i t and, hence, no a b i l i t y to ensure the compliance of i t s members except 

by moral exhortation.. At the other end would l i e relatively centralized 

hierarchies with budgets and resources of their own, even with financial 

control, over and subsidization, for their member associations, extensive 

f a c i l i t i e s , large staffs and prominent leaders of their own and, hence, a 

very substantial capability for coordinating the a c t i v i t i e s of dependent 

member BIAs and even for compelling their conformity to i t s directives. 

In between one finds a bewildering variety of federations, confederations, 
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leagues and other cooperative arrangements with more complex interdepen-

dencies of resources and a c t i v i t i e s . To cut through this complexity (and 

to economize on our efforts)/.? we propose concentrating on two general dimen

sions of interdependence: resources and authority. 

To offer a formal definition, a higher-order BIA i s an organization 

with a staff and a constitution whose members are other BIAs. In functional 

terms, higher-order associations are permanent organizations, specializing 

in coordinating the a c t i v i t i e s of their member associations. As permanent 

and specialized organizations, higher-order associations represent an advanced 

stage of institutionalized inter-associational cooperation. An important 

definitional property of higher-order associations i s that their interest 

domain encompasses most or a l l of the interests of their member associa

tions and that they are therefore more general and inclusive (and,in this 

sense,of a "higher" order) than any of their members. (In part III.4.3.3., 

below, we w i l l encounter less institutionalized forms of inter-associa

tional cooperation which - involve' no corporate membership in a specialized 

and permanent coordinating organization and/or which are, lik e task forces 

and joint ventures, much narrower in the scope of the interests involved.) 

Generally speaking, the structure of higher-order associations i s 

in many ways analogous to that of direct membership associations. , In 

principle, one could conceive of the member associations of a higher-order 

association as (relatively autonomous) interest subdivisions with -a 

right to secede. Although the details are in some respects more compli

cated, higher-order associations l i k e direct membership associations are 

internally subdivided by both tasks and interests, and in both dimensions 

they may be centralized to different degrees. As in direct membership 

associations, we expect that organizational development of higher-order 

associations w i l l involve an increase in the importance of task as opposed 
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to interest differentiation.^— i.e. of unitary as opposed to interest-

specific action and organization — accompanied by a growth of both task 

and interest, centralization. 

Turning to our analytical variables, the definitions of Task Di f f e r 

entiation , Task Orientation and Task Centralization for higher-order asso

ciations are exactly the same.as for membership associations. Higher-order 
+ 

associations usually have some professional staff of their own which i s 

divided into departments and organized over a number of hierarchical levels. 

They also may have committees composed of member representatives whose 

tasks are not defined by specific member categories (Task Differentiation). 

These committees any have more or less deoision-making autonomy in relation 

to the general executive committee, and they may or may not have their own 

office staff (Task Centralization). Furthermore, higher-order BIAs 

may allocate some of their office staff to interest-specific subunits 
+++ 

(defined by parameters like t e r r i t o r y or product) and some to task-

specific ones, and their member representatives may be elected either 

at large or by specific membership sections (Task Orientation). 

The matter becomes more d i f f i c u l t when one turns to Interest D i f f e r -

entiation and Interest Centralization. Higher-order associations may have 

their own interest-specific subdivisions that are not identical with their 

member associations. For example, a higher-order association may have 

regional councils or committees grouping together the regional components 
Meaning staff employed by or loaned to the higher-order association as such 

and under the direction of. i t s representatives rather than representatives 
of the a f f i l i a t e associations. 
+ +Meaning committees and tasks of the higher-order association as such, 
not of i t s member associations. 
+++ 

Meaning subunits of the higher-order association• as such as d i s t i n 
guished from a f f i l i a t e associations. 
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of a f f i l i a t e associations. Or i t may have special committees for internal 

interest groups defined by similar products and formed by some but not a l l 

of the a f f i l i a t e d associations. These units could be analyzed in the 

same way as the corresponding units of direct membership associations a l 

though one would expect that their decision-making autonomy, squeezed as 

they are between the general and task-oriented decision-making bodies of 

the higher-order association on the one hand and the member associations 

on the other, should be low. 

, A more important lin e of structural interest differentiation 

in higher-order associations i s the boundaries between member 

associations. Higher-order associations with an interest domain of a 

given scope may have either a large number of narrowly defined member 

associations or a small number of broadly defined ones; the lat t e r case 

represents a higher degree of interest aggregation and organizational 

development than the former. Horizontal interest differentiation i s i n 

creased i f a high£r-order association admits individual firm membership in 

addition to associational membership ("mixed association"); the larger 

the share of the individual members in the interests represented, the 

greater we assume i s the coordination problem facing the higher-order 

association. 

Associations of associations are of theoretical importance primarily 

as mechanisms of hierarchical coordination of different interests .(Inter

est Centralization, in our terms). The extent to which higher-order asso

ciations are capable of controlling the behavior of their a f f i l i a t e d mem

ber associations may d i f f e r considerably between associations, sectors, 

or countries.. The more developed the hierarchical control capacities of 

a higher-order association are, the more i t s relationship with i t s a f f i 

l i a t e s resembles that between a unitary organization, and i t s subdivisions. 
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Hierarchical control of higher-order associations over member associations 

seems to depend oh, and to be measurable... in terms of, four factors: 

(1) The degree of equality of member associations. A higher-order 

association some of whose a f f i l i a t e s are much larger than the rest i s not 

l i k e l y to be able to gain much "relative autonomy" from these large a f f i 

l i a t e s . If such associations develop an organizational control capacity 

at a l l , this w i l l probably be used by the large a f f i l i a t e s as a means of 

ruling the small ones. A good measure of member equality i s the percentage 

of the higher-order association 1s dues income contributed by the largest 

a f f i l i a t e ; another, the coefficient of variation i n the size of a f f i l i a t e s 

i n terms of either total employment or tot a l sales represented by 

them. 

(2) The distribution of resources between the higher-order associa

t i o n and i t s members. The extent to which a higher-order association i s 

able to exercise hierarchical control ->over i t s members is condi

tioned by the extent to which i t has independent resources. A higher-

order association that has to borrow i t s staff and f a c i l i t i e s from (some 

of) i t s members i s l i k e l y to have less strategic autonomy as a coordinat

ing agency than a higher-order association with a steady and sizeable i n 

come of i t s own. The crucial dimensions are the- degree to which the 

higher-order association i s subsidized — i.e. supported without formal 

obligation — by i t s members and the relative size of the income and re

sources of the higher-order association as compared to those of i t s a f f i 

l i a t e s . Both dimensions can be measured in terms of both staff and finance. 

(3) The autonomy from a f f i l i a t e associations of the higher-order 

association's decision-making structure.. The strategic autonomy of 

a higher-order association i s inversely related to the role played in 

i t s decision-making structure by member associations as collective enti-
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t i e s . If the major policy-making body of the higher-order association 4" 

i s a council of delegates of member associations, i t s auto

nomy i s l i k e l y to be lower than i f decision-makers are o f f i c i a l s of the 

higher-order association elected by i t s members at large. ' Furthermore, 

the decision-making structure of the higher-order association has l i t t l e 

autonomy from a f f i l i a t e associations i f important decisions have to be 

approved by a l l affiliates,-. i t has more i f decisions are made by major

i t y vote with each a f f i l i a t e having one vote; i t increases further 

i f the votes of a f f i l i a t e s are weighed by their size,' and i t i s highest 

i f the members of decision-making bodies do not vote on behalf of a f f i l i a t e 

associations at a l l but as o f f i c i a l s of the' higher-order association. 

(4) The distribution of authority between the higher-order association 

and i t s members. An extreme case of authoritative hierarchical control 

would be a higher-order association with the formal right to determine 

which subjects i t i s competent to decide on behalf of i t s a f f i l i a t e s and which 

are to be l e f t to the latter*s discretion. (The German legal term for 

this i s Kompetenz-Kompetenz.) The opposite extreme i s a situation in 

which member associations are free to decide whether or not they want to 

delegate a particular subject to the higher-order association. In between, 

there are various degrees of obligations for both sides to coordinate their 

decisions with each other, and these obligations may vary by subjects. A 

particularly crucial dimension i s the extent to which member associations 

are free to contract or exchange information with third parties-such as 

trade unions or the state. 

For a definition, see Appendix F, p. F 7. 
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(5) Pattern of Configuration Between'Member Associations; Complete

ness, Non-Competitiveness, Mutual Exclusiveness, Structural Uniformity. The 

capacity of a higher-order association to coordinate the a c t i v i t i e s of 

i t s a f f i l i a t e s finds an indirect expression in'the a f f i l i a t e s ' struc

tural pattern of configuration. A higher-order association's system 

of a f f i l i a t e s may or may not be coterminous with the domain boundaries 

of the higher-order association:_ i t may either be incomplete, leaving 

"blank spots" not covered by member associations , or i t may overlap 

into areas which are outside the higher-order association's domain — 

which may lead to a f f i l i a t i o n of member associations to more than one 

higher-order association. Furthermore, the domains of a f f i l i a t e d associa

tions may overlap internally and there may even be competition among 

a f f i l i a t e s of the same higher-order association for members. Fin a l l y , 

a f f i l i a t e associations may widely d i f f e r in their organizational struc

tures, thus making central coordination and standardization of a c t i v i t i e s 

d i f f i c u l t or even impossible to achieve. Higher-order associations can be 

assumed to be interested in having a system of a f f i l i a t e associations 

which i s coterminous with their overall domain, complete, internally non

competitive and mutually exclusive, and as structurally uniform as possi

ble. The extent to which systems of a f f i l i a t e s exhibit these character

i s t i c s i s an indicator of the higher-order association's capacity for 

coordination — perhaps through authoritative arbitration and/or an autho

r i t y to license new associations — and of the development of i t s orga

nizational properties. 

One consequence could be that the higher-order association would have to 
admit direct firm membership, thus increasing i t s internal coordination 
problems. 
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Summing up, the important point to keep in mind when studying the 

inter-organizational structures of business interests i s what (i f anything) 

they add to the overall capacity of, business to defend/promote i t s inter

ests. Their existence and a c t i v i t y can basically contribute in two ways 

to that capacity: (1) by increasing the aggregate amount of resources 

which can be extracted from members and the state; (2) by promoting the 

development of more comprehensive and perhaps more legitimate systems of 

authority for managing the interdependent diversity of business interests. 

An "assoffliationally saturated" system i s not just one in which a l l per

ceived interests find formal organizational expression, but also one in 

which hierarchical coordination becomes institutionalized around asso

ciations of associations with an inclusive, highly encompassing interest 

domain. Their emergence, consolidation and development over time embodies 

a crucial step in the transformation of interest p o l i t i c s beyond mere -

inter-organizational cooperation for bounded periods and occasional issues 

toward inter-organizational coordination and, eventually, domination over 

a v i r t u a l l y unlimited time span and range of issues. Whether such a 

hierarchic mode of interest, 'intermediation could develop spontaneously 

from the Logic "of Membership-alone i s doubtful. On suspects that 

i t s origins and v i a b i l i t y depend more on the Logic of Influence, i . e . 

upon the connivance of the state and the threat posed by radical, anti-

c a p i t a l i s t interlocutors. 
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III.4.3.3. INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES: Associational systems+ 

Having considered the structure of associations of associations, we 

now s h i f t to a new level of analysis to discuss the structural properties 

of associational systems. As we have said above (p.125 ) , an associational 

system for the purposes of the present study i s the universe of BIAs repre-

senting interests from a particular sector. Sectoral associational systems 

include both membership associations and higher-order associations; they con-

. s i s t of a l l BIAs in which firms belonging to a particular sector are direc t l y 

or indirectly organized. Sectoral systems of BIAs can d i f f e r in terms of 

the number and kind of units of which they are composed, as well as in terms 
of the number and the kind of the institutionalized linkages between such 

units. In analytical terms, the number and the variety of the units in a 

system determine the system's level of differentiation while the number 

and.the strength of inter-unit linkages determine the system's degree of 
+++ 

integration. While differentiation produces complexity, 

integration orders that' complexity .and binds differenteunits t o - " ' 

gether in coordinated patterns of interaction. Social systems may be more 

or less differentiated or complex, and they may be more or less integrated 

or organized ("ordered"). It i s in these properties of sectoral associa

tional systems that this study i s interested. 

+Operational indicators for the variables discussed in this section are 
specified in Appendix G. 
++ 
On our use of the term "system", see above, p. 125, footnote. By "sector" 
we mean "sector as defined in the Research Design, IV., in f r a " . Cf. p. 62, 
footnote. 

+++ 
In other words, we are using the term "integration" i n a highly abstract 
sense to denote any form of institutionalized "relatedness", complementarity, 
"order", etc. Our usage of the term i s not to be confused with more "grounded" 
usages as in the concept of "regional integration". 
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As we have stated previously, increasing development of BIA organiza

tional properties implies growing internalization of relationships between i n 

terest segments in encompassing organizations. Given a defined interest domain, 

the BIAs organizing the interests included in i t should become increasingly 

broader in scope, larger in size and fewer in number as they develop their 

organizational properties. In this sense, inter-associational systems at 

a high level of development should be less differentiated and. complex than 

inter-associational systems at a low level of development - the reason be

ing, again, that interest differentiation and structural complexity are i n 

corporated in the course of organizational development into encompassing, 

more or less unitary associations. On the other hand, at any given level 

of inter-associational. differentiation and with a given number of component 

associations belonging to an inter-associational system, organizational 

development involves an increase in the number and strength of inter-unit 

linkages (in the system's degree of "organization" and, in this sense, i n 

tegration) . The more numerous and the stronger such linkages —• including 

the proliferation and the increasing hierarchical integration of higher-

order associations — the greater i s the degree of i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l co

ordination that can be achieved within the associational system. 

To compare the complexity ("differentation") and the degree of 

structural linkage ("integration") within sectoral associational systems, 

we need a set of variables and indicators summarizing the extent to which an 

empirical associational system consists of different (kinds of) elements, 

and to which these elements are related to each other. The present section 
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i s addressed to this task- Our substantive purpose in trying to inventorize 

the structural dimensions of associational systems i s to determine the ways 

in which BIAs in a given sector cope with the problems created by the simul

taneous diversity and interdependence of their interests. In li n e with our 

general "presumption of entropy", we assume that individual BIAs once esta-

blished w i l l prefer to stay autonomous and to conduct their a f f a i r s without 

interference by other associations. , However, i f associations are permitted 

to organize freely and independently, their domains w i l l overlap, their 

objectives w i l l conflict,:-and their influence on their environment w i l l be 

weakened by the simultaneous but uncoordinated a c t i v i t i e s of other BIAs. 

Inter-associational structures- are b u i l t up in response to the problems 

created by separate, autonomous action and p l u r a l i s t i c competition. While 

such structures may be imposed upon BIAs by outside agents — and may have 

to be imposed in this way i f they are to come about at a l l — they never

theless represent an organizational response to interest diversity, and 

their analytical c l a s s i f i c a t i o n and comparative measurement i s for this 

reason indispensable. 

