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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Thie is u study of lobbyists' personal perceptions of their
working en:ironment and the manner in which these perceptions relate
to their organization's activities and accomplishmmnts within that
environment. The notion of an environmental influence on decision-
making behavior 1s a vasic concept of both systems theory and role
theory, yet the nature of the link 1le often difficult to nlcer’tain.l
"When se¢eking the explanation for any torm of human behavior one is
faced with a multipilcity of causes. . . . Envirommental variables

. . are less immediate to the interaction [behavior} and hence
less capable of being used directly as explanatory factors."®

Having said this Zesigler and Baer then go on (o summarize
the role played by environment by saying: "Environment servee as a
conditioning factor for the attitudes of both legielators and lobby~
ists, attitudes, which, in turn, regulate the behavior of interest
groups.”3 The relationship between environment and participant,
in the form of lobbyists' perceptions of the environment will be
the focus of this study.

This idea of a link between the policy-making situation and
lobbying activity is a usually unexplored assumption in interest

group literature. For example, in his book examining lobbyists as

a "political skill group,” Lester Milbrath states that, "trsdition,



role expectations and other functional relationships in an inter-
dependent system are important determinants of lobbyists' behavior.
. . . The setting in which lobbyists operate determines their be-
havior to s considersble extent.”!

Such statements raise the question of vhether, in fact,
lobbyists are consciocus of the environment within vhich they oper-
ate, Generalizations alluding to the conditioning influence of en-
vironment, in the context of lobbying activity, suggest that lobby-
ists 40 consciously perceive and utilire impressions of the policy-
making situation. This study examines some of these presumptions.
Do lobbyists perceive differences in decision-making systems? How
accurate is their perception? What aspects are most salient and
why? How is their Xnowledge used in advancing group goals? What
contribution does such lobbying knowledge make to the group's rec-
ord of success ip achieving its policy obJjectives?

Lobbyists were selected as the research focus because their
decision-mmking role requires sccurate perceptions of the system as
a precondition of their effectiveness. The lobbyist is essentially
a communications broker; carrying group demands to the decision-
making arena, representing the group in policy negotiations, relay-
ing the decisions back to his organization.

The lobbyist possesses power in the role that he

occupies, It ie he who represents the organized

interest group. He helps formulate organization-

al politics, directs the techniques and tactics

for interpreting this policy to decision-mekers,

mobilizes the resources of the group for action

purposes; and, in short, represents the singularly
most important agent of the organized interest.’



The policy-making process is a fluid, dynamic interplay of
individuals, assoclations, government agencies and private groups;
a kaleidoscope of relationships rearranged to weet each lssue or
rit new settings. Bach participant in the system acts within the
limits of the duties and obligations attached to his position.®
However, the fluidity of the process means "politics is played by
ear and intuition” rather then by slide rule.’ WNo actor has un-
limited resources available to him, B0 all work to design strategies
which maximize personal objectives and minimize expenditures of re-
sources.

The basic precondition for any auccessful form of participa-
tion is sccess to the points where decisions are made, Access 18
egsentially a reciprocal relationship which, "omce achieved . , .
provides an opportunity to maneuver, e chance ., . . to give elfect
to the group's claims.”®  The ability to aecure appropriste lines
of access and use them at the proper time is a akill requiring knowl-
edge of the total system, This knowvledge, a codificatioa of en-
vironmental perceptions developed over time, 1s the characteristic
which identifies the lobbylst as a separate "political skill group."’

To be effactive the lobbyist must knov howv messages move from
point to point within the system, and the wvay the message context
is transformed by each receptor along the way. He wmust knov the
loci of power and the personslities of power-holders. This de-
tailed Enowledge is essential because & lobbylst's communications
are only "one input into a complex socic-psychological system.

[The effect of the communication is then) . . . & function of the



structure of that lysto-."lo If information is not directed to a
source both receptive and influential, it is likely to have no
relevance to the policy discussion, Consequently, a lobbyist's
expertise (i1.e., his knowvledge of the process) is considered a
lesadership asset of the group he mpreunt.o.ll

Answers to Questions relating enviromment, perception and
policy decisions have implicetions for broad sccial and political
issues. First, knowledge of the wvay in wvhich lobbylists perceive
their jobs and determine their activities may be adapted to explain
the manner in which other participsnts relate to the same environ-
ment. Knowledge of salient environmental features for various
categories of decision-makers can increase the precision of out-
siders who s=ek to use the policy process to attain satisfaction
of their demands.

Becond, these answers are important in the context of gov-
ernment representation and legitimacy, crucial probleme in the cur-
rent era of student rebellions, black protests, and middle American
dissatisfaction with government policies. Bince the lobbyist is
agent, middleman and broker for such groups, his perceptions are a
kay elemant in the accommodation process. It becomes necessary
to know how he views his Jjob, his relationships within the system,
his tactical cholices. The sum of these perceptions shapes the con-
tent of the group's demands.

The lobbyist is reaponsible for translating the interests
of organized constituents into sesaningful demands upon decision-

makers, who in turn, will produce policies that the public can



accept as legitimate and relate to their previously expressed
vishes 12 In this sense the lobbyist is a means for the trans-
formation of social and economic power into political power. As
the conduit between organized groups, representing major interests
in soclety, and the formal {nstitutions of govermment, the lobby-
ist is part of the sequence leading to acceptable governmental de-
cleions. Therefore, in order to deal more effectively with prob-
lema between the government and the governed we need to know more
about the perceptions of the group representative and the role of
these perceptions in the consequent activities of both the group
and the govemnant..13

The New York State constitutional convention in the summer
of 1967 provided an opportunity to identify the nature and role
of lobbyists' perceptions by comparing lobbyists in the context of
two "coordinate orgnn-"lh of state government~-the state legisla-
ture end the convention. The 1967 constitutional convention ses-
sion wvas the third stage in a three-year, four-stage constitutional
convention revision cycle which began wvhen the legislature author-
ized s ballot referendum for voter approval to call a convention
to revise the current state constitution (stage one: calling a con-
vention)., After this ballot question was ratified, convention
delegates were pelected by the political parties from state sena-
tortial districts to run iz the next general elections (stage two:
selection of delegates). The convention deliberative session per
se, (stage three: the convention session), used modified legislative

procedures to produce a set of recommendations for the voters to ap~



prove in a referendum (stage four: ratification) prior to imcorpora-
tion into tke comstitution.l® By contrast, the state legislative
cycle consists of partisan electiocns followed by two year leglsla-
tive terms. Thus, convention cycle stages two and three closely
approximate the legislative cycle, wvhile stages one and four are
peculiar to the constitutional samendment process alone,

Lobbying behavior in theee situstions could have been ex-
amined from an observer point of view through case study analysis
of the 1966-67 legislative cycle and the 1965-67 convention cycls,
or from the participants’' viewv through the use of structured inter-
views with active lobbyists. Selecting the latter course, ninety-
one Beav York State lobbylsts, representing organizations with some
interest in the convention as well as legislative sessions, were
interviewed.

The lobbylsts' perceptions of their participation in the
1967 constitutional convention process were contrasted with thetir
views of tbeir New York State legislative role, These data vere
used to determine whether or not lobbyists perceive differences in
decisional settings, whether or not lobbyists structure their
group's strategy in terms of their perceptions, and whether or not

the group's success rating depends on correct lobbyist perceptions.

Examination of the Literature

This study borrovs theoretical assumptions concerning gen-
eral aspeacts of the political process from interest gicup literature,
comminity power studies, role analysis of policy-sakers, and empiri-

cal studiee of constitutionsl conventions. More specifically,



propositions regarding the activities of groups in the decision-
making process are found in interest group litsrature; the plureal-
ist model of participation explaining specific decisions in terwms
of coalitions of interests is from one gsnre of ccsmunity power
studies; the importance of the actor's perceptions in the policy-
making process is derived from role studies of officials; and the
convention cycle as a political process is one tenet of recent em-
pirical studies devoted to specific constitutional conventions.

In moet interest group and community power studies, cases
are used to illustrate group influence within the decision-making
process and/or to determine the normative value of groups as
decision-making pnrticipanta.16 This literature thus focuses on
governmental agencies or decision-makers as the dependent variabie
and interest group characterlistics, resources and activities as the
independent variable, By contrast, in this study the working per-
ceptions of lobbylsts and their groups’ related activities and
progress are the dependant variables; while the policy process en-
vironment of the convention and legislative systams is the inde-
psndent variable.

Analyses of the influence of the interest group role in
the context of specific issues or institutions may be placed along
a continuum ranging from the group theorists who explsain all po-
litical activity in terms of the interactions of groups, through
those who cleim an important but not predominant role for groups,
to the other pole of analysts who ascribe almost no policy-making

influence to groups.



Arthur Bentley, David Truman, Earl Latham and V. O, Key
are sxamples of group theorists who explained the politicel process
in terms of interest group fuactions and opnmtionl.]'? These
theorists asaigned primsry importance to organirational interests
a8 a8 source of governmental policies. For example, Trumsan said,

Both the forms and functions of government . . .

are a reflesction of the activities and claims of

such groups. The constitution-writing proclivi-

ties Of Americans clearly reveal the influence of

demands from such scurces, and the statutory cre-

ation of new functions reflects their rcontinuing
operation.l

E. Pendleton Berring, Bertram Gross and Donsld Blsisdelll?
al) examined intereat groups in the Congressional context, and as-
signed them an important decision-making role. Belle Zsller's<0
examination of groups in New York State politice, and Daygon McKean's

discussion of Pressures on the legislature of New Jcranyzl are atill

cited as studies illustrating strong interest group influence in
state legislative policy-making. In all these cases groups are as-
signed an active role in the formation of policy and the distribu-
tion of government resources. For example, McKean characterized
lobbies as 'the force that makes the whole machine go . . . a state
legislature {s a sort of battleground for the various interests of
the state. "%

Claseic studies of m specific interest group includs Peter
Odegard's description of the techniques of the Anti-Saloon League
and Oliver Garceau's analysis of the American Msdical Association.?3
More recently, studies have been made of the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People, the British Medical Associa-

tion and the role of corporations in politit:l.?h Usually these



books locate interest group influence near the more influential
pole of the contipuum,

Some case studies which trace the role of groups in the con-
text of policy decisions rather than in the total institutional
milieu also accord interests an influential role in the policy-
making process. Two examples are Stephen Bailey's study of the
passage of the 1946 Federal Bmployment Act and Earl Latham's study
of basing point legillation.Qs

Recent literature besed on group theory, such as Harmon

Zeigler's Interest Groups in American Socilety, while asserting thst

"public policy . . . is formed as & result of the intarplay of group

interests, w26

qualify the level of importance assigned to groups 1in
this process. These authors see group i{nfluence as a fluctuating
phenomenon vhich "depends upon [the group's! role within the 'total
way of life of the population. o2
Points between the coutinuum poles of total influence and
absence of influence are staked cut by advocates of the pluialist
model of community power studies which assign groups more or less
influence within the context of the particular issue being decided.
Group coalitions are identified as "time bounded,” voluntary and
keyed to the topic of discussion, with ths influsnce of the group
varying in each set of circumstances. While Robert Dahl documents
the successful involvement of groups in three Nev Haven decisions,
Edward Banfield's study of influence in six Chicago cases indicates
that the groups, especially business intereats, were too splintered

and disorganized to wield much i.nrlunam:ee.28
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Wallace 3ayre and Herbert Kautmwan in Governlng New York City

liken the New York City political declsion-making prucess to "a contest
for prizes'" with competing interests c¢lustered around various decislon-
making cores. Decisions emerse through mutual accommodatiun.yq

At the non-influential end of the continuum are studies which
conclude thmt lovbying has a very limite.t impact on the actual cutcome
ot public policy-making. Bernard Cohen's study of group interest in
the Japanese peace treaty anl Haymond Bauer, lthiel de Lola Fool and
lewis Dexter's study of the Jdevelopment of reciprocal trade legislation
both suggest that groups have 1ittle inrluence within the process,
They view interect group coalitions as disorganizerd, misdirected, in-
nitited 'y lack ot resor-oes and rarely intluertial in determining ary
one map's vote, o

It showld be noted that while meost of these writers see interest
groups as a necessary and legitimate participant in wovernment policy-
making processes, in some ot the literature “the 'lobby' and the ' res-
sure group' . . . are wccepted in the way that the typhold Lacillus is,
a3 an organism that is a feature of clvilized existence but that must
e eradicated if society is to develop and prosper."jl This 1s the
epinion of authors such as E. Pendleton Herring, E. E. Suhattschnelderjg
and others whu teel that "the pressure system” can only advance specitie
interests rather than represent the commmnity interest. The statement
that "The <overnment of the United tates is the foster c¢hilid of the
special interests. It is not allowed to have a will of its own"; is

typical of this viewpoint.jj



Regardless of the normative slant of interest group
authors, lobbying and lobbyiste are usually discussed only as one
of the vays in vhich groups exert influence. Prior to the last
decade, if lobbying was the focue of a study it was usually an ex-
pose of the evils of lobbyingah or a discussion of statutory con-
trols and investigmtions of lobbylng excesses.>’

As a result of the increased interest in role analysis of
official decision-mekers, however, the analytical focus has begun
to shift towards lobbyiats ae palitical actors. Genermlly these
studies examine either the interaction between lobbyists and legis-
Jators3® or the role orientation of lobbyists.3T Again, the focus
nt the literature differs from this study of perceptions and actions,.
The legislator-lobbyist studiee usually assess the decision-makers'
asttitudes towards lobbylste, while the ind{vidual lobbylst studies
tend to use lobbylst perceptions to create role patterns.

However, there are two exceptions to this over-all state-

ment; Lester Milbrath's The Weshington Lobbyists, and Harmon Zeigler

and Michael Baer's Lobbying: Interaction and Influsnce 1in American

State ngilhtures.}s The latter book is an examination of legls-

lator-lobbyist interactions, based on their perceptions of eanch
other. The authors conclude that the establishment of intereaction
is the key to lobbying success.

The book was useful for this study because it established
the need for perceptual accuracy as a precondition for effectiveness.
However, it is impossible to contrast my statistical dats with

theirs since the derivation of the data they used is never clearly



docusented in the book. Alsc, the focus of the study is on the
personal relationship between the actors themselves rather than the
link between perception and action or perception and environmental
conditions.

Milbreth's book is a two-pronged study of the role of the
jobbyist and the situation in which he functions, His purpose
was to build upon our general knowledge of decision-mmking to con-
struct a2 framework showing how lobbying fits into, and plays A role
in, the overall government decisional procen."39 To do thie
Milbrath interviewed one hundred and one Washington lobbyists se-
lected at random from those registered in 1956. His questions
were designed to elicit the characteristics of lobbyists as a po-
litical akill group, and examine their role in the decision-making
process by evaluating the effectivensse of thelr lobbying tactics
and estimating the influence of lobbyists in the overall policy-
making process. After three hundred forty pages, Milbrath con-
cludes that, "Lobbyists can do very little to affect the outcome
[of a government dcciaion]."ho

Heinz Eulau has criticized the book both from a theoretical
viewpoint, and in terms of Milbrath's use of the data, He feelsn
the use of communication theory is too vague since all forms of
contact are commmication and that "Milbrath's theoreticel formu-
lations were an afterthought rather than a forethought."hl He
aleo noted that the data defining the perscnal characteristics were
not used to answer the questions asked mbout lobbyists' roles in

the decision-mmking process. Rather these guestions were answered
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in terms of the recipient's responses. "In other wvords the focus
of evidence shifts from lobbying to its context and it is the context
that circumscribee the lobbying function. "2

Milbrath's analysis of lobbyists as political actors was
useful in establishing a composite picture of legislative lobbying
against vhich to messure the New York Btate lobbyist's convention
cycle activities. His conclusions about the general influence of
groups and the role of lobbyistes in the process were less useful,
primarily becauses 1t is imposeible to compare group influence at
the national and state levels,. The amaller scale of state poli-
tics tends to mmke the sources of group strength more effective as
political power bases, and direct access to decision-makers more
common,

The final category of literature investigated while writ-
ing this paper is concermed with constitutional reviginn. There
are two paralle]l lines of mnalysie running through this material.
The first approaches constitution-making as a means of modernizing
state government. Substantive constitutional changes are pre-
scribed, with the emphasis on the content of the product rather than
the processes which create {t. The classic example of this genre
is the National Municipal lesague’'s State Constitution Etudies Project
which discusses toplcs used 1in constitution-writing.h3 Other works
assess the defects of current stats constitutions, sometimes tying
the critique to a geperal analysis of state 111-.hh

The second approach to constitution-making focuses on the

constitutional convention process itself, Early twentieth century
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works deduced the process from abstract legal concepts and demo-
cratic theory which led to descriptions of convocatious of ration«
al, non-political, intellectual demigods implementing the public
wrill.h'-5 In 1938, Vernon O'Rourke and Douglas Ca.mpbelth broke
with this tradition and published the firet analytical examination
of a convention aa a political event. Examining the 1936 Rew
York Etate convention in terms of party and pressure group behav-
ior they concluded that the convention was "a function of the
problems and institutions of its time.” It "behaved as 'mormaily’
as any legislative botly."l‘T Since then the politics of amendment
by convention have been discussed both in general terms and in the
context of specific state conventiona.he Usually thia literature
focuses on the convention stage rather than seeing that as only
cne part of a four stage, saquential process.

When discussing the role of groups in the politics of con-
stitution-making, most studies offer normative conclusions as to
their good or bad influence on the constitution itself, An off-
shoot of this literature is Lewis Proman's’9 analysis of the rela-
tive strength of interest groups in terms of key characteristices
of state constitutions and state amending processes. Fromsn com-
bines the group theory assumption that "interest groups are power-
ful because they monopclire access to government daciaian-nlknrs,"so
with the view of constitutionsl revision as a politically important
process, His conclusions are that states with strong interest
group patterns have longer constitutiona, more amendments proposed

and adopted, and an easier amending process.
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This study departs from the constitutional revieion litera-
ture in two ways, by considering the process in terms of all four
stages, instead of just the convention period, and by emphasizing
the lobbyist as a participating actor in the policy-making process,

rather than the effect of the lobbylat on the final output.

Ma jor Hypotheses and Findings

This is a study of the relationships between environmental

conditions, lobbyist's personal perceptions, their organization's
pattern of activity and the lobbyist's evaluation of success. The
constitutional convention is considered the primary environment
since 1t presented a specific unique new lobbylng experience which
could be contrasted with the general routine established during
recurrent leglslative cycles. The emphasis throughout this thesis
is on perceptions: perceptions of relationships between the two
envirommenis; perceptions of the sequence of events which describe
their groups’' activities, and perceptions of their groups' success
level.

Perception, as the term 18 used in this study, means n
person's "direct contact with the environment; it is a« means vhereby
objective facts enter the life space [the subjective environment of
the person}.” In a perceptual system the behavior of the individual
{8 related to some aspect(s) of the stimlation affecting him. "To
the extent that an organism . . . is respoansive to input from either
source (his own behavior or the surrounding environment) it can be
said to contain a perceptusl system.">?

Three major hypotheses were tested using data gathered in
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interviews with ninety-one Nev York State lobbylsts registered for
or active at the 1967 constitutional convention (stage three).”3
These hypotheses were subdivided into seven narrower propositions
for purposes cof analysis.

l. The first hypothesis which concerns the conient of

lobbyists' perceptions, per se, states that lobbyiste will perceive

differences between the constitutional convention revision gcle

and the state legislature. Perception i8 rels - in two narrower

propositions to the lobbylast's functional needs and previous legis-
lative experiences.

(a) Lobbyists' regular activities during legislative ses-

seions color their perceptions of the constitutional convention re-

vision cycle, Laboratory studies of perception have determined

that

stimulation does not impinge on a passive organ-

ism. Rather, the individual is differentially

prepared, or set, for different ioputs. The

resulting perception derives from the intermc-

tion between set and stimulation.5
Therefore, since 90% of the respondents also acted as their organi-
zation's legislative representative, it wvas anticipated that theilr
discussion of the convention milieu would De in comparative terms.
The data confirmed this hypothesis in two ways. First, approximstely
90% of the lobbyists mentioned at least one convention feature which
wvas different than the legislative system, even though only 61% of
the respondents categorized the convention as different than a
legislative session.”” Becond, when the lobbylsts were asked to

compare the influence of specific variables found in both
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environments, the minor convention roles assigned to the Governor
and minority party leaders in a unicameral structure were explicitly
contrested with their extensive power in the 1967 partisanly di-
vided bicemeral legislative session.

(v) The moat salient features of the convention stage en-

vironment are those most related to the functional needs of lobby-

lsts. It is logical to suppose that lesdership positions, party
respongibilities and the effectiveness of party discipline would be
important factors to lobbylists acting as communications brokers be-
tween outside interests and inside activities. To test this propo-
sition, respondents were asked to give their reasons for considering
certain aspects of the convention decision-making system as more or
less influential than in the similar legialative process.

While 75«3U% of the respondents ventured general influence
evaluations, the number supporting their position with a specific
reason declipned sharply for all but five factors. The five decision-
making variables which were clearly enough perceived for respondents
to verbalize their impression of influence were the convention presi-
dent, individual delegates, committee chairmen, the role of interest
groups, and the importance of party discipline--all five of which
are key factors in planning or gaining access routes to policy points,
Thus the saliency of the lobbylsts' perceptions seems related to their
functional needs, corroborating the hypothesies.

The general broad hypothesis is supported since the data in-
dicate definite lobbyist perceptions of the two cycles including a

consensus that the convention and legislative deliberative sessions
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were not identical, and a tendency to perceive in clearest detail
those features of the process, such as the nature of leadership
positions, which affected their own lobbying rcle and effective.
ness,

Since the perceptual system links pesrception to action it
requlires not only the recognition of environmental factors, but
also A response to the stimulatioun. In thies study the response
takes two forms; the development of each organization's convention
cycle strategy, plus each lobbyist's implementation of that strategy.

2. Thus having established the existence of lobbyists' per-
ceptions of their environment, the second broad hypothesls deals
with the relationships between these individuml perceptions and the
group's activities in the convention process. It 1s hypotheaized

that lobbyists' rceptions of their working situation affect the
el g

allocaticu of their group's resocurces among the four stages of the

constitutional revision cycle, and the implemsntation of each

group's convention period stretegy.

Data related to this hypothesis are derived from the lobby-
iste’' explanation of their personal convention activities as cobp-
trasted with their normal legislative routine, and their groups'
involvement in the convention cycle. In discuesing the group's
convention activities, lobbyists were asked to make two kinds of
evaluations: one comparing their group's involvement and aims across
the four constitutional revision cycle stages, the other comparing
the convention stage and legislative session activity patterns of

their groups and the lobbylst's techniques of implementation.
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It {8 assumed for analytical purpcoses that in explaining
the goals, activities and limitations of his group, the lobbylst
is giving an anawer for his organization. Indeed, on several
ratification points, respondents specifically noted that thai: own
personal opinion differed from their organization's but they imple-
mented the group’'s opinion and explained that opinion to me. The
theoretical rationale for equation of the man and his organization-
al role in this way 15 explained by Edwin Epstein in his book de-
scribing corporaticns in politice. He seid:

All organizations . . . have particular organiza-

tion goals to which individusls subordinate their

own interests and desires. At the same time, how-

ever, individuals influence organization objectives

through thelr own contributions. Accordingly, when

mAanagers engage in certain activities in the name

of, with the resources of, and for the alleged in-

terests of the organization, wve can safely assume

that the perticipation is that of the corporate en-

tity. . . . Where . . . tha line betwsen the individ.

ua)l and corporate activity is ill-dafined, and tenu-

ous, the two will be considered as one.

This emphaais on the lobbyist in his corporate role 1s sup-
ported by Milbreth's discussion of the lobbyist's role in internal
group decision-making processes. Be differentiated betwveen plan-
ning for policy, strategy and tactics with lobbylst's influence
growing progressively more lmportant as the levelof planning becams
more specific,

Policy consiets of the relatively long-range pur-

poses and objectives of a group; strategy is the

plan by which those obJjectives are to be achieved;

and tactics are the specific actions taken to ful-

£111 the strategy plans.57
As might be expected, the largest number of people participated in

the formulation of group policy; the lobbyist along with the Board
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of Directors and other key staff personnel. At the strategy level,
Milbrath found fewer psople involved; almost half of the lobbyiste
said thay vere given primary responsibility for strategy develop-
ment.

At the tactical level, vhich requires the greatest amount
of personal lobbylist activity, the lobbyists naturally had the
most control. Indeed, all of Milbrath's interviewees reported con-
siderable or total tactical freedom, S8ince Milbrath aleo found
that the degree of freedom increased as the organization's size de-
creased it seems reasonable to assume that state lobbylsts, repre-
senting comparatively smaller entities, have more of a group
decision-making role.

For purposes of analysia the broad perception-action hypoth-

esis 18 considered in terms of three narrower propositions.

(a) Gml_.lB's organizational resources, limitations and goals

determine the level of interest group involvement in each of the

four convention stages. This proposition reflects the general as-

sumption in interest group literature that groups are attracted to
dacision-making arenes by the nature of the revards and their own
relative power vis-a=-vis docilion-ukarl.58

The New York State data shov that interest groups registered
for the constitutional convention stage because they perceived the
possibility of a personal stake in the content of the constitution.
This self-interest basis of group perticipntion59 ia corroborated
in the convention registration docket statistics. Business corpora-
tions and trade associations, vitally interested in technical statu-

tory ad justments at each legislative session, usually account for
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approximstely 70% of the organizations on the legislative registra-
tion docket, whereas at the convention they represented only 47%
of the groups listed, Indeed, professional associations did not
even register for the convention at all since they have no interest
in provisions designed to structure governmental powere and set
rules governing the allocation of resources,.

Conversely, the registration of groups with constitutional
interests increased for the coonvention. For example, labor union
registration rose from sk of the legislative docket to 12.5% at
the convention; and social, civic and humanitarian organizatiorns in-
creased from 10% of the legislative docket to 28% at the convention.

During the total four-stage constitution reform process
only groups with broad goals of a constitutional nature such as
humenitarian, church, socjal and civic reform groups were inter-
ested in the complete reviesion cycle, Since most groups had fewer
interests and less radical, more specific proposals they confined
their activities to only one cor two stages in the over-all process.
For example, business interests tended to confine their activities
to the convention stage because they viewed participation merely as
a pacurity measure, and feli limited by their corporate form from
participating in referenda designed to reflect individuals' wishes.

These data findings parallel Bernard Coben's conclusions as
to wvhy organizations become involved in the formulation of specific
policies. He writes:

At the most general level, we can say that dif-

ferent kinds of organizations become involved 1in

different wvays, partly because they visualized

the process and their own roles relation to it,
in special and dietinctive terms.
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He then singled out the characteristicsof the membership and the
kind of group policy interests as the most important determinants
of organizational behavior. "The character of the interests seems
to be the more basic of these two sets of criteria, accounting for
most of the differences in behavior that compromise the pattern of
w61

political communjicetions. . . .

(v) The most important differences between the convention

and legislative systems in terws of the effect om interest group

activity are {1) the division of the constitutional revision process

into four separate nonrecurring stages as compared to the recurring

two stage legislative cycle, (2) public expectations concerning

the function of each procese for the body politic, (3) the wmethod

of transforming decisions into law, and (4) the content of the

convention and legialntive session a_gandas.

This proposition reflects the general assumption that any
spacific institutional system while coaparable to others of its
kind still has its own norms and procedures which create their own
pover distributions and modes of operlnt’.itm.ﬁ2 The lobbyists' in-
terest in behavior clues which could be gained through analysis of
the delegate body became apparent in their interview conversations,
For example, some lobbylsts based their aseessment of likely commit-
tee action om their proposals on an examination of the occupations
and interests of the committee mombers.

Corrovorstion of the proposition is also derived from
lobbyists' answers to questions concerning their over-all convention

cycle activities, That they saw the convention session within the

coutext of a four atage cycle wvas evident in their answers to



23

questions asking them to rate their group's activity level at each
atage. The answers were made primarily in comparative terms within
the convention cycle rather than between coavention and legislative
patterns. Thus, some business and trade agsocistion representatives
evaluated their convention stage level of participation as high, al-
though by their normml legislative standards it wvae low, because the
amount of convention mctivity was indeed greater for them at this
stage than in any other constitutionsl revision stage.

In addition, the date suggest lobbylsts wvere aware of en-
vironmental conditions as indicated by their modification of group
strategies in order to compensate in one stage for consequences of
a previous stage, Such techniques were egpecilally evident in the
battle over the clause prohibiting aid to sectarian schools.

(¢) Interest group policies reflect the nature of the group;

while their constitutional revision cycle strategies and tactics in-

corporate adaptations to meéet the envirommental conditions. Data

from thies study indicate that group policies are formed in the con-
text of the group's goals and organizational structure rather than
to meet particular policy-making opportunities.®3 Groups interested
in structural reforms were not able to adopt totally new policies
vhen their leaders realized they could not overcome certain biases
of the delegate body. For example, groups opposing repeal of the
prohibition of aid to parochial schools atill maintained their goal
even after the electorate selected a pro-repeal dslegates body.
Nevertheless, lobbyists' perceptions of the convention en-

vironment were incorporated at the strategy planning level to create
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master plans, especially for civic, humanitarisn and ad hoc conven-
tion groups, covering groups activities over two or more convention
process astages, Indeed, many of the structursl refomm groups
formed convention study committees within their organizations as
early as fall 1966,

Apother form of strategic adaptation to meet new environ-
mental conditione was the recrganization of group goal priorities
in order to mmet sither the political situation of the convention
stage or the more generalized empbasis of a constitution, To
measure the nature of these changas, lobbylsts were asked to com-
pare their workloads in convention and legislative sessions. As
would be expected, the data indicate that lobbyists for groups
similtanesously seeking & range of broad reforms had larger work-
loads at the convention than at legislative sessions; while lobby-
ists for interests which registered only as a precaution or for
limtted objectives did less convention work than their legislative
norm. Almost half of the seventy-two lobbyists perceiving differ-
ences in the amount of required work attributed the changes to
program modifications made to meet convention variations,

The data showed that lobbyists' personal perceptions wvere
a0 intermediary factor used to adapt group resgurces and aims to the
peculiarities of the decision-making situation. When lobbyists
were asked specifically i1f their personal convention activities
vere the same 1n both convention and legislative sessicns, forty-
two aaid there were differences; of these forty-two, two-thirds

attributed the differencees to environmental comditions. In sddition,
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during the interviews, almost every lobbyist menticned at least one
adaptation that he made in his usuaml working style.

Nevertheless, the level of the group's involvement st any
apecific stage reflascted not only the axpertise of the lobbylat
but slso the characteristics of the orgsnization's membership and
goalsa, In the normative genre of constitutional convention litera-
ture it 1g usumlly assumed that good government groups will find and
succesefully uase favorsble access routes because the environment is
rnonpartisan and pro-reform.Gh

In interest grour literature it 1s often assumed that the
existence of "inside lobbyists” (officials who are also members of

one's organization} ipao facto means sssistance for that group.

Thus David Truman listed legislator's affilistions as one of meny

55

determinents of access. More recently, & study of Indisns legis-
lators indicated a correlstion between legislstors' occupational af-
filiations and their attitudes towards specific groups. The study
found that "The clearest relstionship is that of sympethetic identi-
fication betwveen legiglators and lobbylsts from the same occupation-
56

al category.