Differentiation and integration in associational systems can occur in 

a horizontal and in a v e r t i c a l dimension. Horizontal differentiation 

"creates" a wide variety of associations specializing in the representa

tion of different and divergent kinds of interest. The inevitable result 

of unregulated horizontal differentiation of collective action units i s 

competition for members and . resources held by third parties, conflicts 

over terms of mutual exchange, and economic and p o l i t i c a l influence pro

blems resulting from suboptimal size. The more dysfunctional the f r i c 

tions resulting from p l u r a l i s t i c differentiation become either for the 

affected interests themselves or for powerful outsiders, the greater the 
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pressure w i l l be for the. development of institutionalized mechanisms of 

integration. Integration between different collective actors can take 

place either by contract ("horizontal integration") or by authority ("hier

archical integration"). Integration by contract involves the negotiation • 

of mutual agreements on domain boundaries, exchange of information, codes 

of conduct in competition, coordination of p o l i t i c a l strategies, sharing 

of resources, joint ventures, task forces, etc. Integration by authority, 

or hierarchical integration, i s l i k e l y to be resorted to only when hori

zontal integration by voluntary contract f a i l s to produce the desired (or 

required) results. Since horizontally negotiated coordination i s burdened 

with considerable "Prisoner's Dilemma" problems, i t s capacity to regulate 

competition and resolve c o n f l i c t i s fundamentally limited. Hierarchical 

integration in associatlonal systems usually involves the creation of "asso

ciations of associations" with the specialized purpose of coordinating by 

authoritative means the a c t i v i t i e s of other associations at lower levels 

of interest aggregation (vertical differentiation). Associations of asso

ciations, like their constituent organizations, may find themselves in 

competition or in co n f l i c t with each other, and this may make i t necessary 

for them to develop forms of."horizontal" cooperation or, i f this proves 

insufficient, to proceed to s t i l l higher levels of v e r t i c a l differentiation 

and to set up or accept further, more encompassing higher-order associa-s 

tions. The extent to which this results in effective authoritative coordi

nation, ("hierarchical integration") depends on whether higher-order asso

ciations succeed in organizing a l l relevant lower-level associations and 

in developing sufficient internal control capacities (see above, III.4.3.2.). 

In the following we w i l l introduce a series of operational indicators for 

each of the four structural dimensions in which sectoral systems of interest 

associations can be analyzed. 
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1• Horizontal Differentiation. By the horizontal differentiation 

of an associational system we mean the extent and the way in which the 

system has divided i t s base into the domains of different associations. 

A simple and straightforward indicator of horizontal differentiation i s 
+ 

the number of first-order membership associations the system contains. 

The measure should be particularly useful for cross-national comparisons 

within the same sector. It does not, however, take account of the lines along 

which membership associations are differentiated (direction of special

ization) , and i t says nothing about the configuration between them, i n 

particular, about the extent to which the system i s internally competitive. 

Direction of Speqialization. Horizontal differentiation i s a result 

of specialization: Where one all-encompassing and multi-functional asso

ciation could exist, there are i n fact several associations with narrower, 

more specialized interest domains. ' Specialization may be by territory, 

product, task, firm size, ideology etc., or any combination of these. 

The prevailing direction of specialization may d i f f e r between associational 

systems depending on which interest divisions take precedence over others 

in the perception of relevant actors. While some systems may consist 

primarily of national product- or sector-specific associations, others 

may contain a large proportion of lo c a l l y based but sector-unspecific 

associations. 

'in operational terms, "the system" means the universe of associations 
contained in our sectoral associational inventories. If an association 
has both direct and indirect membership, i.e., i s at the same time a 
("first-order") membership association and a ("second-order") associa
tion of associations, i t should be treated in the present context as .a 
membership association unless i t s number of direct members from the sector 
in question i s very small. 
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Another possible direction of specialization i s by task. Special

ization by task creates different associations with complementary func

tions. Complementarity between interest associations means that mamber-

ship i n them i s not mutually exclusive: members may join any or a l l of 

them at the same time since each appeals to a different aspect of their 

interests.- For example, i n most sectors of German industry, firms can be, 

and are, members of three types of BIAs: (1) the Industrie- und Handels-

kammer, (2) an employers association and (3) a trade association. A 

simple measure a system's degree of specialization by task i s the proportion 

of membership associations in the system that are (a) employers associations, 

(b) trade associations and (c) both. To avoid complications, chambers would 

for the purposes of calculating this indicator be counted as trade associa

tions unless they perform, as in Austria, the functions of employers asso

ciations. 
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Configuration: Competition. Two associations are in competition with 

each other when their domains overlap i n a particular way. The most 

common form of overlap results when one association does not define i t s 

domain in terms of a particular parameter while another does (see above, 

III.4.2.1.). For instance, i f one business association limits e l i g i b i l i t y 

for membership to small or large firms while the other leaves this para

meter undefined, their domains - everything else being equal - overlap: 

the potential members of the f i r s t , more specialized association, are also 

potential members of the second, general association. The area of overlap, 

in this case, i s coextensive with the total domain of- one of the asso

ciations, but covers only part of the domain of the other. 

Overlap may also exist on parameters defined by both associations. 

Mutually non-exclusive definitions of domains are possible in terms of 

function, territory, product and firm size, but not i n terms of discrete 

parameters such as type of ownership, profit/non-profit, and sex. Thus, 

an association extending i t s domain over a particular product range may 

include some or a l l of the products claimed for representation by another 

association. Likewise, certain categories of middle-sized firms may be 

included within the domains of small business as well as big business 

associations. Overlap always exists on parameters that are l e f t unspeci

fied by both of the associations concerned. 
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Whether or not domain overlap on a particular structural parameter 

may lead to competition depends on how the other parameters are defined.' 

If association domains are mutually exclusive on just one (functional 

or structural) parameter, there can be no competition however much over

lap there may otherwise be. For competition to occur - a l l possible para

meters of associational domains must either be undefined by both sides, 

or defined by only one, or defined by both in a non-exclusive pattern. 

For example, i f two associations organize firms producing the same pro

ducts and situated in the same territory, but one of them admits for member

ship only firms with less than 1000 employees while the other admits only 

firms with more than 1000, there can be no competition between them. The 

area of competition, or the "competitive space", of two mutually non

exclusive associations i s defined by the parameters on which the associa

tions overlap. A competitive space i s populated by a group of potential 

members with properties that make them f a l l into the domains of two or 

more (not mutually exclusive) associations. The higher the number of para

meters on which a competitive space i s defined, the smaller and the more 

homogeneous the group populating i t , and the more specialized the interests 

for whose representation associations may compete. 

Competition between associations may take different forms. Like com

petition between firms on a product market, inter-associational competition 

may be of varying nature and intensity. An extreme case would be associa

tions making active efforts at persuading each other's members to change. 

The other extreme would be a kind of o l i g o l o p o l i s t i c co-existence based 

on a mutually recognized segmentation of the joint market. Although i n 
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this case formal domains s t i l l overlap, and there is s t i l l a group of 

potential members who could join either of the associations, i n practice 

they have become mutually exclusive. Between these extremes, there are 

various forms of regulation of competition, including "non-raiding" agree

ments, price-fixing, etc. 

Inter-associational competition can be made impossible by formally 

redefining organizational domains so that they become mutually exclusive. 

Since competition requires that domains are non-exclusive on a l l their 

parameters, changing one parameter i s sufficient to end competition. Asso

ciations are continually engaged in reviewing the boundaries of their do

mains, even i f not forced to do so by competition. Redefining domain para

meters may be an organizational response to (1) d i f f i c u l t i e s in managing 

internal interest diversity; -(2) suboptimal size; (3)' changes in the eco

nomic structure which result i n declining or increasing interdependence 

between interests, which create new interests or make old ones disappear; 

or (4) changes in the p o l i t i c a l system, such as the creation of new govern

ment departments or shifts i n t e r r i t o r i a l boundaries. Redefinition of 

associational domains, perhaps but not exclusively through merger, may 

also be caused by direct or indirect government intervention aimed at 

creating more encompassing and more governable units of interest inter

mediation. 

The amount of competition i n an associational system can be expressed 

by three simple indicators: (1) the number of competitive spaces in the 

sector; (2) the percentage of membership associations i n the system en

gaged in competition with other associations for members from the sector; 

(3) the percentage of (possible) members in the sector who have a choice 

between two or more competing associations in at least one category of 

possible membership. The third indicator may sometimes be d i f f i c u l t to 
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compute; in such cases, i t would be desirable to have a good estimate. 

Generally, i n cases of competition for members as much information as 

possible should be gathered on the number of firms or individuals that 

have changed during -the last five years between the two associations; on 

the long-term trend i n the development of each association's "market 

share"; on the characteristics of members changing from one association 

to another; on why associations have not eliminated competition by re-

defining their domains or by merging; on the methods associations use 

to recruit members from the contested area; on whether there are (more 

or less formalized) "non-raiding agreements" and how they are enforced, 

etc. As competition between business associations can be expected to be 

rare, where i t does exist i t may j u s t i f y in-depth study i n the way of a 

"deviant case analysis". 

2. Vertical Differentiation - By v e r t i c a l differentiation we mean 

the extent to which an associational system consists of associations spe

c i a l i z i n g in the coordination of the a c t i v i t i e s of other associations. An 

associational system i s v e r t i c a l l y differentiated i f i t contains ("higher-

order") associations representing aggregates of interests that are sep---

arately represented by other ("lower-order") associations in the system. 

Associational systems that do not contain higher-order associations have 

' i t i s important that "competitive spaces" are not identified in a formal-
i s t i c way. In some sectors, there may be sectarian organizations claiming 
to compete with established, organizations for their entire domain. These 
competitors may have very l i t t l e membership, and i f i t i s below five per 
cent of that of the larger organization, the latter's domain i s not to be 
taken as a "competitive space". However, i t may be that although the small
er organization claims to compete for the f u l l membership of the larger one, 
a l l i t s members come from one particular region. Here, i t s membership may 
far exceed five per cent of that of the other association. In this case, 
the real "competitive space" would be this region, and the smaller asso
ciation would have to be included among the competing associations counted 
for the second indicator. 



193 

a v e r t i c a l differentiation of zero. V e r t i c a l l y differentiated systems 

may vary i n terms of the relative number of higher-order associations 

they contain as well as the number of levels of interest aggregation 

these represent. For example, an associational system may consist of 

20 associations one of which i s a higher-order association; the propor

tion of higher-order associations in this system would be.five percent, 

and the number of hierarchical levels would be two. Another system with 

20 associations may contain seven higher-order associations. Four of 

these may be "second-order associations" grouping together the interests 

of the 113 membership associations, two may be "third-order'associations" 

organizing these four, and the remaining one may be a "fourth-order asso

ciation" (see Figure VIII). In this example, the proportion of higher-

order associations i s 35 per cent, and the number of hierarchical levels 

i s four. 
i 

We suggest to measure the v e r t i c a l differentiation of associational 

systems in terms of both their proportion of higher-order associations 

and their number of hierarchical levels. Associations that are both 

membership associations and higher-order associations ("mixed" associations) 

should for the purpose of measuring v e r t i c a l differentiation be treated 

as higher-order associations unless their associational membership i s mini-

scule and unimportant. The number of hierarchical levels i s given by the 

order number of the most general association in the system; i f this i s a 

fourth-order association, the number of levels i s four. 

The order number of the most general association may not always be 

unambiguous. In some systems, different interests are linked into the most 

general level of representation through different numbers of intermediary 

organizations. • In such a case, what from the perspective of some interests 
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FIGURE V I I I 

An Example of a Hierarchically 
Differentiated Associational System 

Order 

Proportion of Higher-Order Associations: 35% 

Number of Hierarchical Levels: 4 
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may be a third-order association, may be a second-order association from 

the perspective of others (see diagram). Here, the solution might be to 

2nd/3rd order 

2nd order 

1st order 

Number of Hierarchical 
Levels: 2 - 3 

express the number of hierarchical levels as a range between the minimum 

and the maximum, and/or calculate the average of the number of hierarchical 

levels weighted by the number of members affected. 

A similar problem exists in systems which have no single most general 

association but are divided (by task, territory, product, etc.) in two or 

more (vertically differentiated) subsystems. If these have different 

numbers of hierarchical levels - like in the diagram - i t may not make 

1 1 1 

sense to treat the association with the highest order number i n the system 

as the most general association of the system. Rather, i t may be more ap

propriate to assume that the system has more than one highest-order asso

ciation — in the present example, two — and to express the number of 

hierarchical levels again in terms of a range, or an average per member, 
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rather than by a single order number. (In the above diagram, the range 

would again be 2-3.) 

3. Horizontal Integration. An Associational system i s horizontally 

integrated to the extent that there exist institutionalized relationships 

between i t s component associations that are not mediated through hierarchic

a l l y superior, more general associations ("higher-order associations"). 

Inter-associational relationships are "horizontal" i f none of the p a r t i c i 

pants represents the interests of another participant at a higher level of 

aggregation. In particular, they do not involve joint membership in an 

association specializing on authoritative coordination. Associations i n 

volved i n horizontal relations may be membership associations as well as 
.++ 

higher-order associations. 

Horizontal relations between associations can be c l a s s i f i e d in five 

categories: 

(1) Ad-hoc alliance. This i s the weakest form of an institutionalized 

horizontal relationship, and in many cases i t may be questionable whether 

an ad-hoc alliance should be c l a s s i f i e d as institutionalized at a l l . In 

organizational terms, an ad-hoc alliance involves the coordination of 

strategies and the mutual exchange of information between associations with 

a common interest on a particular issue. If this issue i s resolved, so i s 

the ad-hoc alliance related to i t . 

(2) Joint task force. While task forces are also issue-bound and 

temporary, they involve a commitment of staff by participant associations 
to a joint organizational unit. Task forces plan and carry out the strate-

+ • 
Membership associations that are unrelated to any higher-order association 

can be conceived of as subsystems with one hierarchical l e v e l . A problem 
may arise in the case of small local "sectarian" organizations as they pro
bably exist in any associational system. If only one of these associations 
in a system i s without a hierarchical linkage - which i s highly l i k e l y -
a l l systems would have a range of hierarchical levels beginning with one. 
We suggest therefore, as in the determination of "competitive spaces", 
to exclude very small and unimportant associations from the calculation. 
++ 

Cf. note on p. F 19, Appendix F. 
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gies of their parent associations in relation to one specific issue, Since 

they are from the beginning intended to be disbanded after their mission 

i s completed, they usually have no constitution or charter and they are 

not legally incorporated. 

(3) Joint venture. Joint ventures are task forces whose task i s more 

permanent and which therefore have a more formalized structure. Like higher-

order associations, they are organizations in their own right with a sep

arate charter or constitution which are created by formally independent 

associations to serve their common interests. However, whereas higher-

order associations are hierarchically superior to their constituent asso

ciations, joint ventures are inferior to them? and whereas the mission of 

a higher-order association i s broader than that of any of i t s members, 

that of a joint venture i s usually much smaller, Frequently, joint ven

tures are set up to realize economies of scale in the production or pro

vision of services to the members, or their creation i s encouraged by 

the tax law. 

(4) Alliance. An alliance between two associations i s a permanent 

cooperative relationship - extending to a broad range of subject areas 

rather than individual issues. It involves institutionalized mutual i n 

formation and' consultation, possibly in the framework of a special joint 

organization or through interlocking directorates. An alliance, even i f 

i t i s embodied in a joint organization, d i f f e r s from a higher-order asso

ciation i n that i t exercises no hierarchical control over i t s members. . 

Moreover, i t has no staff or elected leadership of i t s own but i s operated 

exclusively by personnel belonging to i t s member associations. On the other 

hand, the boundaries between an alliance and a higher-order association 

are probably shifting, and i t is possible that alliances turn into higher-

order associations as they develop their organizational properties. 
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(5) Staff sharing. The sharing of staff, or manpower, between two 

associations represents a f a i r l y advanced form of resource sharing. 