The New York State data while lending support to this deta
did not similarly confirm the next statement that,

Given interest group members who ere actually an

officisl part of the legislative pgoeesa, the Jjob

of lobbying is ecased considerably. 7
Many convention lobbyists could not or did not use convention person-

nel to promote their intereats. For example, court reformers knew

Judge Botein was an ally, but his use ss an "inside lobbyist"” was



26

hampered by his convention role as chairman of the Executive Com-
mittee rather than the Judiclary Committee,

Modification of lobbying tactics might mean either a change
in the kind of group activity, such as incressed use of written
pesition papers or hearings or member action calls, or adaptation
of the lobbyist's own approach to convention delegates. The date
suggest that the group's techniques tended more to reflect the in-
ternal characteristics of the organization such as its membership
and policy interest, than to respond to differences in the environ-
mental situation, Iarge msmber constituency groups usually divided
their resgurces between direct delagate contacte and public esduca-
tion; leadership organization generally emphapized leadership con-
tacts. Both patterns are typical of these organizational types in
the legislative arena, 8

3. The final major broad hypothesis 1s concerned with the im-
portance of accurate lobbyist perceptions as a factor in attaining

Eroup success. It is hypothesized that lobbyists' perceptions of

the level of their groups' convention cycle success reflects their

ability to use perceived environmental attributes to their advan-

tage. Success is a difficult varisble to measure, Many decision-
making studies wvhich use interest groups as one of the independent
variables try to establish a comparative scale for determining the
group's level of succese in the pmceu.69 These scales usually
equate success with influence and then use the composition of the
final policy as the basis of the egquation. Most of thase efforts

are criticized as being too vague, too subjective and too specifically
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oriented, 10

Fortunately the creation of any such measurement system is
unnecessary in this study because the emphasis here is on the use
of lobbyists' perceptions rather than the effect of groups in the
decision-making process. Thus the definition of success, as used
in these hypotheses, is the self-definition given by the lobbyist.
Where possible, each convention evaluation is compared with the
lobbyist's evaluation of his usual legislative session success
record. The broad hypothesis is analyzed in terms of three sub-
sidiary propositions.

‘) Lobbyiste' estimation of their groups’' comvention

stage success is based on & comparison of the number of achieve-

ments with the total number of goals. The data indicate that

lobbyistas dc not base their assessment of succees solely on the
quantity won or lost; rather, quantity is modified by the priority

and substance of the goals. To lose goals involving change tended

to offset the pleasure found in a string of status quo victories,
Success was also related to a limjited number of group interests or

a steeply ranksad priority nf goals, and an interest in non-contentious,
specific, non-radical kinds of change.

{(v) Lobbyiets who perceived their groups as more effective

in the convention than in & legislative session aluc perceived their

convention stage success as better than in a legislative session and

vice versea. As anticipated, correlatiocns emerged between these two
aspects of group activity consequences.

{c) The nature of the convention cycle affects the possibili-

1y of group success becsuse the environment of cach atage favors
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only certain kinds of interest groups. This hypotbesis derives

from the general pluralist assumption that

in consequence of the structural peculiarities of

our goveroment, som® groups bave better and more

varied opportunities to influence key points of

decision than do others, /1
The relationship was corroborated in lobbyists' testimony concern-
ing their development of strategy in terms of their perceptions of
the convention cycle and their own organizational limitetions.

For example, the two referendum stages which initiated and
climaxed the revision cycle favored civic, humanitarian and social
reform groups whose members were highly sotivated because of the
nature of their policy interests. Since these groups usually can-
not legally participate in personal partisan election campaigns,
they were forced to be relatively inactive during the selection of
convention delegates period.

Groups normally successful In electoral politics such as
the Catholic Church and labor were also successful in selecting
sympathetic delegates, The groups most succegsful at the conven-
tion stage e{ther had secured previous campaign commitments for
their position or had goals which reflected the moderate reform ex-
pectations of the delegates,

The expectations, personnel, and procedures of each stage
melded into four different environmental situations, each one of
which reinforced the legitimmacy of particular kinds of groups.
legitimacy, in this sense, is the decision-makers' acknowledgement
of the interest groups right to authoritatively represent a par-

ticular point on view 77 Establishment of a spokesman role creates
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the poasibilities for effective access, since it prepares the
decision-maker to listen receptively to the group's message. A
group can then wvork within the decision-making systeam as an ally
rather than outside it as a supplicant or adversary.'J

In the theoretical convention literature, it {s assumed
that reform groups will benefit from the differences in convention
personnel and procedurea and secure the structural reforme for
which they initjated the revieion cycle.7% However, this d1d not
bappen in Rew York State, In the constitutional revision cycle
there are two possible sets of decision-makers: the voting public,
as in the call for a convention and referendum stages, or the con-
vention delegates, in the selection of delegations and convention
session periods.

In New York State, reform groups were able to create the
feeling of legitimmcy for only the voting public decision-makers.
Status quo interests transferred their usual legislative legitimacy
to the convention session stage. Thus, New York reform groups
initiated the cycle, but partisan elections plus the right to hold
the convention delegate position in addition to other public of-
fice, meant the convention wvas peopled with leaders of the political
status quo vho were disinterested in sweeping structural reforms.
Consequently, government groups and status qQuo economic intarests
had the most lagitimacy at the convention stage,. The good govem;
ment groups, perceiving this hostile enviroument, shifted the major
portion of their resources to the retification period vhere they

already had legitimacy as traditional spokesmen on ballot issues.
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Thus the data suggest that interest groups were most likely
to succeed on issues vhere they could achieve dncilion:-ken'
recognition of their right to speak for & particular segment of pub-
1ic¢ opinion. The possibility of winning this representational
legitimmcy changed with each iasue and each policy-making context,
Lobbyiste expertise could not create this representational status
but 1t could be an asset once this precondition was met, " First,
lobbyists pinpointed situations most conducive to the establishment
of this necessary legitimacy, and then, they adapted group strategy
to that specific setting.

In spummary, the interview data confirm the assumption regard-
ing lobbyist expertise by indicating s pragmatic, relatively sophis-
ticated knowledge of different nuances in two similar proceases,

The data also corroborate the assumption of a link between lobbyists'
perceptions and interest group activity patterns, Jjoining the two
variables at that point vhere strategy is formed to implemant al-
ready existing goals, The end of the chain, interest group success,
is least closely linked to the individusl lobbyist's perception and
mnore closely associated with characteristics of the group's resources
and obJjectives, In creating group success lobbyists' perceptions
are only one aspect of a group's total resources; in sdapting
strategy to the specific policy process, perceptions become one of

the primary factors,.

Methodology
The first methodological problem wvas defining the word

lobbyist to make it useful in apnalytical terms and for selecting the
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interviev population., ‘The problem is that the words "lobbyist"”
and "lobbying" mean different things to different people.

One man thinks of lobbying as the factual presenta-

tion of useful data to legislators. To mpother,

1t means sinister influence peddling by pressure

groups with reckless disregard for the genecral wel-

fare,
Just as normative considerations often color the definition of lobby-
ing activity, so too do they affect the definition of the person who
lobbies. Indeed the word "lobbylat"” is so often associated in the
popular mipd with the caricature of a cigar-cheving, influence-
peddling, distributor of bribes that msen who lobby prefer to call
themselves "legislative rapreaentatives."TT Those who character-
ize the lobbyist in unkind normmtive terms are usually defining not
the man, but his group's goals. Thus, Senator James Reed of
Missouri said, "A lobbyist is anyone who opposes legislation I want.
A patriot is anyone who supports e, 78

More neutral definitions of the lobbylist are often too nar-
row for analytical use, For example, the classic Supreme Court
definition of a lobbyist defines him as one whose principal purpose
is "to influence the passage or defeat of legislation by Congress . .
through direct communication with wembers of Congress.”'? This
definition focuses on direct lobbying communications as if they
were the only means by vhich a pressure group can sxert influence.
However, the definition is inadequate to describe the modern lobby-
ist who usually concentrates on indirect, "soft-sell” techniques to
win pointl.eo

Another form of limited definition specifies the focus of

lobbying activity, such as "influence of legislators with respect
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to leginlation."al Such a definition ignores the equally important
lobbying which takes place in the other branches of government,

A final category of limited definitions classifies lobby-

ists as paid employses “of private groups and associations. 82

This kind of definition is used {in the New York State legislative
Lav (Chapter 37, Laws of 1967), Article IV (66) which requires
registration on a "docket of legislative appearances’” by

Every person retaipned or employed for compensation
as counsel or agent by any person, fim, corpora-
tion or associstion to promote or oppose directly
or indirectly the passage of bills or resolutions. . . .83

Specifically exempted from this definition are

duly accredited counsel or agents of counties,
cities, towne, villages, public boards and public
institutions. And the provisions hereof shall not
be construed ss affecting professional services in
drafting bills or in advising clients and in render-
ing opinions a8 to the construction and effect of
proposed or pending legislation vhere such profes-
sional service {s not othervipe connected with legle-
lative action.

This kind of definition is misleading since it confines
lobbylats essentially to the category of paid representatives of
private groups thus leaving out all volunteer lobbyists, all rep-
resentatives of government interests, and all government officials
who "assums the role of lobbyists by virtus of specisl competence
e « o in a particular f1e14.785 1In discussing pressures on the
Illinois legislature, Bteiner and Gove rate the govermmental inter.
ests a8 very influential.

The most effective of these nonmember influsnces

is surely the Governor. . . . Desires of Illinois

state and local governments bear on the resoiution

of problems. . . . The governor's administrative
assistant 1s no less & lobbylst than are the



legislative mpmaggtativel of the Illinois Chamber
of Commerce. . . .

A broader, functional definition of lobbyiets is used in
this study. lobbyisats are defined in tearms of their activities

within the policy-saking process. They are individuals who stimu-

late and transmit communications for an organized interest vith

the hope of influencing a government dacillon.&? This definition

permits maximum freedom of interpretation in regard to specific
goals, techniques and locus of lobbylng activity. The lobbylst
can be either paid or volunteer; he can use direct or indirect
communication techniques.

Yet the definition also sets certain boundaries:. the ac-
tivity must be related to government decision-making, the deplre (o
influsnce a decision must accompeny the action, sand the lobbylst
must be acting as ap intermediary between an organized interest and
the government. Thus a cititen who communicates his own personal
viewpoint to the Presldent is not lobbying, nor is & government of-
ficial who tries to influence colleagues on his own behalf instead
of as an "intermsdiary for an interest. "398

The breadth of this definition makes it useful for analyti-
cal purposes but too broad to operationalize as a basis for select-
ing an interview population. Three salternatives were considered
as & formula for selecting an interview population which would in-
¢lude the widest posaibls rangs of lobbyists and groups and yet be
limited to the confines of svailable time and money, The three
possibllities ware:

1. Ask a specified group of delegmtes to the 1967 Rew York
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State Convention to select key lobbyists and then interview this
sample;

2. S8elect respondents {rom among representatives of groups
testifying at selected convention hearings or on selected topics;

3. Interview all those who registered as lobbyists under
Legislative Law, Chapter 7, laws of 1967, section 66-~b, (the lobby-
ing law for conventioco lobbyist.l).

The first selection method wvas rejlected because 1t wae too
difficult to control the standards used by the nominating group, or
to select a nominating group which would not be inherently blasad
because of their own personal range ol intsreasts, In addition it
would have taken more time and money than were avallable,

Bearings provided a poor selection basis for a lobbylst in-
terview population because witnesses often testify as individuals
or in response to invitations sent by the committees to a long list
of possibly relevant organizations. The former category of wit-
ness does not fall within the definition of lobbying used, and it
cannot be automatically assumed that the latter category perceived
their role as lobbying. Furthermore, the nonrepresentative char-
acter of a univarse of groups i(nterested in any one issus is in-
creased because soms lobbyists who are interested do not testify,
and some testify from each individual subdivision of statewide
organizations.

Thus, by the process of elimination, method three remains.
Jt has four advantages: a manageable size interview population since

only one hundred fifty-sevan lobbyists wers registered as
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representatives of one hundred ten orgamnizations; the possibility
of interviewing an entire population rether than choosing an im-
balanced sample; & self-definition of the term, lobl;'yis‘l:;89 and a
representative cross-section of politically active interests in
New York State.

Although the legal definition of one who must register is
the same for the convention statute as for the regular legislative
segsion, more good govermment, humanitarian, church and other non-
profit reform groupe registered for the convention, Por one thing,
these groups were more interested in the convention agenda and
planned to be quite active during the session. Also, wvhen the
convention law was being debated in the legislature it wvas suggested
that the definiticon be broadened to inciude the volunteer and part-
time lobbylists who usumlly represent such interests. The language
was omitted because of public indignation at the thought of lumping
good government volunteers in the same category as professional
lobbyinta.go However, the lobbying regulations adopted by the con-
vention itself lowered the exemption level on expense registrstion
requirements from the usual $250 minimum to $100 per month. Pre-
sumably this was designed to include the reform organization lobby-
iste indirectly within the terms of the statute,

Even with this more representative spectrum of registered
interests, certalin key groups, most notably governmental interests,
continued to consider themselves exeapt from the lav, Sipnce no
examination of convention activities would be complete without these

groupa, several msthods of dats collection were considsred as waya
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to secure such representatives within the sample population. Among
the altarnatives were:

1, send questionnaires to all the organizations who registered
for the convention, plus all those testifying at the 1966 Temporary
Commission Hearings, and/or hearings related to specific topics since
government lobbyists appeared at these forums in response to the
invitations;

2. send questionnaires to those testifying at the hsarings
mantioned above and supplement thesge data by interviewing all those
regietered for the constitutional convention;

3. eliminate the questionnaire and do only interviewe with
one representative of each of the groups registered for the conven-
tion, plus a selected list Of pewsmen and delegates, and a few un-
registered lobbylste who were known to be important participants in
the convention decision-mmking process on certaln f{ssues,

The idea of using a questionnaire was discarded for two
reasons: the probable number of returns which could be expected was
too small to Justify the expense; and & questionnaire, pretested
on some lobbyists, proved to be too long and complex for general
distribution.

The final choice of an interviewv population represents a
modification of alternative three listed sbove. Interviews were
sought with one representative of every group listed on the consti-
tutional convention registration dockst, plus twelve representatives
of non-registered governmental groups or groups interested in the

issue of aid to parochial achools,?? These latter lobbyists wvere
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recommended by other representatives or were selected after research
on the subject.

The population sctually interviewed consisted of ninety-one
representatives, eighty men and eleven women.9? Seventy-nine of
them were registered as representatives of one hundred four of the
one hundred ten listed crganizations, ten represented non-regiatered
organizations, Seven lobbylsts were contacted but not interviewed,
One of theese men had died, one wvas snowed in, two declined to co-
operate on general grounds, and three refused because they claimad
that the trade associations they represent 414 nothing at the con-
vention sc they had no relevant knowledge.

Obviously any study of the role of perception must demon-
strate that certain actions were contingent on perceptions, and
that others noticed the existence of these interactione. To do
this by interviewing selected delegates and newsmen would have
added considerably to the time and expense of the study. For-
tunately it was not necessary to do an independent study since per-
mission was given to use some data already gathered for & Carnegle
Foundation study of the New York State convention which included
the delegates’' perceptions of the preseuce of interest groups in
the convention process.

The interviews for this study took place between September
1968 and February 1969, Respondents were contacted by telephone
in most casee, occasionally by letter first. Most of them will-
ingly egreed to be interviewed., The interviews were usually beld

in the respondent's office or nearby restaurants. The length ranged
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from an hour to three hours, with most averaging one and one-half
hours in length.

All except seven lobbylsts were interviewed by the writer.
The exceptions were men who lived in Buffalo, Rochester and Syra-
cuse and were interviewed by politically knowledgeable assistants
of the suthor who lived in those cities, During the interviews
most of ths respondents were gsympathetic, cooperative and cendid,
Perhaps a fev gossipy tales were withheld, but there was no general
lmpression of attempts to distort informmtion,

The original interview was designed to cover information
on the personal characteristics, background and technique of lobby-
ists; their perceptions of the cenvention process and their con-
vention activities; and thelr evaluations of thelr group's success.
The interview was 80 long when preteated that approximately one-
third of the questions, primarily those related to the lobbyist's
personal background, were éliminated,

Respondents were asked to answer nineteean questions de-
slgned to examine their perceptions of two closely related, but
not identical, environmental gituations; the convention etage,
per se, as compared with a regular New York State legislative
session, and the attributes of the total four stage constitutional
convention revision cycle.

In controlled laboratory teste of perception there is
usually an obJjective standard against vhich the individual's per-
ception can be measured. In the political world, wvhen confronted
with non-experimental data, this is unfortunately impossible. In-

stead, each lobbylst's perceptions are compared with those of
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other lobbylsts, and contrasted with a composite picture of the
surroundings drawn from journalistic accounts, histories of New
York State, other analytical writings, and my own observations as an
interest group lobbyiat for several months and member of the Board
of Directors of the League of Women Yoters of the State of New York
during the 1967 constitutional convention and ratificstion stages.

Various kinds of questions were used in the interview in-
cluding dichotonomous questiops, ranking of items, muiltiple choice
scales and open-ended questions, Often a three or rive point scale
answver was followed by an open-ended question to provide a fuller
explanation. On some of these open-ended questione respondents
were agked a chacklist series of amplifying questions to preclude
the poesibility of answer bilas Bince the interviews were held &
year after the convention cycle ended,

Respondents were also asked to complete four forms: a self-
evaluation of lobbying techniques, an evaluation of attitudinal
differences among the convention delegates with respect to a se-
lected issue, an estimate of the Aifficulty in securing passage of
certain general {ypes of issuss, and & checklist of the number of
topice their group wvas interested in at the constitutional convention
stage and thelr intensity of interest in each topic.

Questions 1, 2, 3 and 5 of the interview schedule furnished
necessary census type data concerning the size and type of organi-
zation apnd tbhe respondent’s position in the organizational hierarchy.
Questions 4, 10 and 15 were concerned with the occupation of lobby-

ing: how the respondent viewed it eand the techniques he used when
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lobbying. Question 6 examined the group's interests at the con-
vention. Questions 7 and 8 were the major perceptusl questions,
later elaborated on in the context of a specific group interest

in Questions 12, 13 and l4. The group's over-all constitutional
revision cycle participetion and their activities within each stage
both in general and in terme of a specific selacted convention issue
were discussed in Questions 9, 11, 16 and 17. The interview ended
with tvo questions on the lobbylst's perceptions of his own group's
convention success record and the success of other orgnniutions.gl‘

To ascertain the nature of their perceptions of theilr work-
ing environments, respondents wvere agked to make various comparisons
between the constitutional revision cycle and the regular New York
State legislative cycle, Interview schedule questions weve designed
to define the lobbylsts' view of similarities and dissimilarities
in the two processes, and to evaluate the relsative influence of key
leadership and structural factors affecting lawv-making.

In order to examine the relationship between perceptions,
environment and actual group behavicor it was necessary to focus on
the decision-making details of specific issues. This seemsd the
best way to bring out the particulars of lobbying and at the same
time kesep the materisl within manageable research bounds, Three
sub jects were originally chosen because they typified different
varieties of convention subjects. The three were selection of
Judges, a party patronage issue; the Biaine Amendment an example of
a broad public policy; and the ban on taxation of intangible per-

sonal property, illustrative of pressure group issues.9%
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During the interview and coding stages other issues vere
added as material from corganization files became avallable, Thess
issues were court consolidation, the “"forever wild" conservation
poiicy, d4ropping the religicus reguiremsnt in the adoption of chil-
dren procedure, free higher education, clvil service protections,
and the removal of restrictions of state gifts and loans. None
of the lssues examined will be discussed in the depth accorded
usual interest group action studies. Rather, examples will be
uged to provide descriptive augmentation of the statistical conclu=-
eions.

Both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered in
these interviews. As much of this material ms possible was coded
for computer use. Cross-tabulations were made using the CREE RS
computer pn::-.s;:r-am.96 There i8 rarely a one to one relationship in
any comparison of perceptual responses and overt behavior. Dis-
crepancies reflect a multitude of factors including faulty wemcry,
misleading questions, later rationalizations, misconceptions, or
actual differences of opinion, In some cases examination of pub-
lished and file materials revealed facts not remembered in a lobby-
ist's testimony. For example, many lobbyists said their groups
d1d nothing during ratification wvhen in fact research disclosed
neutral-informational activities, The lobbylst probably meant that
be did nothing personally, or alternatively, that his group advocated
no position. Occasionally two lobbyists for the same organization
disagreed as to their group's level of involvement or form of ac-

tivity. Such differences are the exception rather than the rule,
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but where they occur they will be noted.

Chapters II and III analyze the factual situation and the
lobbyist's perceptions of the convention and legislative process.
Chapters IV, V and VI examine the relationship of group goalse and
resource iimitations to lobbying strategy and tactics. Chapter
VII analyzes the iobbyist's perceptions of success and conditions

influencing its attainment, Chapter VIII contains the conclusions.
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Chapter II

A COMPARIBON OF THE NEW YORK STATE LEGISLATURE
AND THE NEW YORK STATE CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION
The atmosphere of both "pertisan politics” and "above poll-

tics” attitudees which surrounded the 1967 New York State Constitu-
tional Convention was evident during the opening day calendar of
events, Noble exhortations by Chief Justice Earl Warren, Francis
Cardinal Spellman and Senators Robert Kennedy and Jacob Javits were
sandwiched between & “lox and bagel” breakfast in the Assembly Par-
lor and Convention President Anthony Travia's champagne party at the
Washington Avenus Aarmory. The extraordinary flavor was caught by

the Bev York Times reporter in his lead sentence on these opening

day festivities.

The Democrat controlled coovention opened 1in a

flower lined Assembly Chamber amid an atmosphere

of bipartisan pledges of high purpose and s warn-

ing by Governor Rockefellar against the intrusion

of "pressure groups” into the convention's affairs.l

The state's legislative leaders were ensconsed in conven-
tion leadership seats, the riles were a modified version of Assembly
rules, but if this wvas just a summer legislative seossion vhy wvas
the Govermor warning of pernicious interest group influence? Per-
haps the convention was supposed to be an alternative to the legie-
lative process which would modernize Nev York State's government?
Or was the convention a bit of both--an amalgam of legislative

practices and modernization purposes? The answers matter, because



they affect the working relationships within the decision-making
process, which in tum, affect the content of decilslons.

Complex social systems require institutions capable
of establishing and maintaining the legal order,
crystallizing and settling conflict, determining
priorities, granting legitimacy to policles, and
adapting existing rules of society to new conditions.®

Both the legislature and the constitutional convention revision cycle
are governmental subsystems which perform these functions. The
conpvention and legislative cycles co-exist as parallel ways of in-
creasing support for the general politicel system through the
resolution of specific problems. Beoth are collegial decision-
making forume which use techniques of deliberation and concilia=-
tion to wollify social factions.

Yet, "In powers, as well as in form, constitutional conven-
tions differ from state legislatures.''3

The convention is universally unicameral, the legisla-
ture is almogt universally bicameral. Otherwise the
tvo bodies are [procedurslly] similar. Each chooses
its own officers and prescribes its rules of procedure,
The powers of the convention relate to a single ob-
Jective, tha framing and submission to the people of

a new Constitution . . . The legislature's povers re-
late to general purposes of government. The conven-
tion in no way supercedes or suspsnds the operatjon

of any of the regular organs of government . . .[Any
changes the convention proposes)] go into effect only
vhen approved by the people. Constitutional conven-
tions do not meet, as do legislatures, at stated times;
oor do they serve for a fixed term ., . . They convene
for a epecial task and vhen this is accomplished they
adjourn sins die. Even if a new constitution were
deemsd necessary soon after, the old convention would
not serve.

Beither a convention nor a legislature 18 isolated from
other institutions and influences which affect the general governing

system. Consequently, in order to understand any particular
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convention or legislative subsystem it must be placed in the context
of ite larger political aystenm. Accordingly, this chapter will
sketch descriptione of the two New York State political processes
and then examine the charecteristice of the two cycles which par-

ticularly affect the way in which interest group lcbbyists operate.

New York State Politice

A major determinant in the development of New York State's
political system 18 the City of New York. The City occuples a land
ares of only three hundred fourteen gsquare miles but within ite
boundaries is concentrated a wealth of economic, political and cul-
tural resources. Until the decade of the '60s New York City con-
tained slightly more than half the state's population creating up-
state fears of the possibility of bilg city domination. By 1967,
New York City's percentagae of the total state population had slipped
to approximately L4% but the fear lingers on since the city still
represents the largest concentration of population in the state.’

The balance betwaen New York City and the rest of the state
is accentuated by a partisan divieion along geographic lines. In
1966, of the 3.6 million enrolled Democrate in the state, 2.2 million
lived in New York City; conversely, of the 2.7 million enrolled
Republicans in Bew York State, 2.2 million lived outside New York

city.6

The location of the Liberal Party, geographically centerea
in New York and philosophically linked to the Democratic Party, is
reflected in their geographical enrollment pattern, Seaventy per-

cent of the 88,000 enrclled Liberal Party members are New York City
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residente. The Conservative Party, although linked with the Re-
publican Party, is the only one of the four major political pearties
to be mlmort evenly split between New York City and the rest of
the state, Of the 54,027 enrolled Conservatives, 27,229 lived in
New York City and 26,802 1ived outside New York City.

By most social and economic indices the non-New York City
population is similar in character to other urban states, except
in the nature of its party affiliation.

In {ts metropolitan character, in its Catholicisam,

in the predominance ¢of thoese nationalities brought

in by the later immigrations, upstate New York

ranks as bhigh or higher than these other states.’
The main difference, the predominant Republican affiliation of up-
state New York, is rooted in New York Gtate history; in a legacy
of fear and hostility toward New York City as & city of immigrants,
city of Tammany Hall bossiem, city of overpopulated lluns.e

This is not to say that the Democratic party does not ex-
ist upstate. Cities msuch as Albany and Buffalo have more enrcolled
Democrats than Republicans; in many other areas the Democrats can
rfill municipal offices and win gubermatorial pluralities while los-
ing national elections. Indeed, in the 1960 presidential elections
the Democrats polled slightly more votes cutside New York Clity than
within, and the pattern has continued in more recent statewide and
national elections.”

Nev York State politics is also county politics since county

chairwen are pivotal figures in the distribution of patronage and

the selection of candidates. Within the Democratic party, the power



57

of the county chairmen and New York City district leaders coupled

with ideological differences and the absence of a clty-wide party
organization has Balkanized party strength, Reformers have become

a permanent faction within the Democratic party; often party power

i{e vitiated in intra-party contests between "reformers” and "regulars.”
Finally, WNew York State politics is ethnic politics, Statewide and

New York City slates usually have representatives of each major re-

ligion and ethnic bloc of voters. 10

Kew York State legislature

It has been said that since Newv York City tends to produce
Democratic majorities and upstate to produce Republican majorities,
"the election outcome is determined by which margin 1is lnrger";ll
except in state legislative elections. Prior to the 146L Supreme
Court decision which invalidated New York State's apportionment
prov1310n312 the New York State legislature was "constitutionally
Republican.” Constitutional requirements mandating one representa-
tive from every county, limiting the number of representatives from
any two adjoining counties, specifying the number of legislative
seats, and computing population figures on the basis of a two-step
formula, kept Bew York City and the Democratic party underrepresented
in Albany,

Then in 1964 (before the Court's edict could be implemented)
state Democratic candidates rode President Johnson's coattails to

victory and gained control of both houses for the first time in

thirty years. Attempts to create apportionment formulas which would
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meat all constitutional and partisan specifications led to atate
legislative elections again in 1965, and 1366 in which the Demo-
crate kept contrul of only the Assembly (the lower house), and
the Republicans regeined control of the Senate {(upper house).

In most two-party states “"the legislature is organized and
its leaders and committees selected along party lines."13  New
York State 1is no exception.

The legislature of the state poscesses a party dis-

cipline far superior to that found either in the

United States Congress or in all but a few state

capitols. Almost all major issues are determined

by party-line votes; when dissenting votes are cast

by party members, they are ordinarily cast by per-

mission of the party leaders. Consequently, the

process of legislation consiests of a proceas of ne-

gotiation among the legislative leaders of the two

houses and the Govermor.l
Consequently, until the last five years, Democratic decision-making
influence has been primarily negative since sany positive action re-
quired Republican acquiescence,

The legislature itself, the institution at the center of
the legislative system, is a Dicameral body with one hundred rifty
members in the Assembly and fifty-seven Senators. It has wmet an-
nually in Albany since 1797.15 The legislature convenss on the
first Monday after the first Wednesday in January, and adjourns on
a mutually agreed upon date--usually as soon as possible after
adoption of the state budget. Since the state fiscal year begins
April lst, sdjournment is usually by mid-May, although in recent
years budget hassles have kept the legislature in session until
June, During the first tvo months of each session the legislature

usually meets only on Monday and Tueesday. Puring the last week
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Members of both houses are elected in odd-year electicns
for two year tems.l6 To be a legisiator is technically a part-
time occupation, but they pay themselves $15,000 per year plus a
$3,000 expense allowance {called a "lulu”). Most legislators
serve for two or three terms, generally moving on to adminlstrative
or judicial poets or going back to a private law practice, How-
ever, the legislative leaders are usually career legislators, For
example, Assembly Speaker Travia was first elected in 194k, Senate
President Earl Brydges in 1948, Assembly Majority Leader Moses Wein-
stein in 1958, and Assembly Minority leader (in 1967) Perry Duryes,
Jr., in 1960,

The Kew York Ltate legislature has better professional and
administrative services than most other states.l’ All members have
office facilities including a desk, telephone and share in the sec-
retarial pool. Regearch assistance is available from the legislia-
tive reference library, the office of legislative research and the

bill drafting commission. The Legislative Record and Index provides

a dally record of bills introduced and subsequent action on them.
A dally Journal of official actions such ss motiocns, votes, etc,,
is kept by each House, but no verbatim transcript of the debates
is avallable for the public.
The central fect of importance about the working of the New

York State legislature is the dominant role of the leadership.

legislative organization is the apparatus of leader-
ship. . . . There is an inherent contradiction betwveen
party and committee leadership. . . . Where perty lead-
ership is strong the committees are either veak or
simply agents of the leadership.l8
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Consequently, wvhile the congressional cosmittee system is dupli-
cated in form, it is different in eubstance. All bills must pass
through committees to securs passage but the key decisions affect-
ing their fate are made in the leadership councila,

The New York Etate Senate has thirty-one standing committeesl®
with seven to twenty-seven members each; the Assembly has thirty-
eight committees with fifteen to twenty-four members each. Every
Senator is on apprroximately six committees, each Assemblyman on
four, Members and chairmen are appointed by the majority party
leaders on the basis of seniority, experience, special knovledge
and party service. The quality of committee work is impaired by
poor member attendance at any one committee since members are on so
many, and the plethora of bills which inundate the major committees.<C

Usually 11,000 to 13,000 bills are introcduced per session.
While half are "‘companion bille,” introduced to expedite action in
the other housa, and others are duplicate billls each put in by a
different representative, there still remains a superabundance of

specialized bills which clog the procesa.21

Generally these are
matters affecting only one locality, or bills introduced by an in-
dividual legislator st the behest of apecific groups in his dis-
trict. The former are the consequence of constitutional limita-
tions on localities' governing powers; the latter result from
legislators’' desires to gain credit at home for bills that they
know wil]l die in committee,

Bills are assigned to subject matter committees by the lead-

ership, often a matter of discretion since many committees have
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overlapping Jjurisdictions. From there, bills must pass the regu-
lar procedural checkpoints: committee report, floor discussion, vote,
resolution of inter-house differences, gubernatorial action. In
Congress this process provides myrisd acceas points which "sfford
diverse segments of the politicel community an effective opportunity
to regieter objections and to mold policy."22 However, in New York
State the contrary is true,

Legislative committees and their chairmen »~njoy

much less freedom of action than their congression-

al counterparts, Political management by an in-

formaal conference of legislative leaders determines

the content of major bills, not the individual com-

mjittees operating independently.<3
This means that lines of access are "integrated rather than 4iffused."“24

The legislative leadership conslsts of the Temporary President
of the Senate (who is also the Senate Majority Leader), Assembly
Speaker, Assembly Majority Leader, Asgembly and Senate Minority
Leaders, and the Chairmen of the Senate Finance and Assembly Ways
and Means Committees. The first two positions are the most powver-
ful since

They set the Lagislature's daily agends, the time

and length of its meetings; they decide on the com-

position of its committees and on the bills that

will be moved up for action,2%

The Rules Committee ig the committee of the leadership which
protects majority party interests sand enhencez tie leaders’ control.
The Rules Comnittee's power reflects itas influence over the substance
and flow of legislation, Individusl Assemblymen can introduce an
unlimited number of bills only until the first Tuesday in February

{usually & week later in the Senate). Thereafter, it is done by
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Rules or by unanimous consent of the House. This metans that
after mid-February renk and file Jegislators are on tha periphery
of the action.26

Similarly, Assembly committees are relegated to the side-
lines before the real decision-making begins near the end of the
session. On a date pet by the Speaker all committess must submit
final reports on all bills, the “"live” bills then go to the floor
or to Rules.?’ The comtrol this gives the Rules Committee is im-
plicit in the data for the 1966 session shovwing that 53% of the
total bills introduced in the Assembly were handled through Rules.