Usually, i t i s accompanied, and sometimes preceded, by joint use of f a c i 

l i t i e s such as buildings, offices, computers and the l i k e . For reasons 

of simplicity and because of the central importance of manpower for p o l i 

t i c a l and service organizations, we suggest to focus exclusively on staff 

sharing.. 

Associations may share either their office" staff or their 
elected, unpaid leadership. The f i r s t case appears to be the more 

common one. Associations with a shared office staff usually 

have separate elected leaders. Associations having the same elected 

leaders ("Personalunion"), on the other hand, tend to have separate offices. 

Horizontal integration through a common elected leadership i s possible 

only between associations with an identical membership base representing 

different, complementary interests of the same constituency. The possib

i l i t y of Personalunion i n systems of business associations depends on the 

presence of inter-associational differentiation by task. Business asso

ciations of different functional types representing the same constituency 

w i l l usually not share their professional staff since this would undo the 

advantages of functional specialization; i f they want to coordinate their 

a c t i v i t i e s through an institutionalized cooperative relationship, they w i l l 

rather tend to establish Personalunion. For this reason, we suggest to 

treat the sharing of office staff and the election of joi n t voluntary 

leaders as functionally equivalent i n our present context and to consider 

both as "staff-sharing" arrangements indicating horizontal ^cooperation be

tween associations. 
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The ideal-typical case of sharing of office staff i s that of one 

integrated staff running two or more independent associations (i.e. 

associations with different constitutions and the capacity to decide 

to withdraw from the staff sharing arrangement). + It i s possible that asso

ciations sharing a joint staff retain some independent personnel which con

tinue to work only for one association. In such cases, one should inquire 

i f the shared personnel can be c l a s s i f i e d as a joint venture organization. 

If not, incomplete staff sharing arrangements should be treated for the 

present purpose as i f they were complete unless the j o i n t l y used staff i s 

small and unimportant for a l l associations involved (e.g. i f i t consists 

only of auxiliary s t a f f ) . 

Staff sharing arrangements may be asummetrical and an expression of 

dominance by one association over another. This i s the case i f the respec

tive staff i s employed by only one of the participating associations and 

i f the other participants are much smaller and unable to sustain a staff 

of their own. Under such conditions, staff sharing amounts to subsidiza

tion of the small participants by the large one, and i t can be expected 

that such subsidization has a p o l i t i c a l price. 

The degree of horizontal integration of an associational system can 

be measured in terms of the frequency of institutionalized cooperative re

lationships of the various kinds that exist between i t s members. Of 

particular importance at the system level are joint ventures, alliances, 

and staff sharing arrangements. A possible operational indicator of 

horizontal integration would be the percentage of associations belonging 

to the system that take part i n one of the three more permanent types of 

cooperative relationships. 
+ 
Staff sharing may be p o l i t i c a l l y insignificant and a mere economic conven
ience i f i t involves associations representing interests that bear no re
lationship to each other (e.g. an association of vinegar producers sharing 
i t s o f fice with an association of road-building firms). 
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Dense horizontal integration'through resource sharing and/or joint 

ventures between two or more associations may be f i r s t steps towards a 

merger. A merger differs:.:from the creation .of a higher-order association 

in that the associations involved adopt a joint constitution which takes 

the place of their original, separate constitutions. Through a merger, the 

relations between the units involved become intra-organizational relations 

and are no longer properties of inter-associational systems. Relations 

between associations short of a merger can be c l a s s i f i e d i n terms of the 

categories suggested in the present part of this paper. 

4. Hierarchical Integration. An associational system i s hierarchic

a l l y integrated to the extent that i t s component associations are a f f i l i a t e d 

to, and controlled by, higher-order associations representing their inter

ests at a more general, aggregate l e v e l . Hierarchical integration i s high 

if'the number of component associations which have no links to a hierarchic

a l l y superior association i s low; in this sense, hierarchical integration 

i s the inverse of fragmentation. Furthermore, hierarchical i n 

tegration increases with the strength of the bonds between lower- and 

higher-level associations : the less p o l i t i c a l l y autonomous lower-level 



2oo 

associations are in relation to the higher-level associations to which 

they are a f f i l i a t e d , the higher the system's degree of hierarchical i n 

tegration. 

Hierarchical integration i n the sense of low fragmentation i s r e l a 

t i v e l y easy to measure. Associational systems are the'' less fragemented, 

and the more hierarchically integrated, the higher the proportion of their 

compenent associations at a given hierarchical level which are a f f i l i a t e d 

to a higher-order association. The most straightforward operational i n d i 

cator should be the percentage of membership (first-order) associations 

in the system that are a f f i l i a t e d to a higher-order association ("mixed" 

associations being counted in:this case as membership associations). 

In addition, i t should be meaningful to compare between sectors nation

a l l y and cross-nationally the number of hierarchically unaffiliated 

higher-order associations. In the ideal case of maximum integration and 

minimum fragmentation, a system has one highest-order association inte

grating a l l interests from i t s social base (as well as, presumably, inter

ests from other sectors). For this association, there i s no higher-

order association i n the system to join. Thus, the number of hierarchically 

unaffiliated higher-order associations at the maximum level of hierarchical 

integration i s one. If a system has more unaffiliated higher-order asso

ciations, this reflects a division i n different, separate, hierarchically 

unrelated interest subsystems. Each hierarchically unaffiliated higher-

order association stand for an interest subsystem not linked into a more 

general level of interest representation.. The number o'f unaffiliated higher-

order associations i s Identical with the number of subsystems into which 

the hierarchically integrated part of an associational system i s fragmented. 

The intensity of hierarchical control in an associational system can 

be conceived of as a function of the amount of interest diversity higher-
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order associations..have to integrate in their relationship to their a f f i 

l i a t e s . The smaller the number of a f f i l i a t e s a higher-order association 

has to coordinate, the lower, everything else being equal, the amount of 

interest diversity i t i s confronted with, and the higher i t s integrational 

capacity. At a given level of horizontal differentiation of an associa-

tional system into independent membership associations, one way of reduc

ing the i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l "span of control" of .higher-order associations 

i s to increase the number of hierarchical steps from the base to the top 

of the system. While i n " f l a t hierarchies" with few hierarchical levels 

the span of control i s wide and, hence, the intensity of hierarchical 

control low, in " t a l l hierarchies" spans of control, are narrower and con

t r o l intensity i s , therefore, higher (Figure IX). The higher the 

number of hierarchical levels in an associational system, the lower the 

average span of control, of higher-order over lower-order associations, and 

the'narrower the range of. interest diversity higher-order associations have 

to manage. Associational systems with t a l l hierarchies reduce the interest 

diversity confronting their higher-order associations by aggregating the 

FIGURE IX 

Average Span of Control: 2 Average Span of Control: 8 
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divergent interests they have to process step by step at a number of inter

mediary stages; i n this way, they achieve a higher level of interest, 

aggregation and coordination than would be possible i n one single step. 

Thus, we suggest to use as a f i r s t measure of the strength of hierarchical 

integration in an associational system the average span of control of 

higher-order associations, expressed i n terms of the average number of 

associations a f f i l i a t e d to them. 

As a second measure of control intensity, we suggest to use the aver

age strength of hierarchical control by the higher-order associations in 

the system over their member associations. Above, we have suggested several 

measures of hierarchical inter-associational control (III.4.3.2.) , and i t 

should be possible to develop an index which can be computed for a popula-, 

tion of higher-order associations in an associational system. 

+ 
m ; 4.4. RESOURCES 

As has been pointed out above, a central dimension of organization 

development in interest associations i s increasing economic and strategic 

autonomy from their social base and from their environments in general. In 

relation to the procurement of organizational resources (in Parsons' terms, 

the problem of "adaptation"), (relative) autonomy means two things: 

institutionalization of resource supply i n order to pr6vide protection 

from unpredictable changes in the kind and quantity of the resources 

received, and diversification of sponsoring environments in order to 

reduce the organization's dependence upon any one of them and to enable 
the 

i t to balance/influence of each of them against that of others. Inter-

+ Aperational indicators for the variables introduced in this section are 
given in Appendix H. 
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est associations at a low level of development get a l l their re

sources from their members, and they get them on a s t r i c t l y voluntary basis 

.contingent upon . whether members approve of their present policies 

and perceive them as instrumental for their own immediate objectives. 

Since member approval may be subject to change depending on a l l kinds 

of external circumstances and may be differently strong for different 

groups of members and for different issues; and since approval of a 

collective objective does not necessarily motivate individuals to share 

i n the costs of i t s organized pursuit, associations that depend exclusively 

on the voluntary support of their "primary beneficiaries" are l i k e l y to 

suffer from high i n s t a b i l i t y of organizational structures and processes, 

continuing pressures for structural change and. adaptation, i n a b i l i t y to 

develop organizational routines and to plan a c t i v i t i e s over a longer 

period of time, and a general scarcity of disposible resources'. The driving mo

tives behind what we have called "organizational development" are the 

severe dysfunctions of this fundamental insecurity for purposive, co

ordinated collective action, and i t i s primarily these dysfunctions 

that explain the tendency of organizations to change in the direction of 

higher levels of institutionalization and organizational self-determina

tion. 

The resource economy of an interest association with.undeveloped 

organizational properties i s characterized by the following elements: 

(1) The only source of finance, as of a l l other resources, i s the 

membership. Much, i f hot most of the money supplied by the members 

consists of voluntary contributions (as distinguished from regular 

dues payments) and most of i t i s related to and raised for specific 

purposes. The basic principle governing the funding of the organiza

tion i s that money i s contributed for individually identifiable a c t i v i -
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tie s rather than for the operation of the organization in general. The 

prevailing form of finance i s through special levies,, and i f regular 

dues are collected at a l l , they are typically low and/or members have 

the choice of opting out of certain services and paying a lower rate. 

Under these circumstances, i t i s d i f f i c u l t for the organization to 

divert parts of i t s financial resources from their allotted purposes 

to build up a stable organizational overhead. As most of the organi

zation's funds are earmarked, the money that can be used for the de

velopment of general capacities and for long-term strategic planning 

i s fundamentally limited, and the discretion of the organization i n 

disposing of i t s finances i s tightly restricted. 

(2) Organizations are composed of social roles structuring and co

ordinating human a c t i v i t i e s . To f i l l their roles, they have to mobilize 

labor, i.e. the performance by individuals of specific tasks. At a low 

level of development, the labor used by interest associations i s con

tributed by their members on a voluntary basis. Unpaid, "honorary" 

o f f i c i a l s are typically chosen by the members or by member representa

tives to ensure close control by the membership over organizational 

resources. Professional "full-time" staff appointed by the 

association and paid for out of i t s own funds does not exist. 

The supply of voluntary labor, l i k e of voluntary financial support, 

is contingent upon member consent with association policies and/or the 

presence of strong and selective "outside inducements" (Olson). If the 

p o l i t i c a l consent of the membership i s weakened as a result of "unpopular" 

decisions or of changing external circumstances, voluntary labor can be 

withdrawn at any time, and the organization may have d i f f i c u l t i e s find

ing a sufficient number of replacements. Moreover, the extent to which 

voluntary labor can be subjected to bureaucratic discipline i s limited, 
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and so i s the extent to which i t can be used for highly specialized 

tasks i n a complex organizational division of labor.'Most importantly, 

the incentives motivating volunteers to contribute their labor to 

an association are not commanded exclusively by the organization as 

such but by primary groups or other social systems in i t s environment. 

This i s especially obvious in the case of business associations using 

"loaned" fulltime staff employed by member firms. Although such staff 

may be highly specialized and bureaucratically disciplined, from the 

perspective of organizational autonomy i t has the decisive disadvantage 

that i t i s not paid by the association but by another organization with 

interests of i t s own; that i t s primary loyalty therefore l i e s not with 

the association; and that i t can in principle be withdrawn at any time 

in response to associational decisions conflicting with specific firm 

interests. 

(3) Interest associations at a low level of development expect 

their members to support them with a wide range of voluntary a c t i v i t i e s 

even outside specific organizational roles (or, in other words, being 

a "member" in such organizations involves meaningful and selective p o l i 

t i c a l a c t i v i t y — as opposed to organizations whose members are actually 

just "customers" subscribing to a set of services in whose production they 

take no part). The classic example i s trade unions which, as long as they 

are not recognized by the employers or the legal order, have to ask their 

members to go on strike whenever they want to bargain on their behalf. 

Other interest associations may c a l l upon their members to write letters 

to p o l i t i c a l authorities or contribute money to or vote for certain p o l i t i c a l 

parties, etc. To the extent that an association needs to form consensus 

through the use of s o l i d a r i s t i c goods - approaching, in the terminology 
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of Figure II, above, the "club" model of associability —- i t i s unable 

to function unless i t s members are willin g and able to interact with 

each, other 1 directly within Its in s t i t u t i o n a l context. Likewise, an asso

ciation with no authority of i t s own to sanction "free riders" or no power 

to coerce "opportunists" may have to rely for i t s growth on the willingness 

of i t s members to use informal social or economic pressure on non-members 

to make them join. Generally speaking, the less organizationally developed 

an interest association i s , the less i t i s able to pursue i t s objectives 

without repeated recourse to i t s members for specific voluntary support, 

and the greater the role the members are expected to play in the achieve

ment of associational goals. 

(4) At a low level of development of organizational properties, formal 

membership counts less than active_support, and the difference be

tween supporters or beneficiaries on the one hand and members on the 

other i s not well institutionalized. Although density ratios tend to 

be low, and turnover among members / high, systematic efforts to re

cruit supporters to formal membership status and keep them i n the 

organization are infrequent. In many cases, although this does pro

bably not apply to BIAs, associations do not even have exact membership 

records, and the administrative resources they expend to maintain "the formal 

distinction between members and non-members are limited. A l a limite, re

sources needed to attract members exceed the benefits to be obtained, and 

hence no effort i s made to increase membership density. 

(5) Total resource endowment of undeveloped associations i s low, 

or at least i t is subject to substantial c y c l i c a l change. Since inter

est associations at this stage often have competitors undertaking to 

represent the same constituency, the price they can charge for formal 

membership tends to be low. Moreover, to the extent that an organization 

u t i l i z e s voluntary rather than paid labor, i t i s in competition with 

other social systems also laying claims to the a c t i v i t i e s and loyalties 
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of i t s personnel. As has been mentioned, the resources underdeveloped 

associations;- are able to extract on a continuous, routine basis tend 

to be negligible, and they are certainly not suff i c i e n t for savings 

or the accumulation of property. Resource inflow may suddenly increase 

in situations perceived as v i t a l l y important by the members for their ind

ividual and/or collective interests. Emergency mobilization may suddenly 

multiply the finances, labor and member a c t i v i t i e s at the organization's 

command, but this i s only temporary and i n relation to a specific, l i 

mited objective. After the emergency i s over, the organization's extrac

tive capabilities and i t s resource supply return to their previous low 

level. 

Associations? suffering from resource uncertainty strive to 

free themselves from the constraints of consensus-dependent ad hoc-mobili-

zation. In relation to their primary environment — their immediate 

beneficiaries •— p o l i t i c a l organizations typically attempt to improve 

their extractive capacity by substituting contractual obligations for 

voluntary commitments as the principal basis for member support. With 

support "on value grounds" being gradually replaced by resource transfers 

through a "market nexus" (Parsons), elements of "economic exchange" (Blau) 

creep into the relationship between the organization and i t s members. 