The Rules Committees also control the flow of legislation
to the floor for action. Kinety percent of all legislation and
probably 95% of all major legislation is passed in the last wveek
of each session, The legislative rules specify that & bill must
bes on each legislator's desk in final wvritten form three days prior
to passage. Exemptions may be made i{f the Governor sends a "mes-
sage of necessity” on a b111.28  Originally this technique was en-
visioned as & rarely applied emergency measure, but today it is used
regularly for major legislation such as the mass transit, Condon-
Wadlin, apnd lottery bille during the 1967 sessicn, or to make tech-
nical changes in legislation.

The vote on most major legislation and pet projects is held
in abeyance until bargaining on the budget is completed. Quiet dis-
cusslon begins with closed session executive hearings on budget pro-
visions and continues throughout the session. During the closing

days of the 1967 legislature the "leadership triumvirate spent much



63

of the final forty-eight hours in private mesetings to adjust dif-
ferences. "2

In the world of legislative pelitics things never

Just happen--the interests of a dozen legislators

are considered and some are supported, others op-

posed. Each action sets up a reaction. Figures

who are opposed, if they have power, must be mol-

lified. Those supportad must in time repay the

favor. 30
Thus the compromises are package deals. As one legilslator said
in the cloeing days of the 1967 session, "We reach agreement on all
or we pass none, "3l

In the years when Republicans controlled the three top bar-
gaining positions--the leaders of each House and the Governocrship--
public differences of opinion were rare, This has bheen less true
with the split legislature of recent years, Unfortunately, the
system itself is not geared for bipartisan control since differ-
ences are worked out informally rather than through the congression-
al type conference techniques provided in the rules.

The legislative leaders' powers in these policy delibera-
tions reflect their control over party votes. The Assembly Speaker
is

one of the most powerful men in the State, As
Speaker, he can control legislation affecting every-
thing from Long Island potato bugs to methods of
selecting a Governor. Ha oversees the dispensing
of thousands of dollars in public Jjobs. He can
slice millions from a . . . state budget. He can
send & fresiman legislator home in disgrace by re-
fusing to paas a pet bill. e can sembarrass the
Governor by blocking s major program.3?

Each party usually holds weekly conferences to discuss important

legislation--hov it wilil be handled, its significance to the party,
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ite bargaining power. If the issue is not of vital importance and
a legislator wishes to oppose it, he says s0o and ils granted permis-
sion, However, on important matters the party caucuses. Decisions
reached 1in caucus are considered binding and broken only at consider-
able polltical risk.3J

The caucus sanction is not necessary in most cases because
party line voting ie more a matter of habit and custom than fear of
the wvhip.

a legislative body . . . is a social system in the

sense that it is characterized by widely shared stand-

ards of proper conduct, or norms; that each position

in the legislative structure has associated with ite

expectations about the behavior of the men who occupy
these positions. . . .
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The legislator becomes accustomed to the party as s
reference group. 3l

Thus the caucus ies used primarily to reinforce the already present
nporm of conformity.

The Governor is an important member of the bargaining tri-
unvirate,3% The Govermor can exert influence through his budget,
his legislative program, his veto power and his partisan power base,
He can usually get the legislation he wants because "the coupling
of gubernatorial prestige with patronage control over the party or-
ganization 1s ordinarily unbestabla. "36 Assemblyman Albert
Blumenthal illustrated the Governor's power in commenting on Governor
Rockefeller’s role in passage of the 1970 abortion reform bill.

The Governor said he supported my bills, but he

didn’'t mean it, It was an act, Behind the

scenes, where it counted, he didn't help. And

he controls those Republicans in the legislature,

Everytime he really wants something, he ts 1t.
He's so damn cynicel. [original emphasis )37
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In summary, the New York State legislature is a continuing
institution in which similar topics are introduced yearly and the
decision-making procedures reflect the partisan competition in the

state through a system of centralized leadership and party control.

Mew York State Constitutional Convention

The constitutional convention revision system is immediately
distinguishable from a legielative system by its lack of institu-
tionalization. A convention usually occurs only once every thirty
years so for each political generation it is a pnevw, unique experience.
A constitutional convention may be defined as

a method for expediting, refining and confirming

constitutional develiopmente which have been going

on in the minds and often in the customs of the

commmity for years. . . . The normal function of

constituticnal revision is to harmonize a written

constitution with essential tendencies of ghe pre-

vailing order, not to create a pnew order.3

There are other methods for effecting constitutional change
such as legislative amendments, either with or without the sasist-
ance of a constitutional revision commission, or the constitutional
initiative process; but both of these are usually used for piecemeal
amendments. By contrast, the convention, historically, has been
considered the most efficaciocus means for complete constitutional
revision, It is sassumed that the convention will be able to con-
centrate solely on the constitutional problems and emerge with ra-
tional solutions,39

Because the function of a convention sets it apart from ex-

isting governmental institutions a mythology developed which explained

a convention 1n nonpolitical, idealized terms.
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Mythologically, it [the convention] is the personi-
fication of the sovereign people assembled for the
discharge of the sclemn duty of framing their funda-
mental law. It is supposed to be above politics
and to have no peers among governmental ag!nciea.ho

Since conventions are the "fixed embodiment of superior '1.d0l,“hl
it follows naturally that its members are wieer than leglslators,
and its issues are settled on thelr merit through deliberate intel-
lectual debate. However, in actumlity,

A constitutional convention . . . 18 an institution

which is in and of the politics of democracy, sub-

Ject to those 1lles that democratic fleah is heir to.

It does not operate in vacuo, but is rather a func-

tion of the problems and institutions of its time.“?
It 1s & political body created to amend & political document which
eets the rules that govern the game of politices.

In no soclety do people ever enter a political con-

test equally; the effect of the constitutional rules

ise to preserve, add to, or subtrect from the advan-

tages or Eandicapa with which they [groups] start

the race.%3

The New York Btate Constitution has been characterized as
"a haphazard mix of the Decalogue and a sunicipal sanitary code . "4b
In 1958 the Inter-Law School Committee on Simplification of the
Constitution analyzed the historical, legal and practical aspects
of fifty-four sections of the Constitution.h% They concluded that
only thirteen of them involved important policy choices, an sddi-
tional eighteen should be retained and revritten, end twventy-thres
sections should be eliminated. Dissatisfaction with the state's
constitutional text has increased as the state's abllity to provide
desired services has decreased,. At the opening of the 1967 conven-

tion, Governor Rockefeller voiced the common sentiment that the Nev
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York State Constitution "serves not ss a blueprint for effective
government, but as @ waze of frustration. "46

In order to revise this Constitution voters must either ap-~
prove an amendment passed by two separstely electled legislatures or
ratify the recommendations of a constitutional convention. Indeed,
the Constitution requires that voters have the option of a conven-~
tion every twenty years, at wvhich time the question of calling a
convention must appear on the ballot. Statistically speaking, the
legislative amendment method is preferred; over one hundred seventy-
five amendments have been passed since 1894; fourteen of the nine-
teen Articles in the Constitution have been altered in the last
decade 47

Between 1777 and 1967 New York State has had nine constitu-
tional conventions.*® Of the three held in the twentieth century,
only the 1938 one was partially successful. The 1915 convention
proposed thirty-three changes, submitted to the electorate in the
form of five separate amendmesnts. Ite most significant reforms
were designed to reorganize the executive branch by consclidation
of agencies, adoption of an executive budget system, etc, All
their proposals were defeated by a coalition of upstate Republicans,
who felt a strong exscutive would be too autocratic; New York City
Democrats opposed to continuation of the 1894 apportionment formulas;
and labor unicns that had been uneable to write a "labor bill of
rights” into the proposed comstitution.

The 1938 convention was called by s margin of only 223, 354

vot.ea.hg During its five monthe of existence the delegates
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considered six hundred ninety-four proposals, reported seventy-six
out of committee, adopted fifty-eight of these and grouped them
into nine amendments for submission to the voters. 81x of the
propoeals were adopted, three were not; the latter dealt with re-
apporticneent, Jjudicial reform and proportional representation.

In discussing the politics of the 1938 convention, O'Rourke
and Campbell said it operated like a legislature although the role
of the leaderahip was weaker in the convention, the occupational
interegts of the delegates Aifferent than that of legislators, and
the role of interest groups more important in the convention policy~-
mmking process.

in form, substance and spirit the convention could

easily have passed for its technically inferior

sister, the jegislature. The convention wvas or-

ganized by the majority party. Key party and legis-

lative officials manned its committees and acted as

floor leaders.

Patronage wag dispensed according to principles well-

established by legislative practice. The very rules

of convention procedure were taken over bodily from

the New York Senate. Weeks of ilnactivity during

the first twvo months. . . ., sharply contrast with the

last three weeks vhen a flood proposals was speedily

disposed of amid scenes of confusion, . . .

In both the convention and the legislature, party

politics and pressure groups, mixed in varying quanti-

ties, constituted the primary forces guiding delibera-

tions and producing concrete results,

The similarity was substantially marred only by three

notable differences. The convention vas a unicameral

body; its leadership was less potent; and it was le-
gally unlimited as to subject matter, 50

Ap required by the New York State Constitution, the question
of calling a convention was placed on the ballot in 1957, twenty

years after the 1938 convention, but it lost by 129,495 votes. The
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question appeared on the ballot again in 1965 at the initiative of
the first Democratic controlled legislature in thirty years, In
both 1957 and 1965 the sttitude of the political parties was influ-
enced by their calculations of relative advantage. The Republicans
supported neither call since they feared either convention would be
controlled by the Democrats who would wipe out the Republicans' ap-
portionment advantages.®l Even though the constitutional apportion-
ment formula had to be revised anyway in 1969, the Republicans felt
they would have more say if the legieslature did the rewriting. In
both 1957 and 196% Democrats supported the convention call because
it seemed to their advantage.

While party attitudes remained constant in both years, the
political situation and the political atmosphere had changed. The
difference between the results of 1957 and 1965 lay in the margin
of Bew York City voters who favored the referendum,

Virtually every major amendment passed upon 1in

popular referendum has produced the same kind of

division found within a partisan election: an

affirmative vote in the city has been balanced

against & negative majority outside the city with

victory resulting from the larger mrgin.52
In both 1957 and 1965 only about 50 of the voters in the general
election voted on the referendum at all, In both 1957 and 1965 1t
was defeated in every upstate county. In 1965 the New York City
majority of 213,007 carriesd the vote.,’J The primmry reasons were
the general political climate and the specific contents of the 1965
ballot.

Both 1957 and 1965 were off-year, low-interest election

years, except for interest aroused by John Lindsay's 1965 Mayorelty
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bid in New York City. New York City voter interest meant that pro-
pertionately more voters turned cut for the New York City election
than upetate. Once the voters were at the peolls they had to be
motivated to vote affirmamtively to call s convention. The apportion=-
ment controversies, which were front page news in 1965, plus the

1964 Republican legislature's passage of 8 statewide sales tax which
raised the Newv York City tax to % created city dissatisfaction

with a Republican state government that eeemed to act against city
interests.

Civic organizationg in favor of the convention process con=-
ducted an advertising campalgn which personalized these general
grievances for the voters and equated the solution with the change
to modernize state government through & convention. In addition,
the convention method was contrasted with the inasdequacies of the
plecemssl amendment procese ag exemplified by the eleven amdnemants
on the 1965 ballot."d

Convention delegate candidates were selected according to
normal pertisen procedures to run in the 1966 election. Since the
prohibition againet holding two public offices simultaneocusly does
not apply to convention delegptes,5q many current legislators, county
officers and judges ran as candidates for delegate. Gubernatorial
politics dominated the election season, and convention candidates
recejved little publicity except in connection with the issue of
aid to parochial schoocls, and the use of paper ballots to select
the delegates at large."®

One hurdred eighty-six convention delegates were elected,
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three from each state senatorial district and fifteen delegates at
large, There were ninety~eight Democrats, eighty=-four Republicans,
three Liberals and one Conservative Party member.”7  Forty-seven
of the delegates had minor party endorsement; twelve needed this
endorsement to win. The moet vieible example of the influence of
the minor party affiliation was in the compoeition of the dalegate
at large bloc where the two Republican-Conservatives polled more
votes than the two Republican-Liberals, causing Senator Javits to
suffer his first electoral defeat."8

As in 1938, the elected delegates were a "'‘normal ' croes-
section of the political lesdership in New York.""?  All except 10t
of the delegste body had held public and/or party office.60 Sev-
enty delegates were currently drawing mnother public paycheck. The
range of political affiliaticns and experience covered the gamut of
possibilities. For example, among the delegates were three state
administration officials, twenty-one judges, two cougressmen, forty-
five legislators, ten mayors, ten county executives, twelve diptrict
attorneys or assistant district attorneys, and forty=-five party
leaders.

In socico-economic tems,6l the majority of delegates were
middle-aged, white, well-educated males with white collar occupations.
One hundred twenty-eight were lawyers, six were college professors,
approximately thirty-five were businessmen and four were labor
leaders. There were ten wvomsn and sixteen nonwhites. The average
age Oof the delegates vas approximately ten years older than their

legislative counterparts, and more delegates had graduate and pro-
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fessional training. Delegates were paid the current legislative
salary of $15,000.

The convention convened April 4, 1967, in the Assembly
Chamber hastily vacated forty-eight hours earlier by the legislators,
and adjourned eine die at 10:50 p.m. on September 26, 1967, the con-
stitutionally mandated deadline 1f their work was to be placed be-
fore the voters in the November elections. The convention met in
plenary session a total of fifty-nine days, incressing the frequency
of meetings from & low of four in April to eighteen in September.
Since only one Article was finished by September 11th and only five
were in final form by September 22nr:1,,€’2 the convention was forced
to meet 1n almost continuous sessions during the last nine days.

One thousand four hundred five propositions (the equivalent
of legislative billls) were introduced, the last eight being intro-
duced for individuale by the Rules Committee on Seplember 20th.

Only sixty~five of the propeositions were advanced to third reading
and submitted to the Committee on Style and Arrangement. These
sixty-five were synthesized, amalgamated and consolidated into six-
teen final propositions which formed the proposed constitutional
text,

The convention was organized along party lines as in the
legislature with seating on either side of the aisle, and committee
and patronage ratios reflecting party streagth. The Rules were
formilated by a Democratic Party Committee early in 1967 and accepted
by both parties in caucuses held a week before the convention began.
Previous conventions usually adapted rules from the state Senate i(n
order to inoclude the more informal debating stmosphere of the Cowm-

mittee of the Whole, but Convention President Anthony Travia wanted
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to use Assembly Rules which vest predominant power in the preseiding
officer. Explaining his position, he said,

I think the organization [of the convention] ought

t0o be Democratic--with & capital D basis, . . . I

think 1t'e very important to have strong leader-

ship., . . . As soOn as you start difguling the

power, you have a real free-for-all,b3

The Assembly-based Rules were adopted, giving President
Travia the power to appoint all leadership positions, make committee
asaignments, name employees--their duties and salaries, certify
representatives of news media, cast a tie vote vhen necessary, as-
eign propositions to committees, chair the Rules Coamittee, and be
oax officio member of all committees, control the flow of floor de-
bate and the order of speakers. The Rules Committee was also given
the powers of its Assembly counterpart, wvhich meant it could act on
subgtantive matters, introduce resclutions, and after August lith
would supplant all other committses.

Provision was made for a daily Journal and verbatim stenc-
graphic transcripts of floor debate, both of which would be avail-
able to the public., Public committee hearings were only "permitted”
nct mandated, and no provision was made 1o assure that all committes
meetings would be public and open as was done at the Michigan conven-
tion. Lobbylets were required to register under a law adapted
from the regular registration section of the Legislative Lav.6l'

"Ag in & sport or other organired mctivity, it is essential
to know the 'rules of the game.'"©5 At the convention the timetable

was designed to secure adjournment by September 26th, so the propos-

als could be submitted to the electorate in November. Therefore,
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no proposition could be introduced by a delegate after June let
(later extended to June 30th). Until August 8th all propositions
were referred to subject matter committees, after the deadline
they went directly to the Rules Committee, All final committee re-
ports were due August lith, after which time all activity moved
through Rules.

The procedure for passing propositions invol ved ten steps:

1. introduction of the proposal.

?. referral of proposition to committee(s). Propositions
given a number at this time, amendments noted by glving
sequential letters. This process was ''the first read-
ing” of the proposition.

3. committee deliberation.

k., committee report to the convention, on "the order of
second reading.” Committees could kill the proposition,
report favorably, unfavorably, with no recommendation,
amanded with or without recommendation.

5., convention deliberations on the spubstance and intent
of the proposition. Propositions taken in calendar
order, Debate at this time limited to four hours per
proposition, each delegate speaking for fifteen minutes.
Amendments voted on prior to complete text,

6. convention vote, majority of all elected delegates re-
quired for passage. Approved propositions were "ad-
vanced to the order of third reading” and sent to the
Committee on Btyle and Arrangement.

7. referral to Committee on Style and Arrangement for
editing.

8. report by Committee on Style and Arrangement (CS8A) on
“the order of third reading.”

9. convention review on the substance and language of the
proposition,

10, final convention action, majority vote again needed for
passage. If amendments are made at this time the prop-
osltiogémtums to step 7 and begine the final sequence
again,

The convention rules incorporated neither the constitutional require-
ment that all legislative bills be in final printed form from at
least three calendar legislative days prior to final passage unless

a message of necessity is received from the Governor, nor Senate Rule
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24(5) which forbids amendments on the order of third reading. Since
the convention did not have these inhibitions many amendments were
voted on without any written text on member's desks,

In the legisliature each bill is voted on once, on third
reading, sc a bill must pass two votes to become a law, In the
convention, despite its unicamersal structure, a proposition wvas
voted on a minimum of two times, second and third reading, snd then
again, each time it came back from the Committee on Style and Ar-
rangement for "final floor action.”

Even though Assembly Rules permit floor amendment, it rarely
occurs; decisions made in committee are considered intact. However,
at the convention the most controversial bills were practically writ-
ten and rewritten during floor debate. The first modification
limited delegate participation to twice per 1ssue, then a further
limitation of one flve minute speech per issue was 1lposed.67

As in the legislature, the leadership controlled the conven-
tion, but their source of authority was different in each arena, In
the legislature, leadership power reflects party cohesiveness, vhere-
as at the convention the content of the rules and the ability of the
lesdership to mmnipulate the rules were necessary supplements to
party discipline.

President Anthony Travia explained in March that he felt
his discipline would be less automatic at the convention because he
had less money for patronage and less control over delegates' careers.

I wvon't be able to demand or get the discipline

I get in the Asseubly. Assemblymen have to be
concerned with their record, with getting bills
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passed, ec they can be re-elected, Convention
delegates don't have to worry about re-election

and that's going to make them more 1ndopandent.68

By August, the press was calling it Travia's convention.

For example, the Mamaroneck Daily Times, August 11, 1967, said

Travia

is running away with the State Constitutional Con-

vention. . . . He has mastered the "¢trong man’

role in the convention and figures to emerge from

the proceedings with heightened status 1in Democrat-

ic ranks. . . . Travia gradually hag takan the sams

firm grip on the convention reins that 2e has as-

sumed . . . as Speaker of the Assembly. 9
The Nation, in an editorisl on October 23, 1967, said Travia “ran the
convention with remarkable efficiency. What he really wanted he
wvae ables to get, . . .10 However, it was a personal power reflect-
ing his control of procedures in a unicamsral forum, rather than
strength based on sutomatic party line votes.

This is not to eay that party discipline did not exist; 1t
did, but in & lesas automatic and relisble form. There were geversl
reasons for this, First, the relationships between the leadership
and the rank and file wvare new and without the solid support pro-
vided by the traditions and norms in a legislative institution.
Also, many delegates had a personal prestige or independent politi-
cal power base which made them less dependent on the Convention
President for their political survival. Certainly they wanted
patronage favors, but there is a qualitative difference between a
summer job for one's son or free racing tickets, and & record on

which to seek re-election, Third, wost of the issues were not de-

cided by party vote, One staff member said only the apportionment
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to the voters were true party votes, The other issues split along
New York City/upetate, urban/rural, and liberal/conservative lines.

Travia worked through the committee chalirmen, ten of whom
were from Nev York City, five from his howme borough of Brooklyn.
Key decisions on content and timing of debates and propositions were
made in a "little Rules Committee" composed on the top Democratic
leadership and their key staff personnel.

Omni-present legal aides of Travia's bave a way of

turning up quietly at crucial committee meetings,

often Just happening to have on hand a draft of the

proposal the committee is laboring over. . . .

Travia agents belped hammer out the proposal for

repeal of , . . Blaipne. . . . They also persuaded

a committee to scrap 1its plan for lifting the pres-

ent constitution’s ban on taxing intangible personal

property. . . 71

During the convention, weekly seminars were held by each
party to discues gpecific constitutional topics. Travia said they
would provide

an opportunity to dlscuss ma jor issues which will

come before the convention. . . . They will pro-

vide an excellent opportunity for a frank exchange

of views among the delegates and will clarify for

all of us the issues on which we aust act, . . ./°
Travia had a personal interest in some issues such as maintenance
of the "forever wild" conservation provisions, free higher education,
state takeover of welfare, the spportionment commission, and of
course, submission of the constitution to the voters as one question,
For these issues he campaigned personally, yet he did not always win
a8 shown by his defeat on the issue of mandated free higher education.

During the last week of the convention, party caucuses were held



daily to hammer out & party consensus on the final text of the
Articles.

In summary, the convention procedural sequence was pat-
terned after the legislative Assembly'’'s Rules but the unicameral
nature of the conventiomn, the lack of certain sutomatic norms such
ne an absence of floor amendments, and the less obligatory pull of
party discipline created differences between the policy-making proc-

egs in legislative and convention sessions.

Convention and Legislature Differences of Importance to Groups

From the viewpoint of interest groups, certain features of
the over-all convention process are especially important since they
create new opportunities for action, alter the stakes of the game,
and re-define the relative advantages available to different kinds
of groups. These convention features include the form of conven-
tion accountability to the public, the substantive focus of & con-
vention, and the division of the constitutional c¢onvention revision
proceas into four separate, unique, non-recurring, sequential stages

for action.
Powers and Procedures

Theoretically a state legielature has the power to act in
any area not forbidden by state or federal constitutional provlsionu;73
but in practice, legielative matters tend to focus on specific detalls
of government. On the other hand, a convention is subject to the
functional limitation of & single purpose: constituticonal revision.w*

This means the range of convention subject matter is az broad as the
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range of constitutional problems suitable or recommended for consti-
tutional sclutions, and as narrow as the Constitutional itself, As
concretely explained by a lobbyist, "The convention is concerned
with governmental structure and pricrities. The legislative agenda
is 904 specific money matters such as taxes, exemptione, bonids and
debt limits,"”

The committee process, parliamentary procedures, and informal
norme governing behavior are all compromise techniques used by both
legislatures and conventions to dilute conflicts within the political
system of bargaining. However, the techniques work more effectively
in a legislature because it is a more flexible systenm.

In addition, the annual recurrance of the legislative forum
gives it the resource of time, Deci{sione can be postpcned, ideas
can eimmer, new ideas can pervolate through several pessions until
they gather sufficient support to be enacted into law, Statutes
can be modified whenever necessary. A statue "ordinarily represents
a temporary sccommodation between public and private groups. ' °
(Empbasis added.,) ‘Thue the relative fmpermanence of statutory law
combined with the permanence of the legislative institution permits
all degrees of equivocation.

In a convention the techniques are similar but less effective
because the characteristice of permanence and impermanence are re-
versed, The convention 1is a rare fleeting event, but its output
could last forever, A convention

is a "one-shot” game whose decisions will have con-

sequences far into a future difficult to assess in

terms of rough legislature calculus of advantage
and disadvantage, loss and gain. . . . Legislators
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can always cope with new majorities in the next

session, But whatever happens in state politi-

cal life, the politicians will have to live with

the framework the convention creates,’

The convention product is both more and less absolute as a
prize than a similar legislative decision would be, It 1is moTe
absolute in ite form: a written statement protected from reapid change
by the complexity of the constitutional amending process, Asm
Albany correspondent Dave Beetle said, "The convention playe for
kvm;:n.l;."'(7 It i less certain a prize as it emerges from conven-
tion deliberations since it must be rmatified by the electorate be-
fore it reachee constitutional security, A convention can only
recommend change; a legislature can effect it, subject only to
gubermatorial veto.78

The convention procedures and timetable for proposition pas-
sage were alsc variations of the legislative process. In both situ-
ations an outside deadline must be met: in the legislature the be-
glnning of the fiscal year, in the convention the constitutionally
required six weeks lapse between convention adjournment and voter
ratification. However, practically speaking the legislature has
more political leeway in adjusting to its deadline since it can Just
miss the April 1lst fiscal deadline sa in 1965 and 1968, or pay for
later program alterations in the supplemental budget, or postpone
plans until the following year.

The convention is constrained by the precedents of the 1915

and 1938 conventions and the probable coste of a second year!9 to

finish before the desdline for the first possible regular election
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at which voter ratification might occur. Thue from a practical
point of view the 1967 convention was limited to exactly one hundred
forty-four days. Furthermore, since the convention is an ad hoc
body, any iesues unresolved on September 26th are permanently deead.

The unicameral, ad hoc nature of the convention also cre-
ated important procedural differences for lobbylets, For example,
there were fewer opportunities to block a propeosition than a bill,
The practice of convention floor smendments meant that lobbylists
had to watch the proceedings carefully and often act on short no-
tice, This handicapped non-Albany representatives, and lobbyiste
who lacked the decision-making authority to respond without specific
Zroup instructions.

Lobbyists, accustomed to working the legislative scene where
partisan obedience 18 a conditioned response were unprepared for the
multipiicity of convention accese points, For example, the gynthe=
sizing role of committees in the formation of constitutional articles
gave them more influence than their legislative counterparts thus
creating a non-legialative level of access for some perceptive and
well-connected lobbylsts. The relative independence of many dele-
gates (incumbent legislators excepted) and the nonpartisan nature
of most toplce also facilitated diverse points of access.

Lobbyiets alsc faced a problem created by the total newness
0of the convention situation. The legislature, as an ongoing insti-
tution, has "time honored norms" which legislators and lobbylists
xnov and use;80 by contrast the convention "is & new game for which

few participants have sny backlog of experience and wvhich has few
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if any traditione which can be consulted for guidnnce."“l Lobby~
ists had to create new or different relationships with delegates
within a short period of time. Many lobbyiste lacked the time or

inclination to make such an enormous effort for a one-shot event.
Convention and Legislative Cycles

From an interest group'’s point of view one of the most im-
portant differences between the convention and legislative processes
is the cycle of activitlies. The legislative system is characterized
by a continuous alteration of two events: election of legielators
followed by two legislative sessions; then the cycle repeets. Legis-
lators can be held personally accountable for their activities.
Their predictable, recurring dependence on constlituencies for re-
election enables interest groups to form reciprocal relationships
with individual decision-msakers based on mutually met needs. Legis-
lative sessions permit groups to have continued access tc the decision-
makers in & familiar environment,

Those involved with the legislative institution . . .

because it is an ongoing institution have long be-

come habituated to perceiving the stake that they

have in its operation, and have long developed the

skills to affect that operation in g;ys favorable

to themselves and their objectives.

The convention cycle resembles Halley's comet, The comet
flashes by in a predetermined pattern once every few generations.

The convention, toc, comes approximately once a generation and con-
sists of four cumulative separate different stages of activity.

These stages are the call for a convention requiring voter ratifica-

tion of a ballot referendum, selection of convention delegates, the
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convention {tself which produces a revised document, and ratifice-
tion of this product by the voters. Since each of these stages is
non-recurring and independent of the others, groups can work at

the aetages best sulted to their mode of opsration, and try to can-
cel out opponents' earlier Buccesses at a later stage. In this
sense the only winnerse are those who triumph in stage four. How-
ever, the newneas of each stage means groups have to learn the

rules of the game as they play.
Public Expectations

Different citizen expectations attend the legislative and
convention processes,

Fact and fiction have conspired over the years to

destroy public confidence in state legislatures.

Yet, by some strenge magic, these sams factors

have glorified another popular aseembly beyond its

ipstitutional significance. Myth, legend and fic-

tion attribute to the constitutional convention all

the virtues of popular assemblies, leaving to its

institutional cousin& the state legislature, only

the dregs of virtue.®3
These expectations reflect different representational theories and
the accidente of history.

Leginlative prestige was originally tarnished by the late
nineteenth century image of "inept corrupt puppets manipulated by
powerful intereste.B% Since World War II the corruption image has
been superceded by one of incompetence based on the unresponsiveness
of rural dominated legislatures to expensive urbsn problems. By

contrast, history has wrapped the convention process in the reverence

associnted with the Constitution as a national sBymbol and the textbook
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interpretationes of the 1787 federal comnstitutional! convention as
a body of supermen, &ll wise and nonpolitical."85 Thus the con-
vention becomes the repository of the sovereign will of the people.

The pervasiveness of the "constitutionally pure” immge, even
among politically imowledgeable people, is suggested by this Associ-
ated Induetries explanation to their members of the need for conven=
tion participation;

A constitutional convention is unlike a legisla-

tive segelon. . . . This is one of the rare oOp-

portunities for the people to decide directly

for themselves about the fundamsntal law of our

State. ., . . The constitutional convention repre-

sents a once-in-a-life-time opportunity for leity-

zens ] to participate directly in the shaping of

government structure and policy.
Several of the ninety-one lobbyists interviewed said they had been
disappointed by the convention because it was "too political,” or
“a politically motivated mess,” or "a charade in which everybody
got everything eand no one got anything," or "plain politicians worked
there, not the statesmen I expected to work with.,” All these com-
ments imply thelir expectations of an apolitical intellectual forum

for constitutional revision
Repregentation

Those different normative expectations about the procedures
of conventions and legislatures are reinforced by the different repe
resentational theoriee applied to conventions and legislatures.
legislatures are supposed to represent publics, sections of the state,
constituencies; conventions are to represent the people as an in-

divisible sovereign Roussesulstic entity.
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The definition of the Constitution as a separate category
of law, superior to ordinary statute law, again leads to unreal de~
ductione ambout convention characteristics. The logic is that "fun-
damental law should be mede by the people, while statute law can be
made by representative legislaturee."8! This mesns that parlismen-
tary procedures designed to facllitate cowmpromise and permit the
sccege of different interests are seen as dysfunctional in the con-
text of a convention since the sovereign will is by definition in-
divisible.B8

The {dea of a convention as a single unit {s reinforced by
its impersonal form of accountability to the public. Individuals
are not personally re-elected, but the composite product of their
labor 1is offered to the public for acceptance, Thie i{s account-
ability in terms of an object. Accountabillity 1s then dehumanized
one step more by the mass electoral act of ratification which ob-
scures the individual in the concept of a voting majority. Thus,
the impersonal electora]l action on an impersonal product reinforces
the apolitical, philosopher-king image of a convention body.

On the other hand, a legislature is not accountable to the
public as an institution or through an institutional product.
Rather, individual legislators are accountable to thelir publicse
through the procees of periodic re-elactlon, It is assumed that
individual actors in the legislative process will each represent

parts of the whole,



The legislative system is a sysatem of interaction

in which individuals are expected to act for thelr

clienteles. The legislator represents a geo-

graphically designated group of individuamls. . . .

The lobbyist represents interests and associations,

often economic. . ., . The executive represents the

political forces that are at least temporarily domi-

nant in the polity as a whole. The mdministration

agent represent a segment of the bureaucracy, and

often its wider clientele ae well. The party

leader represente the controlling elements of the

political organization at the electoral level, Hep-

resentation provides the channels for and mediates

the interaction among the many participents in the

legislative system,

In this context all the means available to insure compromise are cone-
sidered positive forces for integrating separate aspects of the po-
litical system.