This can be observed in several dimensions: 

(1) To increase their financialautonomy, p o l i t i c a l organizations 

strive to raise as much of their•monetary resources in regular dues 

paid as a matter of routine and regardless of specific decisions or 

events. Dues payments, unlike special levies or voluntary contributions, 

constitute a generalized form of financial support and leave the organi

zation wider discretion in the purposes for which i t makes use of them. 
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In exchange for the increased economic security and strategic autonomy 

that go with a s h i f t to regular dues as i t s principal source of finance, 

an interest association may offer i t s members economic "outside induce

ments" (Olson) that are produced independently from i t s primary collective 

interest objectives and that are made available only to members who have 

paid their dues. The introduction of "selective goods" (see. below, III.4.5.) 

adds a commercial-contractual element to the relationship between the organ

ization and i t s members i n that i t makes i t possible to conceive of dues 

as payment for specific commodities. In so far as this perspective becomes 

generally accepted, associations can be sued by their members for breach 

of contract i f they f a i l to provide a selective good offered inttheir con

stitut i o n — just as members can in principle be taken to court by their 

association i f they f a i l to pay their dues. This conception of membership 

as a formally binding and legally enforceable commercial contract i s in 

i t s e l f a result of organizational development and is not present in p o l i 

t i c a l organizations of the "club" or "social movement" type. 

Another way of stab i l i z i n g an association's access to financial sup

port involves the sale of individual goods and services to customers at 

commercial markets (through individual, specific sales contracts). Inter

est associations raising money through such individual sales transactions 

are likely''to incorporate elements of a business firm into their structure. 

In so far as they procure financial resources-through commercial a c t i v i t i e s , 

their funding i s no longer affected by fluctuations in the p o l i t i c a l con

sensus or immediate policy concerns of members. Associations may raise 

financial support through both dues and commercial sales at the same time. 

For example, an organization may s e l l to, non-members on an individual 

basis the same goods and services members are entitled *.-.to in exchange for 

their dues, or members may be given the right to purchase certain goods 

or services at a lower price than non-members. 

+ 
This, in fact, i s a requirement under U.S. anti-trust legislation and 
ju d i c i a l precedent. 
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On the other hand, neither selective goods nor commercial a c t i v i t i e s 

are without problems as ways of financing interest associations. A l 

though selective goods can greatly contribute to motivating potential 

members to join and pay dues, their possible effect i s limited by the 

competition of commercial firms offering the same or substitutable 

goods without having to finance a " p o l i t i c a l overhead". While p o l i t i c a l 

organizations may supplement their money income by engaging i n commercial 

a c t i v i t i e s t beyond a certain scale this i s l i k e l y to undermine 

the structural distinction between members and non-members ("customers"); 

to lead to the dissolution of the package of selective goods into a range 

of different products that can be individually purchased by everybody; 

and to result in the decomposition o f • membership as a social status into 

a series of.individual economic exchange transactions. The primary reason 

for this seems to be that the more an'organization i s dependent for . 

economic resources on the market, the more i t i s subject to imperatives 

of economic ration a l i t y which • militate against discrimina

tion between members and non-members (e.g. reasons of "economies of scale"*) . 

Generally speaking, we suspect that in c a p i t a l i s t economies the temptation 

- for interest associations to solve their resource problems by leaving 

the p o l i t i c a l arena altogether and turning into business enterprises 

is so strong that i t requires special i n s t i t u t i o n a l conditions and con

straints to prevent this organizational development from occurring. 

(2) As far as labor i s concerned, instituting contractual obliga

tions for voluntary commitments means replacing voluntary by 'paid 

labor procured through the market. It i s obvious that the employment of 

paid o f f i c i a l s is possible only on the basis of a minimum regular money 

income, and i t i s l i k e l y that organizational efforts to increase and 
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s t a b i l i z e the money supply w i l l be redoubled by the professional staff, who 

have a vested interest in their employer's a b i l i t y to pay. The employ

ment of paid labor increases an association's autonomy in 

relation to i t s member base in that now a crucially important resource 

is drawn from another environment. This i s particularly clear in the 

case of BIAs whose administrative .staff i s usually not recruited from 

the ranks' of their members. (Tri trade unions, the emergence of the labor 

market as a new resource base is veiled by the fact that, at least 

i n i t i a l l y , full-time officers are always former rank-and-file members.) 

Since professional staff depend for their status and income to a much 

higher degree on the association than voluntary o f f i c i a l s , they can 

be directed to perform a wide range of highly specialized tasks, and since 

their obligations towards the organization are contractually specified, 

they are re l a t i v e l y easy to discipline or, i f they f a i l to meet expecta

tions, to dismiss. 

Another aspect of professionalization is that i t injects into- an 

organization a new, autonomous interest that is not identical and may 

even conflict with the interest of members. In commercial organi

zations, the c o n f l i c t of interest between "staff" and "customers" i s 

regulated basically through the market which determines the rates of 

exchange between the two groups and their relative incomes. The corre

sponding c o n f l i c t in Interest associations between the self-interest 

of full-time o f f i c i a l s and the collective interest of members i s re

flected in internal tensions between the full-time staff and the elected 

leadership.'With rising levels of organizational development, the role 

of the former in running the organization can be expected to grow at the 

expense of the latter. While the professional management of developed 

interest associations has to take the expectations of the members and 

their elected representatives into account, the character and substance 

of the organization's policies,•and the way i n which these are pursued, 
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are geared to the functional needs and the specific strengths and weaknesses 
•f 

or.a . large and specialized bureaucratic staff. While organizational 

development normally does, not make elected leaders completely disappear 

-- except i n the extreme case of associations.turning into'' 

f u l l - fledged business firms -- the number of elected o f f i c i a l s i n re

lation to the number of full-time staff declines, and the function of 

the elected leadership i s increasingly reduced to legitimating the po

l i c i e s selected and carried out by the full-time staff. 

(3) The more developed an interest association.is, the less i t 

depends for i t s functioning on the voluntary a c t i v i t i e s of i t s members. 

Organizationally developed associations usually have well-established and 

safely' institutionalized lines of influence to the state or other environ

ments that enable them to represent their members as a matter of p o l i t i c a l 

and bureaucratic routine. This makes i t possible for them to t a i l o r their 

policies i n such a way that under normal circumstances they can operate 

without spontaneous, voluntary "mobilizational" contributions from their 

members*."*" As a consequence, they have been able to reduce the input from 

their members to such resources as can be procured through a formal 

"membership contract" on a regular, routine basis. One resource that 

can be extracted in this way i s , of course, finance. Another one which 

i s especially important in BIAs i s information on members' economic 

situation. The obligation to provide accurate economic information —• 

which the association can routinely process and put to various uses at 

i t s own discretion — may be the only other a c t i v i t y expected from BIA 

members in addition to paying their dues. 
BIAs may be particularly prone to such professionalization given the gene
r a l managerial ethos of business and their tendency to rely heavily on 
"factual-reasonable" arguments in advancing and defending their interests. 
Again, this i s especially the case with BIAs and used to be the case with 
professional associations u n t i l recently when they have resorted increas---
ingly to "trade-union-tactics". 
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One example of how business associations extract information from 

their members i s the Betriebsvergleich (comparison of firm performance) 

conducted by some German trade associations. Members inform the asso

ciation on a regular (monthly or quarterly) basis about their economic 

performance. Information i s supplied in the form of a set of standard

ized indicators. The association assures i t s members that their data 

w i l l be handled confidentially, and that the anonymity of individual 

firms w i l l be respected. On the basis of the individual data, s t a t i s t i c s 

are calculated by the staff of the association - mostly averages and 

distribution measures - which are then made available to the members. 

Members can compare their own performance to the average performance 

of the other firms participating in the Betriebsvergleich and can thus 

determine "where they stand". The prospect of getting access to aggre

gate s t a t i s t i c s on the industry as a whole serves as an incentive for 

members to give their performance data to the association. I t may also 

be an incentive to join the association, and in this sense may f u l f i l the 

function of a "selective good". The need to protect confidentiality 

serves as a j u s t i f i c a t i o n for claims of the association's professional 

staff for autonomy from representative bodies. Information gathered 

through Betriebsvergleich can be used by the association to formulate 

and defend i t s policy, and i t can be offered to the state i n exchange 

for access and recognition (see below). 

(4) With r i s i n g levels of organizational development, the formal 

status of organization member i s either transformed into that of customer 

— and thus looses i t s specific significance —. or i t i s increasingly em

phasized and formalized. In the f i r s t case — i.e. in the commercial 

variant of resource stabilization — membership as a social category 

either disappears completely, giving way to a. series of unrelated, 
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specific economic exchange transactions, or i s turned into something l i k e 

an insurance policy. In the case of increasing formalization, being a 

member "in good standing" becomes the precondition for access to the 

selective goods provided by the association. It i s important for such an 

organization to protect carefully the formal distinction between members 

and non-members and, i n particular, to keep reliable records on which 

members have and have not discharged their constitutional obligations. 

The more an association extracts i t s resources from i t s social 

base through routine contractual obligations — and the more 

independence i t has gained from spontaneous voluntary supports — the 

more important i t becomes that a l l those who f a l l within i t s formal scope 

of representation become members.. In fact, one can argue that for a de

veloped interest association i t i s almost irrelevant whether or not a poten

t i a l member agrees with i t s policy, i f only he or she signs an application 

form. Empirically, this i s reflected in the emphasis placed by developing 

interest associations on recruitment campaigns aimed at maximizing the 

number of formal members without paying much attention to whether such 

members actually share the organization's values-

(5) Although formalization of support obligations may make the 

resource flow from the members to the organization more steady, i t does 

not in and by i t s e l f increase the tot a l amount of resources that are 

mobilized. As long as different organizations compete for the represen

tation of one group, the percentage of potential members each i s able to 

recruit i s limited', and so i s the price i t can charge for membership status. 

One way i n which small and underfinanced associations can try 

to compensate for suboptimal size i s through joint ventures or other 

forms of resource sharing. More effective would be changes in domain 

demarcations putting an end to inter-organizational competition, or 
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mergers making domains broader and increasing the number of potential 

members. However, changes in inter-organizational configurations of this 

dimension are unlikely to occur without the intervention of a powerful 

third party, and under voluntaristic-pCuralist. conditions i t i s d i f f i c u l t 

to see who this third party could be. 

The second strategy; for interest associations to gain re

source autonomy, complementing the s t a b i l i z a t i o n of the primary lines 

of supply and i n an important respect reinforcing i t , is what we have 

called at the outset the div e r s i f i c a t i o n of sponsoring environments. 

One obvious reason why organizations should prefer to be supported by mon 

than one environment i s that this increases the total resource base from 

which they can draw. In addition, simultaneous interaction with several 

environments offers the opportunity to use resources from one to extract 

resources from another, or to mediate exchanges between two environments 

and charge a price for this. We have already encountered two "secondary" 

environments to which interest associations can and do turn for resources 

in developing their organizational properties: the labor market and 

the market for goods and services. However, the extent to which 

interest associations can rely on paid labor depends on their 

financies resources, and commercial a c t i v i t i e s cannot be 

extended indefinitely i f the organization i s to maintain i t s p o l i t i c a l 

identity. If interest associations want to s t a b i l i z e and increase their 

resource supply beyond a c r i t i c a l point without becoming business firms, 

they therefore have to turn to a further sponsoring environment which 

i s , not surprisingly, the state. 

Interest.'associations, as resource-extracting social systems, cannot 

exist without interference by and protection from the state. For example, 

the transformation of voluntary p o l i t i c a l commitments of members into 
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benefits to the association Itse l f and, thereby, to increase i t s resources 

directly. The temptation to add to p o l i t i c a l demands made on behalf of the 

clients others that benefit the association per se i s a l l the more irres i s t a b l e 

since the state may on i t s own offer to provide selective organizational 

assistance in exchange for the performance of particular policy func-" . 

tions (see below, Outputs", III. 4.5.). The resources the state may supply to 

interest associations to add to the resources they receive from other 

environments can be c l a s s i f i e d in the following way: 

(I) In terms, of finance, associations may get from the state any

thing from direct subsidies to various forms of tax r e l i e f and tax exemp

tion. (For instance, a highly indirect way of state financing of interest 

associations i s by making member dues • tax deductible.) A particularly 

interesting form of subsidization i s reimbursement for specific services 

performed on behalf of the state, e.g. the administration of a licensing 

program. Frequently, the amount paid i s high enough to cover a s i g n i 

ficant part of the general organizational overhead or to fund the develop

ment of organizational properties which can later be used for other pur

poses. On the other hand, interest associations frequently reject a l l 

too obvious state financing to avoid apparent or actual state-dependence. 

While many associations do receive financial assistance from the state, 

they often prefer such assistance to be provided not in the form of direct 

subsidies but in a more indirect mannert One, but by no means the only, 

way in which states can assist,interest associations f i n a n c i a l l y i s by 

sheltering their selective goods from competition by .private business 

firms, e.g. through various forms.of tax r e l i e f . The more direct and 

indirect financial support interest associations receive from the state, 

the more unlikely they become to fund themselves through commercial 

a c t i v i t i e s . We assume that, at a certain stage, the commercial and po-

Again, BIAs with their typically "private", anti-state ideologies may be 
h'ormatively constrained more than other interests i n their acceptance of 
state subsidies. Public authorities may also be reluctant to subsidize 
such obviously privileged social groups, although they can hide behind 
the pretense they are helping "small business" or "sick sectors". 
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l i t i c a l paths' of organizational development separate, and interest "asso
ciations are l i k e l y to face the choice of becoming either business firms 
or (quasi-) public p o l i t i c a l institutions i f they do not accept stagnation 
at a low level of development. 

(2) Regarding the dependence of associations on voluntary member 
<activities, the state can contribute to organizational autonomy by 
instit u t i o n a l i z i n g stable and reliab l e channels forpeffeetive interest 
representation on an everyday, routine basis. Whether or not an asso
ciation can abstain from c a l l i n g i t s members to i t s support on specific 
issues depends, i n the f i n a l instance, on whether i t s p o l i t i c a l inter
locutors permit i t to satisfy significant member interests.' By granting 
an association generalized recognition as a legitimate representative 
of i t s category of interest, by giving i t easy access to significant 
decisions — e.g. through i n s t i t u t i o n a l representation on public or 
quasi-public bodies and authorities — and by listening to i t without 
f i r s t i n sisting on demonstration of member support, the state (or any 
other p o l i t i c a l interlocutor) makes i t easy for i t to routinize i t s p o l l - ' 
t i c a l a c t i v i t i e s and to reduce the role of i t s members from active partic
ipants in the pursuit of collective goals to passive p o l i t i c a l customers 
buying (or, as the case may be, not buying) decisions produced by their 
association on their behalf. 

(3) In addition to recognition and access, the state may grant inter
est associations specific organizational privileges to sta b i l i z e and 
increase their resource supply and to strengthen their independence 
from their members. Organizational privileges dispensed by the state 
to interest associationsare essentially monopoly rights — exclusive 
licenses to provide certain essential goods or services to a particular 
group constituency. Compared to other forms of state assistance in the 
procurement of resources, organizational privileges have obvious advan
tages. Thus, since'they do not involve direct financial subsidies, 
they do not necessarily impair an association's appearance of independ
ence. Furthermore, whereas legal recognition and enforcement of contract
ual obligations involved i n association membership do not prevent po
tent i a l members from not joining i n the f i r s t place; and tax privileges 
for selective goods do not make i t altogether impossible for commercial 
competitors to undercut an interest association's dues rates, organi
zational privileges may make membership obligatory and competition i l l e g a l . 
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while 
Moreover,/guaranteed p o l i t i c a l influence may make an association an 
effective interest representative, the favorable decisions i t 
extracts from the state are s t i l l collective goods benefitting, at 
least in principle, both members and "free riders". By limiting the 
benefits of favorable public policy decisions to association members, 

tand the costs of unfavorable decisions to non-members, states may turn 
the p o l i t i c a l results of associative action into selective goods .tor 
"bads") monopolized de facto by the association. Examples of organi
zational privileges are a legally enshrined monopoly to provide an 
essential service such as representation in court; authorization to 
administer' certain public policy programs and to discriminate in distr i b u t 
ing material benefits against non-members; the de facto or de jure linkage 
of access to a particular market to association membership; or outright 
obligatory membership l i k e in the Austrian and German Kammern. The con
cession of organizational privileges i s usually accompanied by state-
assisted "rationalization" of inter-associational systems, involving 
domain changes to end competition and mergers leading to more encompassing 
organizational units. Whatever their concrete form, organizational p r i v i 
leges always contain elements of compulsion and devolved state authority 
which not only make the organization's resource supply more steady and 
more reliab l e but also increase i t s quantity. Thus, i t is normally only 
after the introduction of some form of state-backed compulsory membership 
that interest associations are able to achieve a density ratio approach-

+ 
ing one hundred per cent. 

rOutright compulsory membership may have dysfunctions in terms of the 
p o l i t i c a l control an association i s permitted to exercise over i t s 
members, and associations may, for" this reason, prefer more indirect 
forms of compulsion. If the state makes i t obligatory for a particular 
group to be organized in, and to contribute to, a specific association, 
i t often at the same time narrowly circumscribes it's juris d i c t i o n and 
the p o l i t i c a l discretion of i t s leadership. An association licensed to 
use compulsion in extracting economic resources may not at the same time 
be permitted to use i t to generate compliance. Likewise, associations 
wielding devolved state authority may, and are l i k e l y to, be restricted 
in their freedom to reject applicants for membership or to expel members. 
This explains why interest associations tend to prefer indirect forms of 
state licensing and organizational assistance over direct ones which are 
usually subject to legal restrictions in the name of free trade or equal
i t y before the law. It also explains why, where compulsory BIAs exist 
(e.g. Kammern), they are often "parallel" by closely related private 
associations. 
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Organizationally developed interest associations depend for their 
resource supply neither on their members nor on the state; they draw 
their res.ources from both, and possibly from other .environments as 
well, and they convert them into outputs that are as. essential for 
their environments as their resources-are for themselves. In this sense, 
developed interest, associations are resource autonomous. Whether or 
not organizational efforts to overcome resource dependence on the 
membership end up i n resource dependence on the state hinges upon 
the services the association provides to the state. If these are as 
indispensable for the state as the latter's organizational assistance 
is for the association, the mutual exchange relation i s balanced, and 
neither side can dominate the other. The basis on which associations 
can make themselves indispensable for the state i s their exclusive 
relationship to their members. A f u l l y developed interest associa
tion i s indispensable to the state because of i t s relation to i t s 
members, and indispensable to i t s members because of i t s relation to 
the state (or to other external agents such as trade unions). The organi
zational "outputs" on which such mutual indispensability can be founded 
are discussed i n the following f i n a l part of our consideration of "Organ
izational Properties". 
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III. 4.5. OUTPUTS* 

"Relative autonomy" of interest associations implies an enhanced a b i l i t y 

to plan outputs over a longer period of time and to select strategies and 

objectives in accordance with organizational needs for continuity and 

s t a b i l i t y — this despite the continued constraints posed by member con

cerns and state calculations. The more developed an organization i s , 

the more i t should be able to protect i t s a c t i v i t i e s from being determined 

by factors other than, and i n c o n f l i c t with, i t s own functional require

ments. Organizations are strategically autonomous to the extent that 

they can remain insensitive to unpredictable "turbulences" in their 

environment that might force them to write off past experience and 

established structures of decision-making — or, inversely, to the 

extent that they can change their activités and struc

tures without prior approval of members or interlocutors. A (relatively) 

autonomous organization can (within limits) determine the direction and 

the rate of i t s adaptation to external changes. It can keep i t s outputs 

(relatively) constant in spite of environmental fluctuations so as to 

protect i t s past investment in "standard operating procedures", or i t 

can upgrade i t s productivity and p r o f i t a b i l i t y when i t sees the oppor

tunity to do so. 

So l i d a r i s t i c Goods, Public (Pressure) Goods 

Interest associations whose outputs are addressed exclusively to their 

primary environment, i.e., their membership, cannot normally gain much 

strategic autonomy. Confined to a single "public" and, hence, unable 

to mobilize additional resources from other environments7\association 

can achieve only l i t t l e control over the demand for i t s outputs, and 

i t i s forced to respond immediately to whatever changes in demand may 

occur. Organizational development in the direction of higher strategic 

+Operational indicators for the variables introduced i n this section are 
given i n Appendix I. 
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autonomy, therefore, i s tantamount to insulation from the immediate 

strategic influence of the membership. The development of stable 

mechanisms of control by an association over i t s social base i s 

possible only through a div e r s i f i c a t i o n of outputs and 

strategic environments. The most l i k e l y addressee of additional out

puts for interest associations i s the state; othersinclude organiza

tions representing conflicting interests with which the organization 

maintains a regularized bargaining relationship. 

Interest associations at a low level of development engage basically 

i n two kinds of a c t i v i t i e s : they organize pressure by their members on 

other groups or organizations,(i.e. act as "movement"), and they struc

ture and f a c i l i t a t e interactions of their members with each other (I.e. 

perform lik e a "club"). In both, they depend on the voluntary support 

and participation of their membership, and these are l i k e l y to be forth

coming only i f the association's policy i s i n line with the members' 

immediate, short-term interest perceptions. As' a result, undeveloped 

associations may not have much to offer to their secondary environments 

in terms of stable policies and binding long-term commitments. Where 

they do, they are l i k e l y to be so "locked- into" member concerns that 

they are not i n a position to bargain and trade off with interlocutors. 

This makes i t d i f f i c u l t for them to get much from the state or other 

target environments except through direct member pressure or intense 

member s o l i d a r i t y M o r e o v e r , , they are l i k e l y to get l i t t l e 

for themselves as organizations from such exchanges. For example, what

ever favourable decisions they may as "movements" extract from the .state., 

these w i l l be public or categoric goods available to everybody regardless 

of association membership. When they act as "clubs", the benefits are 

l i k e l y to pass quickly and exclusively to members. 
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Apart from the pressure group-type of representation, undeveloped 

interest associations can offer their members " s o l i d a r i s t i c goods" such as 

so c i a b i l i t y , participation in collective a c t i v i t i e s , prestige, "connec

tions", formation of a collective identity'and of p o l i t i c a l consensus, 

etc. None of these goods can be produced without the active voluntary 

involvement of the members themselves, and while high participation and 

effective consensus formation may increase the association's a b i l i t y to 

represent i t s members effectively, they at the same time determine i t s 

policy and limit the strategic discretion of the leadership. Moreover, 

businessmen/women have many ways of getting prestige and s o c i a b i l i t y out

side BIAs, and informal interaction with other businessmen/women carries 

with ü'. economic advantages only under specific conditions. 

Informal relations, prestige and appeals to shared values may motivate 

membership i n a business association and compliance with i t s p o l i c i e s 

among small, densely integrated, loc a l l y concentrated business communities 

with a high degree of informal cohesion, or they may work in societies 

where there i s a high level of p o l i t i c i z e d class antagonism, or where the 

business class i s distinctive i n ethnic, religious or l i n g u i s t i c terms. 

In general, however, business interests are more u n i v e r s a l i s t i c a l l y de

fined, and the outputs undeveloped BIAs have to offer exclusively to their 

members are under most circumstances expendable for them.+ 

'A v i s i b l e expression of the lack of capacity for the "club" functions 
of business associability to motivate i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l support and 
compliance i s that, with progressive organizational development, they tend 
to be delegated to separate, specialized organizations not engaged in 
interest representation as such. Examples are "ascriptive" associations 
of businesswomen and young entrepreneurs. In many cases, associations of 
this kind are closely a l l i e d to business interest associations (which 
either have firms as members or are open to a l l businessmen/women in an 
industry), and sometimes they are directly financed by them. Otherwise, 
these functions are better performed by a range of organizations less 
oriented to external representation (.e.g. Rotary Clubs) . 
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The capacity of undeveloped interest associations to control their ' 

members' behavior and make binding decisions on their behalf i s low. Inter

est associations with undeveloped organizational properties are small and 

have, narrow domains?" their membership i s homogeneous? and there are no 

internal cleavages that would demand authoritative reconciliation and pro

vide an opportunity for a strong interest government to establish i t s e l f 

and gain autonomy. As a result, interests are represented as they are 

defined by the members themselves, and an organized transformation and 

reformulation of interests does not take place. The members control the 

association, not the other way around. If no consensus can be formed 

among the membership on a relevant interest, the association is l i k e l y 

to stay s i l e n t or break apart — i t s capacity to integrate divergent 

interests of mediate between them i s limited. 

The means of control available to undeveloped associations 

require a great deal of voluntary identification and participation to be 

effective. The most obvious means leaders can use i s persuasion 
P I l M I — l l J l T ^ II I ••• 

— an'appeal to common value orientations and shared interest perceptions 

which draws on collective identifications of, and group sol i d a r i t y among, 

the members. The a b i l i t y of an association to generate compliance through 

persuasion depends on how successful i t can be,, given the social structure 

of i t s constituency, in building up, reinforcing, and sustaining such 

identification and solidarity.. In addition, leaders can try to mobilize 

informal group pressure by loyal members on disloyal ones (or by members 

on non-members). . However, participation i n such informal collusion can 

almost by definition not be made obligatory and cannot 

be enforced by threats of organizational -sanctions. Moreover, the means 

of control that are employed on behalf of the association are not in the 

hands of the association i t s e l f but in those of i t s members. Although 

informal collusion in support of an association may be inspired by i t s 
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leadership, i t presupposes a high degree of "voluntary" cohesion and 

solidarity among the members whose presence or absence cannot be s i g n i f i 

cantly influenced by formal organizational efforts. Whether or not, in 

other words, an association can rely upon informal group pressure in en

forcing i t s policies on i t s members i s not primarily a matter of organ

izational but of group properties and" i s l i k e l y to seem unpredictable and 

unreliable to i t s interlocutors. Such an association, in other words, 

cannot " s e l l " the compliance of i t s members. 

An important borderline case i s control over member behavipr through 

information. Interest associations may direct the ("micro") behavior of 

their members by informing them of i t s l i k e l y aggregate ("macro") outcome.+ 

An example i s a BIA gathering from i t s members information on their i n 

vestment plans and feeding the aggregate data back to the membership. 

If this data shows that the result of a l l individual members carrying 

out their plans would be over-capacity, i t i s possible that members w i l l 

re-adjust their plans accordingly — especially i f the BIA can produce 

a formula for sharing the costs and benefits of investment restraints: 

The problem with this kind of control i s that information alone does not 

protect those who cooperate from others taking advantage of them and, 

perhaps, increasing instead of reducing their investment. Furthermore, 

since the way members react to information i s beyond collective control, 

the aggregate effect of information on possible over-capacity may well 

be under-capacity. On the other hand, although i t i s a firm's individual 

decision whether or not i t responds to information on aggregate consequences 

in a collectively rational way, the provision of such information by an 

association presupposes that the association has received detailed and 

truthful information from i t s members on their plans, and i t i s unlikely 

+Sort of like a prisoner's dilemma situation with an outside "coach" helping 
the players to a cooperative and mutually rewarding solution. 
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that such information i s supplied in a non-formalized and complete 
+ 

voluntary type of exchange between the association and i t s members. 

Selective- Goods 

A major step interest associations can take to increase their stra

tegic autonomy i s to diversify their outputs and add to representation 

on the one hand and group consensus and identity on the other specific 

selective goods. Selective goods are private goods produced by an asso

ciation exclusively for i t s members. Their central characteristic i s 

that they can be, and are, withheld from non-members or members who violate 

their formal obligations towards the association. And, their provision i s 

usually not contingent on w i l l f u l member-participation as i n the case of 

" s o l i d a r i s t i c " goods. Selective goods offered by BlAs range from current 

information through journals and newletters - e.g., on technological and 

legal developments - to the procurement of materials or equipment at re

duced prices; to advice i n getting government subsidies or taking advantage 

of government economic assistance programs; to individual legal advice i n 

case of labor problems or c i v i l suits; to individual consultancy services, 

making available to members the specific know-how of the industry; assist

ance i n the promotion of products; the organization of joint distribution 

systems, etc. The important point about selective goods i n the present 

context i s that they offer members and potential members additional i n 

centives to contribute to the association's subsistence and conform to 

i t s expectations. The consequence i s that the need for the association's 

substantive policies to conform to the expectations of the (potential) 

membership i s reduced. If the selective goods produced by an association 

are attractive enough,, one can become a member and be forced, to comply 

A l l this i s an other way of saying that the outcome depends on trust be-
tweeb members, something that a BIA can encourage but never simply pro
duce and which c a p i t a l i s t competition continuously undermines. 



226 

with the association's decisions even i f one disagrees with them —• pro

vided, of course, the members need the goods and cannot obtain them 

elsewhere. Selective goods, that i s , can increase the strategic auto

nomy of interest associations by enabling them to frustrate p o l i t i c a l 

expectations of their members for the sake of strategic continuity and 

long-term objectives without having to fear that members w i l l refuse to 

cooperate in response. 

On the other hand, the autonomy p o l i t i c a l organizations can achieve 

through selective goods i s limited by the pressure of commercial competi

tors offering the same or substitutable goods. Even i f private suppliers 

charge a higher price for a particular good than an association, potential 

members may be prepared to pay this price i f they can in this way escape 

associational dis c i p l i n e . Interest associations that cannot get some 

form of monopoly privileges for at least some of their selective goods 

(see below) may therefore in the long-run be able to grow only i f .they 

relieve the goods they produce of their p o l i t i c a l functions and become 

business firms. This, too, i s a way of winning strategic autonomy. The 

members of associations-turned-business-firms are.no longer p o l i t i c a l 

supporters but customers, and as such they are concerned only about the 

products and not about the goals and structures of the organization pro

ducing them. Interest associations that cease to be p o l i t i c a l organiza

tions thus achieve the same autonomy as business firms which make 

their investment and marketing decisions exclusively according to c r i t e r i a 

of economic rationality and p r o f i t maximization. 

The introduction by associations of private selective goods to gain 

strategic autonomy may lead to changes in the structure of associational 

systems and inter-associational relations. Insofar as the production of 

selective goods i s subject to economies of sc a l e , " i t may result in various 

forms of institutionalized inter-associational cooperation. One such 

http://are.no
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Generally.speaking, selective goods are positive sanctions (rewards, 

incentives) for joining an association and accepting i t s decisions as 

binding, and to the extent that they can be withdrawn from non-compliant 

members they give an association a capacity to wield negative sanctions. 