In summary, the legislative procedures were carried over
to the conventicon process but their use masked deeper dissimilarities
which altered the interactions within the convention policy-making
process and affected the role of interest groups. The combination
of a unicameral convention structure, strong leadership, moderate
party disecipline, and committee participation in the synthesis of
propositions into Articles created multiple points of access more
similar to Congress than the New York State Legislature,

Apsumptions concerning the intellectual, apolitical superior-
ity of delegates and their roie as repregentatives of the body poli-
tic vere deduced from the constituticn-making purpose of a conventlon,
Thegse created unrealistic expectations avout the way a convention
would work and these expectations, in turn, affected lobbylsts' at-
titudes and their groups' activities in the convention process.

Finally, the one-shot, sequential nature of the convention cycle
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enabled interest groups to select the most advantageous stages for
their maximum efforts and to play the stages against each other in

order to nullify earlier defeats or keep earlier successes.
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CHAPTER III

LOBBYISTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE

CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTS

In studies of legislative systems and interest group lobtya
in, activities, experienced loblLyists with knowled.e of . overnmental
byways are counted amons the leadership assets of thelr orranizations.
Lobtylsts' expertise im used to direct ,roup resources to the appro-

1 Such

priate decision-makin: points at the most propitious time,
evaluation of the lobbyin. role assumes that the lotbylst perceives
his workins environment carefully enouwh to make consclous Jjudegments
for the use of his group. Combininy this assumptlion with evidence
of significant variations hetween the New York State legislative and

convention policy-making cycles,? it wag hypothesized that lobbyiste

will perceive differences hetween the constitutional revision cycle

and the state legislative cycle,

It ie further assumed that people perceive their environment
within the context of previous experiences, "Man grasps reality,
and can predict and control it, by referring translent and variable
bebavior and events to relatively unchanging conditions. . . ."3
Consequently, "In a reasonably stable syatem, patterns of behsavior
tend to coincide with patterns of expectations."“ Two narrover propo-

sitions regarding the content of lobbyiste'® perceptions were formed in

this framework. It was hypothesized that:
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Lobbyiste! regular activities during legislative gessions

color their perceptions of the comstitutional convention revision

cxcles.

The wost salient features of the convention stage environ-

ment are those most related to the functional needs of lobbylng.

If these propositicns are correct, then features of the convention
environment should have teen sallent to the lobbyists hecause they
effect the avallatility of convention ac-ess, These polnts include
*he time sequence of the cycle, the policy-mariny process, avends
contents, leadership positions and powers, members' characteristics
and their relations with the public,
To ascertalin the nature and content of their perceptions,

respondents were asked two queationa:S

Some say that a convention and a legislative

session are identical processes; others say

there are glgnificant differences. Do you

think they are the same or different? Why?

I am going to name a few factors which would

influence both conventions and legislative

sessions, Pleage answer two questiona about

each one, Do you think the factor influenced

convention proceedings? If so, would you say

its impact was greater, the same or less than

its impact on 8 legislative session.
Each question thus consisted of a basic quantitive assessment followed
by an open-ended question seeking the reasons behind thelr general
evaluation.

The two qQquestions were designed to give complementary percep-

tions of separate gspecta of the environment. In the first question,

lobbyists were led by the interviewer to compare general convention
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and legislative features such as structure, procedures, members,
issues and relationship to the electorate, The following question
focused more specifically on key features of the decision-making
process, per se. While the wording of both questions equates the
convention session (stage three) with a legislative session in order
to have the most conaiatent, meaningful focue for all the interviews,
the broad scope of the firet question led many lobbyists to respond
voluntarily {n terms of the total cycle,

The data corrcotorate all three hypothesea, Fifty-six of the
ninety-one respondents characterized the two general systems as differ-
ent, During the interviews, G0% of all the respondents referred to
at least one specific variation in the two cycles. In explicating
the content of their perception, the characteristics most often cited
as unusual were the unicameral convention structure, calibver of the
delegates, purpose and agenda of the convention, and genersl conven-
tion atmosphere,

There wvas also general agreement among the lobbyists that
Convention President Travia and the gubject matter comwnittees had more
influence in the convention than in legislative sessions, while the
ma jority and minority leaders, the Governor, interest groups and con-
stituents had less influence at the convention. Party discipline was
considered less sutomatic and effective at the convention.

In relation to a lobbyist's Job of communicating group informa-
tion to decision-makers, the leadership, committee poeitions, delegates,
other groups and perty discipline are the factors most important in

atructuring the imvediate process. Theae factors are also the ones
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most salient to the lobbyists, as i{ndicated by the frequency with which
they were able to support their evaluation of influence with a specific
reason. These data suggest that the depth of a respondent's percep-
tions is related to his functional needs; 1.e., his need to establish
meaningful contacts among convention personnel, consider the role of
competing information eources, and assese the ilmpact of party digci-

pline.

General Perceptions of the Convention and Legislature

Fifty-six of the ninety-one lobbyiste (61%) said they felt the

convention and legislative sessicns were different, vhile thirty-one

6

(34%) sald they were the same.” When the lobbylste were asked to

clothe thelr general contrast in specifics, the answers ranged from
monosyllabic acknowledgemente of the existence of factors enumerated
by the interviewer to highly sophleticated compariscas of th: two
cycles,

Among the latter is the following six-point {temization of
differences offered by the regular legislative representative of the
Catholic Welfare Committ.ee.7

1, The legislatu:e is an evolving process consider-
ing issues piecemeal over the years. The conven-
tion (s dramatic with a deadline and no second
cholice,

2. At the copvention you begin with a finished old
product that will continue 1f unchanged, so you
must make all the changes you want.

3. Delegates were more inexperienced then legisla-
tors, 85¢ rather than 20% were new. They were
one shot people. Group concerns are more impor-
tant to legislators,

L. 95% of legislative decisions are determined by
the leadership off the floor. Even legislative
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TABLE 3.1

CHARACTERISTICS UBED BY RESPONDENTS TO SUPPORT GENERAL COMPARISON
OF CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE SESSIOMS (N)*§jCONSISTENCY OF
SPECIFIC ANSWERS WITH GENERAL ENVIROWNMENT EVALUATION (%)

Characteristic is % of re-
spondents
Characteristic Similar to Different with con- Total
Legislature than Leg. sistent (N)
answve rits
Unicameral Form 31 wew 3L 73.0 645
Caliber of Delegates 19 Lo 67,2 59
Purpose /Scope of Conv. o7 25 82.6 L7
Conv. Atmosphere 12 3k 8O, 4 L6
Nature of the Issues 13 31 50,8 Yl
Genera! Procedural
Patterns 15 2b 7.4 40
Leadership Control 18 16 67.6 ik
Specifics of Proposi- _
tion Passage 13 17 oo, 7T 30
Party Control Patterns - 2% 84,0 2%
Convention Time Span -- 29 80.0 25
Delegnteg' Influence on
Convention Atmosphere -- 23 86.9 23

*Respondents could give as many as six characterlstices supporting their
basic view, Therefore, percentages and totals would be meaningless.

#¥This represents the percentage of respondents giving thie character-
istic who used it to support their genersl evaluation of "similar” or
“"different” concerning the two systems.

##¥This category inciudes respondents who sald they did not notice
the unicameral convention structure, or that it made no operational
difference to them.
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floor smendmenta reflect prior decisionsa. At the
convention floor amendments focused on issue con-
tent suggesting the absence of prior decision.

5. The end of the legislstive session is predictable
chaos, the end of the convention was an unpredicted
mess.

6. Unicsmeraliam made debate and floor action more

significant.
Most of those who found the two situations similer Justified their po-
sition by explaining any specific variations as "differences of degree,
not basics.” As one sessoned lobbyiast said, "If I had seen any great
differences, wouldn't I remember them?”

Table .1 liste the eleven factors cited by at least one-fourth
of the respondents as support for theilr initial general cowparative
evaluation. As the numerical division indicates, the characteristics
of the process could be used to support either initisl perception.
There wvas remarkable agreement among the lobbylsts as to the moet as-
lient sspects of the convention environment. Over one-half the re-
aspondents elaborsted on the unicameral structure, the nature of the

delegate body, and the convention's purpose or atmosphere to explain

their initial cowparison of the two processes,

TABLE 2.2

CONSISTENCY OF RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE
CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTS

PUrccEt.ion
Consistency Similar Different Total
(5 (§) (%) (N) (%) (w)
Cousistent R.26 10 53.57 30 U5.97 Lo
Inconsistent 67.74 21 L6 .43 26 54.03 L7

Total 100.00 31 100.00 56 100,00 87
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Tmble 3.2 provides a summary of the consistency of the lobby-
ists' perceptions of the convention and legislative procenses,. The
consistent category containas those lobbyists who were totally consist-
ent in their reasohing; that is, if they initislly established the
convention and legislative processes as different, all their specific
reasons support this perception.

While the table shows a nesrly equal division of the total
interview population, forty being consistent and forty-seven incon-
sistent, 1t reveals, more importantly, that two-thirds of thoee assess-
ing the two environments ag similar still saw at least one specific dif-
ference, such ss a difference 1in agenda topics, procedures, member
characteristics, et.. The fact that the modification tended to occur
in relation to factors used by lobtbyists in their work reinforces the
pragmatic character of thelr perceptions. If the small minority with
corsistent and similar perceptions are excluded, it appears that 867
of the total interview population perceived pome of the differences de-
scribed in Chapter II.

Returning to the liat of particulars in Table .1, a discussion
of the various characteristica 1llustrates how the lobbyists' answvers
reflected both thelr conditioning as legislative repregsentatives and
the character of their working relationships in the convention process.
In discussing the salient points in the lobbyists' over-all perceptions,
certain charscteristics, slthough separated in the table, can be dis-
cussed ag aspects of the same phlem:menon.8 When thie is done, the con-
vention atwmosphere becomes the most often cited explanstion for the

lobbyists' opinions, although & difference in atmosphere was not on the
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interviewer's probe list, However, thie emphasis on an intangible es-
sence supports the assumption of the interest group literatu.e that lobby-
ing iz & craft requiring awareness of the real norms and colliective atti-
tudes which determine the politice of a decision-making process.

Twelve lobbylsts said the two processes were characterized by
the same tone and atmosphere, There was less unanimity of opinton
among the lobbyists who cited atmospheric diesimilarities, but gener-
ally they tied the differences to the attitudes of delegates regardimg
the now, unknown, episodic nature of a convention cycle. Several com-
ments were & bit peevish: one lobbylat said the convention was a joke
with the "atmosphere of a vacation.”

Others commented unfavorebly on the delegates' influence on the
atmosphere, For example, it was called "a single lasue convention filled

with delegates with closed minds." Another called it "predetermined before
it began . . . a charade.” A lobbylst representing certain local govern-
ment offices said the "convention was afflicted with more liberal minded
people than the legislature.” On the other hand, several lobbyists felt
that the delegates' identification with the formulating of thc fundamental
law or a moment in history created a more statesmen-like atmosphere,

A large number of respondents attributed atmospheric differences
to the one-shot pature of the convention cycle. Several comments con-
trasted the unsettled convention situation with the traditional conti-
nuity of the legislature. For axample,

The convention lacked traditional patterns of behavior.

As a one-shot event, 1t lacked the regular routine of
the legislature,

Without continuity it was impossible to find a history
of bills or & record of pest action as a guide to where
the convention would go.
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The absence of re-election, since it was a oneashot

deal, gave the convention a different psychological

atmosphere,

Others noted the effect of the sequential non-recurring stages
on the intemal decision-making process,

The convention session was forced to deal with the

totality of thinge with no carryover to another

sesgion.

An awful lot of things crept into the constitution

that would never have been there if they had not

been oparating under such tremendoue pressure to

close up by September C6th,

The convention delegates were always conecious of
the need for ratification of their work.

The second largest category of reasons offered by respondents
to support their weneral comparison of the two processes also indi-
catens thelyr feel fur over-all differences. These reasons related to
the convention's purpose, scope and agenda. Those perceiving simi-
lar situations sald the issues and purposes were similar so the con-
vention was essentially "an extended legislature” or "an accelerated

legislature” or "a unjicemeral legislature.’ One lobbylet explained
the convention agenda as all the liberal Democratic programs usualily
defeated by the Republican controlled legislature,.

Responses indicating differences between the two procesges em-
phasized the breadth of convention issues and the consequences trace-
able to revising a constitution rather than statutes. These facets
of their general perceptual orientation became important in adapting

their group's goals to the convention agenda as they interpreted it,

Following are a range of typical comments on these topices:
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Leglislation deals with details, the constitu-
ticon is broad. It is harder to get a satis-
factory product when dealing with a whole docu-
ment ,

The convention was more lssue-oriented than the
legislature, It's easler to work compromises
in the legislature,

There are only superficial stmllarities between
the convention and legislature, The real 4if-
ference in goals reflects differences Iin under-
lying concepts and the final product.

There was 8 different thrust, different think-
ing behind geonvention proposals.

It wae a different focus--basic law ve. statu-
tory law,

Convention issues ralsed more fundamental ques-
tions, could make more significant changes and
provided greater opportunities.

The remaining reasons rilscussed by lobbyists all emphasized
aspects related to the functiomal role of lobbyists ms mediators
retween outside i1deas and inaslde policy-mekers. In order to maxl-
mize the impact of their communications, the lobbyists need to assess
the procedural patterns. Consequently, seventy responses dealt with
& procedural feature or features which represented some departure
from traditional leglislative practice, A husiness lobbyist summed
up the total sltuation in this way:

The conventicon and legislature were structur-
ally similar but differed in thelr operations.
They studied articles, not details, so they
needed a philosophical approach. Leadership
influence was based on their use of superior
procedural expertise to guide inexperlenced
delegates,

The most often cited procedural variations revolved around the
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role of committees and the use of floor amendments at the convention.
Once again the comparative context of their perceptions iz evident 1n

conments which contrast the congressional-like role of convention cam-

mittees with the cipher position they occupy in the state ]egislature.9

The number of lobbyists who noticed this difference supports the ini.
tial hy—~othesis linking perception to need, since 1f committees were
important in the convention decislion-making proceas the effective
lobbyist would need to be aware of this operational change, The
caliber of reply in this area sugpests the hackground and sophistica-
tion of New York State lobbyilste,

In the legislature bllls are in and out of
committee, Here bills go in and none come
out., only & compngite product under commlt-
tee aponaorship. This gives committees
more responsibility for actual wording than
lerislative ~ommittees,.

The development of lanzuage and propositions
done by conventinn committees is done in the
legislature by individuals,

Conventinon committees worked iike tederal
ones producing & product from a conglomera-
tion of ideas.

A seaconed trade association lobbyist wave & complete dis-
¢ourse nn committee variations:

Because of the nature of the issues, the

press coverage and less party discipline in
‘he convention, an irdividual's votes ~ounted
in convention committees. In the legisla-
ture the chairmn controls output. . . . In
the legislature, commiitee chairmen's powere
derive from their relationships with the lead-
ership. At the convention, power was related
to the sublect matter of one's comnittee.

The conventlion Rules Committee was only a pro
forma 'clearinghouse' not a legislative power-
house . Floor amendments created surprises for
deleuntes and lobbyists.
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Floor amendments ccceurredl frequently at the conventlon, In
cont rast to the lesislature where such action would violate legisla-
tive norms. Two basic =xplanations were offered, Some lobbylets
linked it to the unusual committee role:

Joing to the loor with a complete article made
ffloor ameniments possible. In the leyglislature,
declisions on content are made prior tou discharye
from commltitiena,
Floor amendments were the substitutes for floor
submissions of individual propositions which
could not he introduced because of time pres-
S5UIPS.,
Others reloted tloor amendments to lese automatin leadership control
and party Jdisciplined otedience,
Floor amendment is a siygn of leadership wesk-
ness; commlittee strenvth 1s a reflection o1
leadership strengtih.
The convention was less structured in terma of
party contrnl patterns and general “perating

patterns.

Travia had less control over delemates hircause
they were not up for re-election.

A contrary opinion of the leadership role was volced by lobby-
iste who consldered the two processes simllar because the current
legislative leadership triumvirate guided the convention. As one
lotbyist said, it was the "same ball pame in the same ball park."

Otners said legislators in key posts colored the proceedings, ugave [t
the same tone, same procedures, same jeader-led relationships.