:The strongest and most effective sanctions BIAs can wield are probably 

those that create competitive advantages or disadvantages. An example of 

an associational selective good with this effect i s access to a joint d i s 

tribution system outside of which a particular product cannot be marketed 

at a competitive price. However, i f the competitive advantages created 

by a selective good, or the disadvantages created by i t s withdrawal, 

exceed a certain level, this may, and normally w i l l , c o n f l i c t with the .laws 

on free trade and competition. In this case, the use of the particular 

selective good for organizational purposes, i f permitted at a l l , i s l i k e l y 

to be highly regulated legally and subject to j u d i c i a l review. Again, 

this shows that the effectiveness of selective goods as means of organiz

ational control in BIAs depends to a large degree on e x p l i c i t or t a c i t 

state licensing and authorization. 

Another important aspect of selective goods as a basis of organiz

ational sanctioning power in BIAs is that they affect large and small firms 

differently. Large firms are normally better able than small firms to do 

without the selective goods offered by BIAs. The threat to withdraw such 

services in response to non-compliance w i l l therefore make less of an 

impression on them than on their smaller competitors. Furthermore,- i f 

dues are assessed on the basis of sales or employment, large firms pay 

most'of the costs of an association's selective goods even though they do 

not make much use of them. In effect, this amounts to large firms subsi

dizing through the association their smaller .competitors. If i n such a 

situation a large firm were expelled, or i f i t resigned from membership, 

the association may become unable to produce the selective goods .for 
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whose sake i t s smaller members have joined i t and are prepared to comply 

with i t s decisions. This implies that the strategic autonomy an associa

tion can gain through selective goods may d i f f e r for different categories 

of members. Moreover, i t shows that what at f i r s t glance may look l i k e 

control of an association over i t s membership may i n fact be control by 

large members over the smaller ones. BIAs whose internal p o l i t i c s are in 

this sense more or less a reflection of existing power di f f e r e n t i a l s i n 

their respective constituencies are precisely not (relatively) autonomous; 

rather, they are instruments or domination of some q% their members oyer 

the others. 

Monopoly Goods 

BIAs can try to increase their strategic autonomy beyond what they can 

gain by providing private selective goods through the assistance of other 

organizations, especially trade unions and the state. To avail themselves 

of such assistance, they have to add to their primary outputs others that 

are of .use for their potential a l l i e s . The two most important of 

such outputs are information and compliance. In exchange for them, BIAs 

• may receive various kinds of organizational support contributing to their 

a b i l i t y to control their members. As far as the state i s concerned, such 

support consists primarily i n monopoly rights on the provision of certain 

v i t a l goods or services to (potential) BIA members, or i n a share in the 

authority of the state to make legally binding decisions on matters of 

interest to BIA constituents. 

State agencies undertaking to regulate complex economic processes re

quire accurate information on the possible and actual consequences of their 

actions. Collecting this information on their own might not only be costly 

for them. Especially in the case of private business, individuals may be 

unwilling to supply truthful information to the state for fear of inter

ference with their property' rights. This may be different i f the 

information is collected by a private interest organization i n which the 
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respective individuals have confidence. Information collected by BIAs 

may for this reason be more rel i a b l e and complete than information collected 

by the state, and BIAs providing (processed and aggregated) information 

on their members to the state may thus serve an important public policy 

function. Insofar as the state has an interest that this task i s in 

fact performed, i t may decide to subsidize the respective BIAs, to re

imburse them for expenses incurred, or to grant them legal authority to 

extract the information in question from non-members and against r e s i s t 

ance. 

As far as compliance i s concerned, a l l interest associations negotiat

ing with the state or other organizations on behalf of their members have 

a v i t a l interest in being able to make their members accept the results 

of such negotiations. Without this a b i l i t y , they would no longer be 

recognized by their counterparts as representatives of their respective 

Category of interest. In developing a capacity to make their members 

comply with negotiated agreements, associations act not only in their own 

interest but also, insofar as these depend on the actual enforcement of 

the agreement, in that of their partners. In the case of BIAs, this holds 

for both the state with i t s interest in governability, and the trade unions 

with their interest in industry-wide collective bargaining — and i t 

applies even though BIAs may in specific instances use their capacity 

to-^generate member compliance to boycott state policies or to organize 

lock-outs. 

There are, basically, three^kinds of monopoly rights which interest 

associations can acquire from or with the toleration of the state: (1) 

monopoly on the supply of certain (normally selective) goods, and in 

particular exemption from competition by private business firms; (2) a 

monopoly of representation for certain categories of interests? and (3) 

participation in the monopoly of the state to make binding decisions < 

(what we have called an authoritative good). 
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(1) An example of the f i r s t kind of monopoly is a legal privilege 

to run a joint distribution system outside of which no firm in a partic

ular market can s e l l i t s products. In such a situation, no firm in the 

industry can afford not to join the association or to be expelled from 

i t . Another example would be consultancy services through which firms 

can get access to legal, administrative, managerial and technological know-

how which they would not be able to get from other sources. An association 

may even have an e x p l i c i t legal privilege to provide a certain service, 

such as representation in a labor court or information on the develop

ment of the market, but this appears to be the exception rather than the 

rule for business interests. 

(2) An association may have a state-guaranteed de facto or de jure 

monopoly on the representation on a particular category of interest. Mono

polies of representation, as has been pointed out, permit the formation of 

more encompassing organizational units and are closely linked to the 

emergence of hierarchically integrated inter-associational systems. More

over, only associations having a monopoly of representation are capable 

of producing certain selective goods which may i n turn increase their i n -

dispensability for their members. For example, employers associations 

cannot offer their members an effective strike insurance scheme unless 

they can prevent them from conducting labor relations on their own; 

i f they cannot, members would be tempted to bargain "irresponsibly" and 

to impose the costs of the ensuing disruptions on the insurance fund and, 

thus, on the membership as a whole. Generally, associations with a mono

poly of representation have more strategic autonomy than associations 

competing with others for members; unlike the latter, they do not have 

to fear that members disappointed by their policies will, join a competitor. 

(3) A BIA administering a state regional aid or disinvestment fund 

and handing out public money to (member) firms wields state authority and 

serves the function of a state agency. So does an association carrying 
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out a licensing or occupational training program under state auspices. 
Another form of devolution of state authority on interest associations i s 

the declaration of collective agreements as "generally valid" (allgemein-

verbindlich") by a state agency; as a result, the agreement applies to 

both association members and non-members. The examples show that the more 

an association i s permitted to share in state authority, the more the 

distinction between association members and non-members loses i t s meaning : 

either the non-members disappear completely with the formal introduction of 

compulsory membership, or members and non-members equally turn into sub

jects of a new form of de facto private governance. 

State-granted monopoly rights may help associations solve their prob

lems in controlling large member firms. Large firms may be as dependent 

upon certain monopoly goods, require a license, or 

want public subsidies, as small firms. If they can get these only through 

a particular association, they are in principle vulnerable to i t s organiz

ational sanctions. It seems that without some element of state-protected 

monopoly or state-derived authority, BIAs are unlikely to acquire s i g n i f i 

cant sanctioning power over their large members. Whether or not organiz

ational privileges actually strengthen associational control over large 

member firms depends, among other things, on the response of the state to 

such firms trying to circumvent associational channels and establish 

direct contacts with state agencies. If such attempts are discouraged, 

the authority of the association i s reinforced; i f they are permitted to 

be successful, associational control i s undermined and restricted to just 

the smaller members. 
which 

Generally speaking, the power over i t s members/an association can de

rive from a state-guaranteed monopoly i s determined by the importance of 

the monopoly goods put at i t s disposal, and by the range of discretion i t 
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has in dispensing them. The more important the respective goods are for 

members and potential members, and the less restricted the association 

is by anti-trust laws or constitutional principles i n withholding them 

from, non-members or non-compliant members, the more one can speak of the 

association having the power and the authority to exercise compulsion. 

Organizational development of interest associations involves a growing 

capability to use compulsion on the membership, and a corresponding de

cline of the need to rely on persuasion or informal pressure as a mechan

ism of organizational control. Compulsion can be exercised through both 

positive and negative sanctions. A positive sanction i s a reward for be- . 

havior in accordance with a particular expectation; i t adds to the 

affected actor's level of gra t i f i c a t i o n . A negative sanction i s a 'punish

ment for violating an expectation; i f deprives an actor of something he 

or she has already possessed. Both positive,and negative sanctions create 

a difference in the level of g r a t i f i c a t i o n between actors who do and 

actors who do not behave in line with the respective expectations. If 

this difference i s so large that-an actor cannot afford not to comply, the 

situation i s one of compulsion. 

Positive sanctions in interest associations are rewards the associa

tion gives to i t s members for compliance with i t s decisions. To be effec

tive, such rewards must exceed the advantages members could gain from non

compliance. In most situations in which central member interests 

are at stake, BlAs are unlikely to be able to mobilize on their own incentives 

substantial enough to outweigh the incentives for "opportunistic" competitive 

behavior in defiance of association policy. To achieve sufficient positive 

sanctioning power to control their members, BIAs therefore may have to f a l l 

back on the assistance of third parties, i n particular, on the state. An ex-
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ample of a reward for compliance that i s in this sense "borrowed" from 

the state i s abstention by the government from legal bureaucratic regula

tion of a particular problem on condition that i t i s regulated by collec

tive self-government through the association. The reward for members 

complying with association policy i s , in this case, that their autonomy 

in relation to the state remains unimpaired, and that the agency contro l l 

ing them i s not a state bureaucracy but their own association. For i n 

stance, when the West German government in the mid-seventies considered 

legislation to increase the number of apprenticeships, Chambers of Commerce 

and trade associations promised to persuade their members to take on more 

apprentices "voluntarily". For many members, the prospect of avoiding 

direct government regulation was sufficient to make them comply and take 

on a greater number of apprentices. 

Another kind of positive sanction is direct incentive payments, e.g. 

premiums for disinvestment, for investment in a particular region or pro

duct, for participation in an international trade boycott or in a lock

out etc. The respective funds may be given to the association by the 

state or may be collected by the association from i t s members. Norm

all y , such "private taxation" w i l l not be effective without some kind 

of state authorization and enforcement. 

Negative sactions are punishments i n f l i c t e d by an association, or by 

the state on behalf of an association, upon non-compliant members."1" An 

obvious case in point are fines. Associations may on the basis of their 

constitution collect fines from members found in breach of association 

policy. To be effective, fines have to exceed the gains members would 

+ 
Negative sanctions wielded by an association as a formal organization 

must not be confused with informal pressure by members on members 
("collusion", see above). 
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make through non-compliance. Furthermore, fines work only i f members do 

not have the alternative of leaving the association rather than paying. 

This alternative i s not available i f membership i s either compulsory or 

so essential for successful operation in the industry that members cannot 

afford to give i t up. In the l a s t instance, the capacity of an associa

tion to fine i t s members depends on whether fines are enforceable i n court, 

and on the extent to which the legal order comes to the assistance of 

fined members in the name of principles l i k e "due process", "'"freedom 

of trade" or "negative freedom-of association". 

Other negative sanctions associations may use against non-compliant 

members consist of a withdrawal of membership rights. Examples include 

suspension of voting rights, suspension from selective goods, and expul

sion. Expulsion i s the ultimate negative sanction an association has at 

i t s disposal. Expelled members f o r f e i t a l l rights and advantages formally 

connected with membership status. The more important the selective goods 

(e.g. a monopoly) an association provides to i t s members, the weightier be

comes the sanction of expulsion. Since the power deriving from the capa

c i t y to expel members may be considerable, associations providing indis

pensable goods or services may be subject to s t r i c t state regulation in 

using this capacity. 

BIAs that have successfully developed into "established interest govern

ments" have enough state-backed positive and negative sanctioning power to 

transform the different interests of the various groups in their inclusive 

domains into a common, long-term organizational interest strategy. While 

on the one hand their policies reflect, in however modified and mediated 
_ _ 
Associations with compulsory or quasi-compulsory membership may not be 

legally permitted to expell members or to exclude them from services. If 
such associations want to sanction non-compliant members, they may have 
to take them to court. 
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form, real interests of their constituents, on the other hand they can be, 

and are, defended against and imposed upon members' short-term or group-

specific interest perceptions. In . associations with developed 

organizational properties, interest definitions are not.passively received 

by the association from i t s members but are shaped in a complex inter

action process in which the association's organizational structures and 

needs play an important part. Nor are such definitions dictated by the 

state. Strategic autonomy from the membership i s not necessarily identical 

with strategic dependence upon state agencies. Established intermediary 

associations may be able with state assistance to make their members conform 

with interest definitions which are determined, not directly by the members 

themselves, but indirectly through organizational processes; at the same time, 

they are capable of defending and enforcing such interests with the assist

ance of their members in relation to the state and other external inter

locutors . 

As has been pointed out at the very beginning of this paper, BIAs are 

characterized by the contradiction that they have to mobilize collective 

solidarity i n defense of the competitive pursuit of individual interests. 

If BIAs want to become stable and effective interest organizations, i t i s 

essential that they acquire the capacity to procure the compliance of their 

members with negotiated agreements on matters which otherwise would be entirely 

under their discretion as private owners. In trying to determine the degree 

of organizational development of a given BIA, one should therefore look 
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at the extent to which i t is able to regulate i t s member's use of their 

private property rights - the autonomy of business actors to make individual 

and unaccountable decisions with respect to such crucial matters as invest

ment, labor and competitive practices. The more such decisions are 

"collectivized" — not "appropriated" by public agencies or "captured" by 

competing interests but transferred to associations representing and 

governing the collective interests of business — the less we think i t 

i s possible to explain the role of BIAs with the conventional l i b e r a l 

pressure-group theory. It is this p o s s i b i l i t y of an acquisition by BIAs 

of "quasi-property rights" that we are interested i n , and which we believe 

i s crucial to the problem of "symmetry" in corporatist-type interest ex

changes . 

In analyzing the relationship between BIAs and their members in terms 

of control over property rights, one possible strategy i s to look at 

selected areas of decision-making for which owners ar managers of 

private property traditionally claim a high degree of individual autonomy. ' 

Promising examples seem to be investment, vocational.1, training, wage pay

ments exceeding the collective industrial agreement, and competitive 

practices. BIAs that have in fact acquired "quasi-property rights" should 

be able to influence the behavior of their members in such areas by means 

stronger than moral suasion or information —• i.e. by some kind of positive 

or negative sanctions. One way of determining the sanctioning power i s to 

study in one or another of the above-mentioned areas concrete cases of 

conflicts between associations and their members. In West Germany — and 

very l i k e l y in other countries as well — there are various examples of 

confrontations within and between BIAs involving labor relations and the 

terms of collective agreements negotiated with trade unions. In some 
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instances - such as in the construction and the t e x t i l e industries i n the 

sixties - members l e f t their associations in great numbers to protest 

against i t s allegedly too compliant policy. Facing the prospect of 

breaking apart, the associations had to ask the unions to dispense them 

from an already signed contract. In other cases, the same associations 

in the construction industry were able to impose collective agreements 

with the union on a l l employers in the industry by having them declared 

"allgemeinverbindlich" (generally v a l i d in law) by the state. Other 

examples of policy disputes include (successful) attempts of the national 

employers' peak association (BDA) to prevent member associations - e.g., 

in the brewing industry - from making certain concessions in collective 

bargaining that could have been taken as precedents by other unions. A 

careful analysis of such cases - of member resistance, member break-aways 

and expulsions, conflicts between associations and peak associations, etc. -

should1 y i e l d r i c h information on the means of control available to associa

tions in relation to their members, and on the direct and indirect role.of 

the state in the creation and regulation of such means. 
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IV. THE DESIGN OF RESEARCH 

The aim of an operational research design i s to reduce to a manageable 

amount the number of empirical observations to be made in the course of the 

research, while preserving i t s analytical scope and substantive interest. 

One way in which this could be done in the present case i s by r e s t r i c t i n g 

the number of variables to those that are deemed essential to solving 

the project's main theoretical problems. While this approach i s undoubt

edly the most elegant and parsimonious, i t presupposes a highly advanced 

state of empirical knowledge and theoretical closure about the subject 

under study. With business interest associations being as understudied 

as they are, much of the present research w i l l have to be exploratory, 

and the certainty with which variables can be a p r i o r i excluded as i r r e — • 

levant i s , therefore, 'limited. 

An alternative way of reducing the volume of data required i s by 

limiting the number of cases. The extreme version of this strategy i s , 

of course, the case study — where the number of units i s one and the 

number of variables i s in principle unlimited. In the present research, 

we do not suggest going that far. Rather, taking business interest asso

ciations as out basic units of empirical observation, we propose to 

select a sample from the universe of a l l such associations existing in 

a country, and to study a limited, but nevertheless wide, range of 

variables that may be relevant for understanding their organizational 

structures and p o l i t i c a l functions. 

IV. 1.. THE. SAMPLE OF SECTORS 

Studying a sample rather than a universe raises the problem of 

appropriate sampling c r i t e r i a . One of the central interests of our 



240 

research i s in the hierarchical and horizontal linkages between BIAs, and 

the role of such linkages in the aggregation and.transformation of hetero

geneous interests. For this reason, a national random, fixed interval, 

sample of individual business associations taking each•association as an 

isolated, s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t unit does not seem the best solution. Instead, 

we. propose, to use as the sampling criterion the relationship of business 

. associations to selected sectors of the economy, including within the 

study a l l associations which represent interests originating in at least 

one of these sectors. The advantage of this approach i s that i t makes i t 

possible to study associations as-.elements of complex associational and 

inter-associational systems responding to specific structural interests, 

and to trace the way i n which such interests are linked into the broader 

system of business interest intermediation at the societal l e v e l . Spe

c i f i c a l l y we propose to select four economic sectors in each country and 

to study a l l business associations and peak associations representing 

interests based in each of these sectors.. In the following, we w i l l try 

to c l a r i f y our proposal by elaborating on four points: the definition of 

sectors; the c r i t e r i a of sector selection; the relationship between • 

sectors and associational and inter-associational structures; and the way 

the relationship of associations to selected sectors can be used to define 

the units of investigation for the study. 

IV.1.1. DEFINITION OF SECTORS 

A sector of economic ac t i v i t y i s , in the meaning of the word used 

here, a number of production units with identical or similar 
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products. What products are taken to be "similar" or "dissimilar", and 

how much dissimilarity i s admitted among productes defined as "similar" -

how broadly, i n other words, sectors, are defined - i s basically a matter 

of stipulation. For the purposes of the present study, the important 

points are that sectors be identically defined for all'-participating 

countries, and that their definition be independent from associational 

structures. The f i r s t condition i s to ensure cross-national comparability, 

the second follows from the analytical perspective of the study i n which 

the relationship between the economic basis of business interests ("sector 

environments") and the organizational properties of business associa

tions forms a central problématique. Both conditions are sa t i s f i e d i f 

one defines a sector i n operational terms as the universe of a l l firms 

'Other terms that could be used instead of "sector" include "branch" or 
"industry". The following break-down may be useful i n i l l u s t r a t i n g the 
relationships involved and defining the terms, sector, branch and product, 
in a standardized way: 

SECTOR OF THE ECONOMY : INDUSTRY (Agriculture, Commerce ...) 
("Secondary") 

TYPE OF INDUSTRY : CHEMICALS & REFINED MINERALS (Food, drink & tobacco 
(US Two-digit Textiles, Metal 
Classification) Manufacture, ...) 

SECTOR OF INDUSTRY 
(US Three-digit 
Classification) 

: .GENERAL CHEMICALS (Mineral O i l Refining) 

BRANCH OF INDUSTRY : INORGANIC CHEMICALS 
(US Four-digit ORGANIC CHEMICALS 
Classification) PIGMENTS 

COMPRESSED GASES 
PHARMACEUTICALS 

PRODUCTS OF INDUSTRY s SULPHURIC ACID ... 
GUANO ... 
ARTIFICIAL DYES ... 
ANTIBIOTICS • 
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producing one or more out of a l i s t of "similar" products. Product l i s t s 

of this kind underlie the various national and international standard 

industrial classifications, and i t i s proposed to define sectors for the 

purposes of the present study on the basis of the. c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems 

of either the United Nations or the European Community.. 

Relying on an international industrial c l a s s i f i c a t i o n system to 

define sectors i n different national economies i s not without problems. 

Terms and concepts distinguishing between groups of "similar" products 

may d i f f e r from country to country, and the international c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

may not i n every case be d i r e c t l y translatable into them. For instance, 

the B r i t i s h concept of an "engineering industry" or "engineering sector" 

i s not f u l l y equivalent to the German "metal-working industry", and nei

ther of them has a specific counterpart i n the various international clas

s i f i c a t i o n s . To preserve cross-national comparability, i t w i l l in such 

cases be necessary to use the international c l a s s i f i c a t i o n "product l i s t " 

even i f i t s definitions cross-cut, extend or narrow down established 

national sector definitions. (To the extent that idiosyncratic national 

definitions of economic sectors are reflected in boundaries between asso

ciations, 'see also below, IV.1,3., "Relationship of Sectors to Asso-

ciational Structures".) 

Another possible problem i s that certain sectors, as defined by the 

international c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , may not exist i n some countries or may d i f 

fer considerably between countries in terms of their size, their internal 

composition, their importance for the national economy, or other charac-
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t e r i s t i c s . While variation between countries of the f i r s t kind may be 

pragmatically avoided by selecting only sectors that are present i n a l l 

participating countries, the second kind can be treated as an element of 

the research design. For example, on the- basis of the, hypotheses developed 

above, i t can be expected that the size of a sector - the number of poten

t i a l participants i n associative action - and i t s economic or regional 

concentration w i l l have, an influence on i t s associational structures. To 

the extent that sectors vary on these dimensions across national bounda

rie s , their variation can be used to explain differences i n the organiza

tional prpperies of BIAs — a l l other conditions being equal (which, alas, 

they never are). Likewise, differences i n the relative national economic 

importance of sectors - e.g., the watch industries i n Germany and Swizer-

land - are a. significant contextual factor which may have consequences 

for the relationship of sector-based associations to national peak asso

ciations on the.one hand and the state on the other. Finally, different 

composition of sectors in terms of branches or sub-groups of products -

including the p o s s i b i l i t y that some branches belonging within a particu

lar sector do not exist i n certain, countries - may affect the internal 

and external differentiation of associations representing sector inter-

ests, and. may thus also be treated as an independent variable (see above 

the discussion of heterogeneity -and-diversity under the logic of member*, 

ship). In a l l cases, cross-national variation between sectors can be used 

for analyzing the relationship between structural-properties of "business 

communities" i n general and association structures in particular. 

IV.1.2. SELECTION OF SECTORS 

On the basis of our f i r s t paper and of the discussions at the 1980 
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workshop, we propose to study in each of our countries the BIAs represent

ing the interest of four industrial sectors: chemicals, construction, 

food-processing, and machine-tools. To reduce the number of associations 

in our sectoral samples to a manageable dimension, we further suggest to 

concentrate in each sector on a more narrowly defined subset of production 

units. In the chemical industry, we propose to study industrial chemicals 

(Group 351 of the UN International Standard Industrial Classification) and 

pharmaceuticals (3522); in the construction industry, Groups 500-2 of the 

EC General Classification of Economic A c t i v i t i e s ; in the food processing 

industry, meat processing (ISIC Group 3111), dairy products (3112) and 

canning and preserving of f r u i t s and veegetables (3113); in the machine-

tool industry, the manufacture of metal- and wood-working machinery 

(ISIC Group 3823). We believe that the subsectors selected are present 

in a l l countries included and that their internal diversity is limited 

enough to make the collection and processing of empirical data possible. 

(A precise definition of the four sectors i s given i n Appendix B.) 

The c r i t e r i a used to select the four sectors have been presented in 

the preceding paper (pp. 48-50), and i t i s not necessary to repeat this 

discussion here. Basically, in line with the general perspective of the 

envisaged research, we have tried to ensure that sectors d i f f e r from each 

other according to two principal clusters of variables: the structure of. 

their "business communities" on the one hand and their relationship to the 

state on the other. While the f i r s t complex corresponds to the set of 

independent variables' determining what we have called above the "Logic 

of Membership", the second conditions what has been referred to as the 

"Logic of Influence". For example, whereas construction is subject to 

intensive government regulation, and government is the industry's single 

most important customer, food processing i s heavily regulated but' s e l l s 
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only a small share of i t s products to the state. Whereas the machine-

tool industry is neither heavily regulated nor depends to a very s i g 

nificant extent on government purchases, the chemical industry, while 

also s e l l i n g primarily to private customers, is coming increasingly under 

government regulation. Similarly, construction scores' low on the various 

dimensions of concentration, internationalization and modernization 

(stage in the product cycle, capital intensity) while the chemical i n 

dustry ranks high or medium on them or i s internally highly d i v e r s i f i e d . 

Pood processing and machine-tools in these regards occupy intermediate 

positions. While we are aware of the fact that no choice of sectors can 

be completely satisfactory, we think that there i s enough meaningful v a r i 

ation between the sectors suggested for inclusion to permit theoretically 

f r u i t f u l comparisons. 

IV.1.3. RELATIONSHIP TO ASSOCIATIONAL STRUCTURES 

Above, we have made a .point of defining sectors independently from 

both nationally different, subjective conceptions .of.. sectors and from the 

associational.srr.uctur.es which such perceptions partly embody. The reason 

for this, was that we want to find out whether (and i f ' so, how and'why) 

business interests based on s i m i l a r i t i e s of inputs, technologies and/or out

puts are expressed,, under different structural and p o l i t i c a l conditions, 

in different forms of associative action. To study this relationship, 

i t i s necessary that the group of individual actors (firms, businessmen/ 

women) ..whose associative action i s to be analyzed, i s selected on the 

basis of an "objective" criter i o n of "similarity" not confounded with the 

way such "similarity" i s processed in associational .structures or per

ceived by class or state actors. In our proposal, similarity i s esta

blished on the basis of l i s t s of "similar" products as are underlying the 

http://associational.srr.uctur.es
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various international industrial c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems. Starting from 

such a definition of a subset of "similar" actors, one can then proceed 

to determine empirically how the external boundaries and the internal 

lines of differentiation of this subset ("sector") . relate to associa-

tional boundaries. Here, a number of different constellations are 

possible, and i t may be useful to consider these b r i e f l y since they 

affect the theoretical and operational outline of the project. 

With "sector" being defined as the universe of a l l firms producing 

at least one out of a l i s t of "similar" products, the organizational do

main of a buàiness association representing interests originating i n that 

sector may include either a l l or only a subset of the firms belonging 

to the sector ("sectoral comprehensiveness"). Furthermore, an asso

ciation's domain may either include only firms inside the sector, or i t 

may in addition include firms outside the sector ("sector boundedness" i 

in our terms). Cross-tabulating these two dimensions, one gets the f o l 

lowing four combinations. 

FIGURE :x 

Association Organizes ... 

— x - ^ ^ ^ Comprehen-
Bounde^^-^sivenes s 
ness 

A l l Firms in 
Sector 

Subset of 
Firms 

'Firms from 
Sector Only Congruency Sectionalism"1" 

Also Firms 
Outside Sector Overlap 

.Sectional 
Overlap 

If we choose to use the terms: "branch" and "product" for break
downs within sectors, "branchism" and "productism" would be more e x p l i c i t 
terms - but exceedingly awkward. 
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(1) The simplest case i s i f an associational domain includes a l l 

firms i n the sector and no firm outside the sector. In this case, asso

ciational domain and sector are congruent. 

(2) Associational domains may include only some of the firms i n the 

sector but none outside the sector. Domains of this kind are sectional 

(by branch or product) in relation to the sector as a whole. 

(3) Associational domains may encompass the entire sector and i n 

addition (firms in) other sectors. An association of this kind overlaps 

the sector and integrates . i t into some larger i n t e r e s t - p o l i t i c a l context. 

(4) . Finally, associational domains, while encompassing only a subset 

of the firms in the sector, may also include (firms in) other sectors. 

Associations of this kind p a r t i a l l y overlap the sector and include i t 

within a larger interest context (cf. Figure XI). 

The possible configurations of sector boundaries and. associational 

boundaries are in principle the same for membership associations and higher-

order associations. Moreover, differences between subgroups of firms with

in a sector may be reflected not only i n divisions between associations 

(cells 2 and 4 of the table) but also in internal subdivisions of associa

tions encompassing several such subgroups. The same holds for sector bound

aries which may be represented within sector-crossing associations (cells 

3 and 4) by internal subdivisions (cf. above, III.4.3.1.). 

Congruence between associational domains and sectors can be expected 

to be the exception rather than the rule. However, since our definition 

of sectors i s based on similarity of products - which usually implies 

similarity of inputs and technology as well - there i s no reason to 

assume that associational boundaries w i l l relate to sector boundaries in 

a random.fashion. Rather, the demarcation of associational domains i n 
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FIGURE XI 

POSSIBLE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SECTORS AND ASSOCIATIONS 
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relation to groups of producers of similar products i s an important 

aspect of the response of associational structures to collective inter

ests based on similar positions i n the division of labor. This response 

may d i f f e r depending on a number of factors and, conditioned by the response, 

the underlying interests may be processed differently and transformed 

into different organizational objectives. Since the project i s concerned 

with the interrelationship between economic interests, associational 

structures, and polic i e s , differences between sectorally-specific associa

tional patterns in different countries, and their consequences for the sub

stance of p o l i t i c a l l y articulated interests, are among the central ob

jects of the analysis — both as outcomes to be explained, and as expla

nations for other outcomes. 

While there i s no particular operational problem i n the case of con

gruence, in the three other cases i t w i l l be necessary to specify the 

position of relevant associations with relation to the sector under 

study. If associations, organize only a -product-specific subset 

of the firms belonging to a selected sector ("sectionalism", "sectional 

overlap"), the product area, included into their domain can usually be 

described by using the appropriate four-digit subdivisions of the stan^ 

dard industrial c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . The same holds for associations which 

organize also firms outside the sector ("overlap", "sectional overlap"). 

Here i t i s important to know with which sectors and subsectors the inter

ests originating i n the sector under study are integrated within the 

association. In the case of sector-straddling associations, i t i s also 

necessary to determine the relative importance of the interests organized 

within the sector, as compared to the interests from other sectors repre

sented by the same association. The best, way of doing this i s by com-
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paring the size and the weight of the association's potential membership 

inside and outside the sector. I f this data is not available, 

the second-best solution i s to compare the actual membership the asso

ciation has within the sector to i t s membership outside the sector. 

Other operational problems created by non-congruence concern the 

calculation of density ratios. In the case of sectional associations 

whose domains comprise only part of the sector in question, the denomina

tor of density ratios should obviously include only those units that belong 

to the respective subsector. If associations crosscut sector boundaries, 

density ratios for such associations must be calculated separately for 

their domains inside and outside the sector to determine the exact pat

tern of organization within the sector. 

IV.1.4. RELATIONSHIP TO UNITS OF ANALYSIS 

The units of analysis, in the proposed design, are a l l , associations 

representing business interests originating in selected sectors. These 

include: (1) a l l membership associations organizing any number of firms 

(or, in some cases, individuals) from the respective sectors; (2) a l l 

sectoral associations organizing the aforementioned membership associa

tions and/or individual firms or persons from the selected sectors; and 

(3) a l l "higher-order" associations which, in turn, organize sectoral 

"second-order" associations. The design excludes a l l associations which 

do not represent, either directly or indirectly, business interests based 

in the selected sectors. 

Using the relationship of associations to objectively defined 

sectors as sampling criterion makes i t possible to trace the integration 

of sector-based interests into ever broader and more general systems of 
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interest intermediation. Moving up from direct membership associations 

to higher levels of organization, one encounters associations with i n 

creasingly broader domains of which the sector in question forms an ever 

smaller part. In the ideal case, the last association encountered in 

this procedure -would be an all-encompassing "class" peak association re

presenting the entire national economy - industry, commerce, agriculture, 

service - and including among i t s members associations (and, i n some 

cases, individuals) from a l l sectors. 

I n i t i a l explorations j u s t i f y the expectation that the number of asso

ciations i n our sectoral samples w i l l be so high that i t w i l l not be 

possible to study each association with the same intensity. As a conse

quence, we have to l i m i t the number of variables on which we attempt to 

collect complete information on a l l associations in our sectors. Concern

ing the remaining variables, data collection in this s t r i c t sense w i l l con

centrate on only a subsample of the associations contained in the sectoral 

associational universes. For the rest of the associations, the strategy 

would be to record as much information on the respective variables as can 

be gained from published sources or from the associations under intensive 

study, and i f possible missing data should be estimated. 

As a basic stock of information that should be collected on a l l asso

ciations in the sectoral universes, we suggest to collect the data re

quired to measure the structural properties of associational systems 

(III.4.3.3.). Technically, i t should be possible to gather this informa

tion without having to get in- direct contact with most of the associa

tions concerned. Much of the data can be gathered at the level of peak 

associations overlooking a large number of a f f i l i a t e associations, and 

other possible sources are business reports, constitutions, etc. 



252 

Regarding the selection of those associations from our sectoral uni

verses, which we want to study in depth, there are basically four categories 

of units which we think should be selected: 

(1) the focal sectoral higher-order associations. These are the 

associations that organize most or a l l of the interests in the sector 

while including only some interests from other sectors. There may be more 

than one focal association in a given sector, e.g. an employers and a trade 

association, or associations organizing different subsectors; 

(2) a selection of member associations of the focal sectoral higher-

order association. If member associations are divided by product, one or 

two central product-specific associations should be included. If they are 

divided (in addition) by territory, i t would also be advisable to study in 

depth a number of local and regional units; 

(3) the national peak associations, to the extent that they are part 

of the'sectoral associational systems; 

(4) ' a selection of sector-unspecific membership associations (SUMAs). 

Sector-unspecific, or multi-sectoral, membership associations organize, or 

aspire to arganize, a l l business firms in a particular area on a direct 

membership basis regardless of the sector to which they belong. Usually, 

their jurisdiction i s subnational; sometimes, subnational SUMAs are joined 

in peak associations on a (higher) subnational or national l e v e l . SUMAs 

may be voluntary or compulsory organizations. In Germany, an example for 

voluntary SUMAs are certain local employers associations which firms can • 

join in addition to their sectoral employers association; an example for 

compulsory SUMAs are the Chambers of Commerce and Industry (Industrie- und 

Handelskammern). To the extent that a SUMA is indeed sector-unspecific, 

i t belongs to the associational systems of a l l our sectors at the same time 
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and although SUMAs may pose some d i f f i c u l t research problems in some re

spects, they at least have the advantage of having to.be s t u d i e i only 

once in each country. 

In most i f not a l l of our countries, the number of SUMAs w i l l be by 

far too high for a comprehensive survey. What can, and should, be included 

in the sample are the national peak associations of SUMAs (in so far as 

they exist). In addition, one could study a limited number (perhaps up to 

four) local organizations i n each major SUMA category. E.g. the German 

team w i l l choose two metropolitan areas and two smaller c i t i e s and look 

at the Industrie- und Handelskammer, the Handwerkskammer, and,the sector-

unspecific employers associations in each of them. One advantage of this 

approach i s that i t w i l l make i t possible to observe the interrelations 

between different types of SUMAs and other associations at the local l e v e l . 
f 

IV.2. THE SELECTION OF COUNTRIES 

Originally, i t was envisaged to include six European countries i n the 

project. As a result of contacts with a number of interested researchers, 

we now believe that the f i n a l number of participating countries w i l l be 

higher. At the present stage, we- are certain that there w i l l be country 

studies in Austria, Great Britain, Canada, Denmark, Italy, the Netherlands, 

Sweden and West Germany. In addition, we hope that there w i l l be a Swiss 

country study eben though i t may start somewhat later than the other 

studies because of funding problems. 

Increasing the number of country studies from six to as many as ten 

creates few problems and has considerable advantages. With national re

search teams raising their own funds and working independently on their 

own responsibility, the additional burden placed on the international 

http://to.be
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. project management by adding another country i s small. Considering that 

a linear - increase i n the number of countries produces a. geometric increase 

in the p o s s i b i l i t i e s for cross-national comparison, the benefits clearly 

outweigh the costs. Moreover, given that i t cannot be expected that a l l 

country studies w i l l be completed at the same time (see below, "Project 

Organization"),'a higher number of countries w i l l increase the probability 

that sufficient comparative material w i l l be available at. a r e l a t i v e l y 

early stage to start with the comparative analyses. 

Cross-national comparison i n the framework of the project i s not 

envisaged to result in one comprehensive analysis covering a l l countries 

and a l l variables at the same time. Rather, the intention i s that the 

project w i l l produce a series of comparative studies from the perspective 

of selected, although related, theoretical problems. Not a l l of these 

analyses w i l l have to include mechanically all.participating countries. 

In fact, one can imagine that among the most f r u i t f u l comparisons that 

could be produced in connection with the project w i l l be comparisons be

tween matched pairs of only two countries. For example, a possible com

parison of this kind could include two small countries, lik e Switzerland 

and.Sweden, with.;.cj;uite different systems of • government. .Another -possibility 

would be to pair Germany and Austria, i.e., two countries with similar 

governmental systems and similar p o l i t i c a l traditions - including a joint 

history - but of very different size. A third example would be Germany 

and Britain which are both large in size but have very different p o l i t i 

cal and legal systems. Other comparative analyses may for good reasons 

focus-on only three countries - e.g. Italy, France and Spain -, or they 

may analyze combinations of four countries differing in crosscutting ways 

in both size/dispersion and p o l i t i c a l variables. In any case, the many 

po s s i b i l i t i e s for theoretically promising comparisons involving only some 
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of the countries included in the project make i t unnecessary to i n s i s t 

upon a r i g i d limitation of the number of participating countries, and 

they make the specific identity and total-number of countries included, 

as long as the l i s t i s long and varied enough, less important. 

IV.2.1. STRATEGIES OP COMPARISON 

Assuming eight participating countries, with four sectors being 

studied in each, possible units of comparison would be "32 associational 

systems composed of an unknown number of individual associations belong

ing to them. Comparative analyses could try to explain the structural and 

p o l i t i c a l differences either'between individual associations (N = unknown) 

FIGURE UII 

Sector 1 Sector 2 Sector 3 Sector 4 

Country A 

Country B 

Country C 

Country D 

Country E • 

Country F 

Country G 

Country H 
• 

or between associational systems (N = 32.) . i n both cases, the main ex

planatory variables would be the structures of sectors and sub-sectors and 

the characteristics of economic and p o l i t i c a l national contexts. 
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While for some specific purposes i t may be useful to study the 

individual associations i n the sample as isolated units, generally ana

lysts are l i k e l y to make use of the s t r a t i f i e d character of the sample 

and of the fact that the associations included in i t are elemements of -

more or less tightly integrated - associational systems. This makes i t 

possible not only to subject individual associations to a kind of "con

textual analysis" but also to s h i f t attention to the properties of inter-

associational relations and associational systems. Furthermore, the com

parative potential of a design involving both countries and sector's i s 

so large that i t i s possible to obtain interesting results even i f the 

f u l l , potential of the design i s not exploited. In particular, the pro

posed research design permits four "pa r t i a l " types of comparison a l l of 

which may be f r u i t f u l l y used in analyzing the data: 

Type1 : Comparisons within countries between sectors (within „the 

rows of Figure XII). - This leaves, out the cross-national dimension of the 

design, and the question becomes to what extent are structural d i f f e r 

ences between interest sectors — in a country of a given size with a 

given p o l i t i c a l system — related, significantly to differences in the 

structure of associations and associational systems. Analyses of this 

kind can be made in each of the countries included, and the number of 

sectors compared may range'from two to four. 

Type 2 : Comparisons within sectors between countries (within the 

columns of Figure .XII). Here, the cross-sectoral element of the design i s 

suppressed. The question asked i s how associations and associational 

systems in a given interest sector:/ or peak associations at the national 

level, are affected by international différentes in sector composition 

and/or the structure of the whole economy, on the one hand, and in p o l i 

t i c a l systems on the other. Comparisons of this kind can be made for 
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each sector and for the system of national peak associations. The num

ber of countries compared i n each sector may range from two to eight. 

Type 3: Comparisons between the general properties of sectoral asso-

ciational systems (between columns). Associational systems in 

a given sector, owing to constraints resulting from, the use of similar 

raw materials and technologies and from similar product markets of member 

firms, may have properties in common which are independent of their 

national context. The general properties of associational systems in one 

sector can be compared to the respective-, properties of associational sys

tems in another. In the present research design, there would be four 

units of this kind of comparison - not counting the national peak asso

ciations - and the number of units compared.may range from two to four. 

Type 4: Comparisons between the general properties of national 

associational systems (between rows).,. Associatipnal systems-ia a 

given country, due to the influence of the global structure of the polity 

and/or of the national economy, may have properties in common that are 

independent of the sectors which they represent. The general properties 

of associational systems i n one country - including the system of national 

peak associations - can be compared to the general properties of associa

tional systems in others. With eight participating countries, there 

would be eight units available for this kind of comparison, and the num

ber of units compared may range from two to eight. 

IV.3. THE ORGANIZATION OF THE PROJECT 

As we have said in our f i r s t paper, the expected output of the 

project w i l l consist of a series of country studies on the one hand and of 

a collection of comparative essays on the other. Responsibility for the 
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country studies — which w i l l most l i k e l y be "Type-1" comparisons between 

sectors (see above) — w i l l rest exclusively with the national research 

teams. The international coordinators w i l l seek to ensure that the data 

produced by the country studies are s u f f i c i e n t l y comparable cross-nation

a l l y ; that the comparative analyses of such data f i t together and comple

ment each other; and.that they are concluded in time to be published to

gether in one collection. It i s to these purposes that the international 

organization of the project has to be geared. 

There are, in our opinion, basically three conditions that have to 

be met i f the project i s to- lead to a joint comparative publication: 

(1) the design of the country studies must be similar; (2) at least some 

of the 'data produced by the country studies must be standardized so that 

they can be merged into an international data f i l e ; and (3). substantive 

and managerial responsibilities as well as property rights in the data 

must be clearly and s a t i s f a c t o r i l y defined. In the following, we w i l l 

discuss these points one by one. 

IV.3.1. SIMILARITY OP DESIGN 

F u l l exploitation of the comparative potential of the international 

research design would require that a l l country studies investigate the same 

four sectors with an identical set of variables measured by identical scales. 

The only deviation, from the international design which does not negatively 

affect cross-national comparability would be extension of the core re

search program to include additional sectors, associations and variables. 

Since such extensions, except perhaps in the case of variables, would 

make the research much more-.voluminous than i t already is,- i t i s unlikely 

that they w i l l be frequent. 
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IV.3.2. STANDARDIZATION OF DATA 

To f a c i l i t a t e cross-national comparison between th i r t y or more asso

ciational systems, and the much higher number of individual associations 

belonging to them, i t w i l l be useful to have standardized data at least 

on a core or minimal set of variables. Standardization does not have to 

mean that only standardized observations w i l l be recorded for the respec

tive variables; nor does i t mean that international comparisons w i l l be 

based exclusively on standardized data. However, to test general hypo

theses, to. detect, complex patterns of relationships and to identify ex

treme - or "average" - cases for intensive investigation, i t may be help

f u l to have a basic stock of standardized data on sectors, associational 

structures, p o l i t i c a l functions of associations, etc., which can be made 

machine-readable and which can be analyzed with the assistance of a 

computer. 

IV.3.3. RESPONSIBILTIES AND PROPERTY-RIGHTS' OF PARTICIPANTS 

The substantive responsibility for the comparative analysis should 

i n principle be divided among the same people who work on the country 

studies. The intention to publish the results of cross-national compari

sons as a "collection of essays" written by different authors reflects 

this;.idea. One advantage of involving members of national research teams 

i n the comparative part of the project i s , of course, that i t raises 

their interest i n the cross-national comparability of their data. More 

importantly, we expect that i t w i l l contribute to the quality of cross-

national analysesiif their authors are a t the same time involved i n empi

r i c a l research - just as i t may improve the quality of the country studies 

i f research teams see their subjects in a broader, comparative perspec

tive. For these reasons, we believe that i t would i n fact benefit the 

project i f i n i t s f i n a l phase at least'some of the participants work 

simultaneously at their national country study and at a cross-national 

comparison. 
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During the f i r s t phases of the project, i t w i l l be one of. the tasks of 

the international coordinators to suggest topics for comparative analysis 

and to encourage participants, or groups of participants, to accept respon-r-

s i b i l i t y for such topics. Cross-national comparisons may be of a l l pos

sible types (see ..above) and may involve any number of units. I t w i l l be 

incumbent upon the coordinators to ensure that those working on compara

tive analyses have access to the data they need, that topics do over

lap and perhaps are even complementary to each other, that opportunities 

are provided'for discussion of i n i t i a l drafts, and that the f i n a l results 

are edited and" published together. . . . . 

As far as access to the data i s concerned, i t i s suggested that in 

principle a l l data collected for the country studies be made available 

to a l l participants in the project at as early a stage as possible. This 

concerns in particular the central data f i l e , but also other material 

including drafts, intermediate reports, etc. Access to the data collected 

by other teams mi&y improve a team's own research, stimulate new ideas and 

increase cross-national comparability. Details of the proposed data 

exchange should be worked out in joint discussion. 

To protect property rights and to preserve the integration of the 

project during i t s life-time, i t i s further suggested that any use of 

project data for analyses on single countries be reserved to the respec

tive national research group. Furthermore, exploitation of the data for 

cross-nationally comparative purposes should be restricted u n t i l the end of 

the project to contributions to the joint collection of comparative stu

dies - except i f there i s e x p l i c i t agreement to the contrary among a l l 

those concerned. After the volume with the comparative analyses has 

appeared, and the project has come to an end, the entire data becomes the 

property of each participating research team and, provided that appropriate 

credits are given, can be used without restriction for further comparative 

analyses. 