In discussing the impact of a unicameral structure on conven-
tion deliberations, most lobbylsts said it had & de-politicizing effect;
that is, the absence of external, equal participants in the decision-

making process limited the opportunities for buckpassing and political
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deals, Once again, the comparative focus is evident. Implicit in
this contrast is the unrealisti~, nonpolitical conventicn ideal,
s8ince many respondenis saw this as an advantage of the convention
system even 1f it 414 lessen their opportunities to kill propositions.

One of the most digputed features of the convention was the
caliber of the Jdelegate body. Nineteen respondents felt they were
exactly like legislators, but forty answers gauped the convention
group as either of higher or lower caliver, For example, delegates
were characterized as,

hizher echelon party regulars , . .

startingly disinterested ., . . surprisingly
stupld . , .

inexperienced, didn't know people, less
sophisticated than legislators.

One lohryist explained that the legislative mentaslity is a "carry-
over mantality,” and the delegate is Just a "different breed of cat
since he 1s not re-elected,”

A lobhylst's opinion of Jdeleymte: was an important. component
in his total perception of linkages in the convention environment.
Thus lower caliber delesates were linked with inexperienced delegstes
and thence to a form of leadership control based on superior procedur-
al expertise,.

legislators in key Job.s could outmaneuver mreen
delegates. They knew the tricks of the trede.

Non-legisletors as delegates didn't know how
Albany worked., They were 'dead-wood statesmen'
being rewarded for party service. Since they
were uninformed they voted the party line.
On the other hand, an estimate of higher delegate calliber led

to a view of political independence and less party discipline. One



110

business association representative characterized individual dele-
gates as key convention factors. "They were & group of thcruough-
breds, all temperamental, all self-important. They were influentlal
in their own right and independent of Travia.”  Another said, "dele-
gates were more indepenvient than legislators who usually Jjust reflect
the wishes of their party."”

Delegates are key features in the lobbyist's world since
access 18 essentially relationship with useful peoaple. Therefore,
lobbyists need to assess the gualities of the decision-makers, thelr
internel power and their relationship with constituents, both organ-
ized and unorganized. Fvidence that they make such evaluations ic
shown 1n Table (.- which itemizes the varicus lobbyist opinions on

the effect ' deledgates on the convention system,

The table reveals s prevalence of opinions and a lack of

2Onsensus ., Fur example, while over one«half the respondents re-
Tnted teleate charactecistier to convention nores fhe specit]
cpinfune were spl1t between tunse percelving oo 1 Terence and those
who felt non=legislative fentnres of the conveullon process were a

Alret reflection of the non-legislative character of the delegates,
The fact that 82% of the respondents vertalized some perception sup-
porte the proposition that the most functional features are also the
most sallent for lobbylsts.

Twenty-ejught percent of the interview sample felt than an
important consequence of an ad hoc non-legislative delegate tLody
vagE the new relationships created tetween delegates and constituent

interegts,



TABLE 3.3

RESPONDENTS ' PERCEPTIONS OF THE RFFECT OF THE TYPE OF
DELEGATE BODY ON THE CORVENTION PROCESS
ARD THE REIATIONSHIP WITH THE PUBLIC

Respondents’' Perception

Delegates' Effect

(%) (W)
On Convention Process:
New, 8o No Continuity of Norms S.h 5
Higher Caliber Meant Better Debate 7.6 T
No Re-Election, So Less Party Discipline 11.9 11
Ignorance Pacilitated Travia's Control b L b
No Effect Because No Delegate Differences 23.9 22
Subtotal (53.3%) (49)
Ou Lobbyiets/Comstituente:
Nev, So Unknown to Lobbyists b.b b
Different Working Habits So Less
Lobbyist Contact 8.7 8
No Re-Election, So Lesa Responsive 10,9 10
Less Representative of Constituency
Than Legislators Are by L
Subtotal (28,3%) (26)
Nc Opinion/No Answer: 18.4 17

Total 100 % 92
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The compmrative nature of these asnsessments supports the
proposition that Jotlt ylsis' resular legislative experience colored
their copvention cyole perceptions. The following comments reflect
the range of lobhbyist opinions on this relationship:

Without re-election, delegntes were less sus-
ceptible to interest wroups.

Delegates felt a responsibility towards their
Job, therefore they were more responsive to
the feellngs of the electorate,

Since there was no re-election, delegates
lacked even a moderate deyree of responsibil-
ity towards the electorate, They were com-
pletely politically oriented.

Delepgates were not necessarlly politicians,
and lacked a future responsibility to the
electorate, Lobbylsts did not really know
them.

Delegates were unfamiliar with the legisla-
tive world and lobbylsts. loblyists had to
educate them.

Traditional lubrication bLetween lobbylsts
and leglislators bafed on soclal gifts did
not work well at. the convention because
Jdelegates were not professional politicians.

Delegates were stupid, uninforwed party hacks
who represented no particular constituency.

Delapates were uninformed and I had neither

time nor incentive to enlighten ther since

there would be no continulng relationsahip.
As Chapter V indicates, lobbyists incorporated these perceptions in
their convention actions. Their view of the source and effect of
convention differencee, and the number »f specific important differ-

ences created a basis for formulating their own activity patterns

within the process,
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Perceptions of Decision-Making Factors

In addition to questione concerning their perceptions of struc-
tural featuree of the convention and legislative cycles, lobbyists were
also asked to contrast the role of key variables {such as committee Jjuris-
diction, leadership positions) in both policy-making processes., Table 3.4
lists the lobbyists' evaluations of the comparative influence of theae
factore ipn the leglislative and convention session. As the table indicates,
over 8% of the respondents were able to make a comperative Judgment of
the rules played by the leadership, rank and file members, interest groups,
the press and party discipline.

These data indicate that in terms of key decislon-making points
as well as in general structural perceptions, lobbyists Aare most cognizant
of the tfunctionally necessary environmental characteristics. Thus, since
the lobbyiet actes as a communication ]}ink between people he tende to be
more awvare of individuals in the political proceps rather than corporate
entities such mas committees, or background fectors such ms rules. Since
the lobbylist tries to affect particular policies, he tends to notice thase
specific positions which facilitate or hinder his own interests such as
specific committee chairmen, convention leaders and party discipline links
among the membership. Since the lobbyilst is only one of many nongovernmental
policy-making participantes, he 18 consciocus of the activities of the other
lobbyists and constituents with wvhom he must compete.

As in the structural perception question, lobbylsts were asked
to explain the level of influence they assigned to each factor., Table
3." shows the twelve most often mentioned reagonse and whetle r they were
used to support a greater or lesser evaluation of decision-making in-

fluence at the convention,



RESPONDENTS!

IﬁBIE ::o"’

PERCEPTIONS OF THE INFLUENZE OF KEY FACTORS AT THAE ZONVENTION
IN RELATICON TO THEIR INFLUENCE AT A IEGISIATIVE 3E3SION

Pvaluation ¢f Influence Total

Factor More at Conv. Zqual Less at Corv. Nc Opirnion

- €3] v) 13 3 (%) ) ESRNE)
Convention Preeident NV . 15.° 1 N . R = 10,0
Maiority Party leaders 15,5 1+ | c=c 0.0 35 5.2 1« 100.7
Minority Rarty Leaders 15.5 1- 2.7 es WE L s - 1¥, = 1% 13C.G
Jovernor 1.7 N Cen . falt Tu 1=, 12 100,02
Individual Deiegzates 33,6 a1 19,3 iF i85 33 Taal 12 10,8
Comrittee Chairmen 12, 10 25 .0 - 27.1 25 18,2 14 100,0
Committee Staff 0. ot 2s.n 25 1s.1 13 C.e  CB 100.0
Rules Committee 10.5 17 30,0 it 271 zs 22.0 21 100,90
Su- ject Matter Zommittees 21,5 G 2G.3 > 13,0 10 27.1 25 100.0
Interest Groups 1s.1 1: 2F .0 Cu 4T . F “e 1.1 13 100.°7
Constituent pressures 15,5 it laal 1z WTLE i 18,4 17 12G.0
Mess Media 25 .2 24 271 ec 2G, % 27 1,2 1s 100.2
Party Discipline 16,3 s 19.5 & 51.0 &7 13,0 12 100.0

#T1
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The table can be explained at two lavels. Looking just at the opin-
jons within each cell, a remarkable conslstency appears in the use of
any one specific reason. For example, twenty-five lobbylets felt
President Travia had more influence due to the unicemeral structure,
no one felt he had less.

However, when the various reasons are rejoined to form a
total picture of decision-making interrelationships, th: consensus
dissolves. Instead, = common view of s partisanly controlled, highly
structured, hierarchical legislative system is contrasted with two con-
flicting interpretations of convention relationships. One poseible
explanation for the lack of comparable uniformity in lobbyists' analy-
ses of the convention policy process lies in the locgser, more dispersed
working structure of the convention wherein each lobbyist found rela-
tionships suited to his individusl needs. Thus each man's view of the
convention power structure reflects his personal convention experience,
s reinforcement of the functional basis of thelr perceptiocns,.

The date in Tables 3.4 and 3.5 indicate that the position of
Convention President was the most visible decisicn-making factor.
This 18 to be expected in New York State vhere Travia had been one of
the three legislative powers, and was now the most visible member of
the convention. An analysis of his role was used by most lobbyists
ap the foundation of their explanations concerning the role of subsidi-
ary leaders, party discipline, committee powerg, and the latitude per-
mitted Iindividual delegates, The comparative basis of lobbylng percep-
tions and the dominant role of partisan politics in Rew York State legig-

lative processes is suggested by the tendency to explein Convention
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-

MOST CFTEN CITED REASCORS FOR RESPONDENTS' PERCEPIIONS OF DIFFERENCES IN THE COMPARATIVE INFLUENCE
OF DESISION-MAKING FACTORS, AZCCRDING TO LEVEL CF INFLUENCE, (N)

Mot Often Cited leasons for Conventiorn Influence level

Unicar., DAFF, Travia Weager Delez, lpaljer-  PRarty Opport.  More Relshp Control

Factor Struct.  Issues Role Ly Tnexp lei %el., lines of CC Lezis. with Over Are,
Sanct. at Tonv, Process Fower Delegs, lang.

M L M L M L M L M L h b M L M I M L Mo T M L
Jorv. Pres, 25 - 1 - 1& z - 3 15 - = s
Ma‘., leader F - - z “ - - z - 1 _ :
M{n., lLeader 3 .- - - - z
Jovernor - - - T
iniiv, Del, - - = - - 1 1 - 1z - S -
Rarty Discip. - - ) - - - - b
Com, Chairm, * - - A 1 - - : ' - 12 il -
Com. 3taff 1 - z - = - : - N - - Z “ -
Fules Cor. 1 - 1 - K - - 11
T i, Mat,
Co-. 5 - I - - - i 1z -
Int. Sroups - gF - - - 2F
Constituants - T z 1e TJE
Tetal (N) (60) (L) (s5) (o) (L) (2] (=2) (:1) (1) (47) (27)

M = More Irnfluerce L = less Irfluence
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President Travia's influence in terms of party relationships. Two
contrasting pictures emerge; one supporting him as the all-powerful
convention leader, the other indicating a position of less than
total control.

Forty-seven percent of the lobbyists saw President Travia
as the central c¢convention decision-making force with greater than
his normml lagielative powers. They felt his position rested on
an amalgam of a strong personal style, his tradi{tional legislative
role of muthority, and delegate inexperience which enabled him to
guide and manipulate their votes, The following suggest this range
of comment:

Tony-i8m ruled the convention, not the legislsture.

Travia was his usual iron-fisted self,

Travia had his way when he wanted to, his basis of
power was organizational rather than party.

Travia ran a unicameral legislature and called it
a convention,

However, 25% of the lobbyists Jjudged Travia to be a weaker
con-ention decislon-making influence because he wag over-committed
to producing a personal monument to his leadership. He also was
handicapped in his relationships with the rank and file by weaker
party sanctions, less automatic norms of obedience, and an unfami]-
iarity with the personal strengths and weaknesses of each delegate.
Several lobbylsts combined these factors In the following ways:

Delegates were more independent because there was

no re-election. This is in contrast to the legis-

lative power structure in which control is based on
re-alection.
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Travia had lese influence because of the judgeship
rumor and the presence of less professional poll-
ticians,

Travia was too puffed up. He wag at the eapex of
his political career and salary.

Travia saw the convention as a personal monument,

and his ego got carried away. In addition he was

unfamiliar with the people there and didn't know

exactly how they would respend. His weaknessesg are

evident in his bad decision on one package. Dele-

gates voted with him out of compulsion, not loyalty.

Neither opinion of Travia's role is inconsistent with the
majority opinion of the respondents that party discipline was a less
influential factor in convention decision-making, Those attribut-
ing more power to the Convention President related it to Travia's
personal etyie and expertence rather than legislative-style party
diecipline, Those attributing less influence to Travia as Conven-
tion President compared to Travia as legislative leader related it
to dysfunctional personal characteristics coupled with less automatic
party sanctions. Both interpretations reflect the lobbyists’' per-
ceptions of a less imwediate, reliable relationship between the
leaders and the led.

However, as a newspaper correspondent ssid, "It would be
naive to agsume no strings were attached to convention delegates.
After all, they are still wrapped into the political syetem.” The
lack of re-siection sanctiocns for all delegates, except the dozen
or so incumbent legislators, weakened Travia's bargsining power.
Offering nepotism-type jobs and favors lacks the immediscy of action

related to continuing one's $15,000 part-time job as legislator.

In mddition, the broad controversial nature of most of the
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1ssuee and the number of politically independent judges and county
chairmen made the application of perty discipline less predictable,
One lobbyist explained that at the convention, "'Travia had to make
concessions to get what he wanted. He had less screws to put to
the delegates.”’  Two other lobbyists commented that weak Democratic
party intra-relationships snahled the minority party to participate
in decision-making.

The sophistication of lobbyists' perceptions ia evident in
their separation of the personal bases of leader-led relationships
from the power adhering to the office of convention president as the
final procedural authority in a unicameral body. Indeed, regard-
less of thelr position on Travia's perecnal leadership position,
over one-fourth of the respondents specifically linked his increased
decision-making role primarily to the convention's unicameralism.
The most concise statement of this opinion was mmde by an experienced
governmental associetion lobbyist who said, "Travia {nfluences the
convention just asm he does the legislature, but in the legislature
he 18 only one part of three, Here he is all, therefore, he i8
more important here. "

The impact of uniceameralism also was cited by some lobbyists
as the cause of weaker minority party influence, since they suffered
from a lack of bicameral opportunities for bargaining. The 8O who
sald the Governor had no convention influence, either gave no reason,
or pointed to unicameralism and hie lack of "an institutional role,”
It might be assumed that lobbyists would fee]l that the Rules

Commmittee's powers over the fate of propositions would be incressed
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in the cne-house situatlion. However, most lobbyistms felt that
Rules had either the same amcunt of power or less, As onelobby-
{st sald, "The prevalence of floor smendments meansa Rules is not
strategically astride the decision-making process.’

Unicameralism wvas not associated with either the effect of
party discipline or the policy-making role of rank and file dele-
gates. Theoretically, the argument cculd be made that unicamersl-
iam should strengthen party discipline, or alternatively, that the
one-house format would encoursge independence and freer debate.

The lobbyists eaw neither of these linkages, Rather they
related party discipline and delegate initiative to the personal
politics of the decision-making process, {.e., the leader-led re-
iationship, the experience level of the delegates, the weakness of
legialative party sanctions. Once again the lobbylsts' focus is
comparative since it {s based on the contrast between the dispersed
power convention situation and the hierarchal control ususlly prea-
ent in the jegislature, Their focus i8 mlso functional since these
are the perceived relationships wvhich determine individual flexibile
ity anl ¢create opportunitiee or hindrances for lobbying access.

In discussing committees nnd committee staff, lobbylsts
shifted to a nev set of supportive reasons. Party relations are
superceded by comparative evaluations of the opportunities for com-
mittee participation in the two processes. Thus thogse perceiving
an increased committee influence related it to their congressional-
like role in syntheaizing propositions, while those perceiving

weaker convention influence pointed to the legislative committee's
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power to kill legislation, a power denied convention committees
writing structural sections, such as the Jjudiclary, legislative, or
executive articles which had to be part of any constitution, Power
a8 & by-product of convention opportunities usually meant that cir-
cumstances such as a tight time schedule and uninformed delegates
left the decision-making to the more competent, avallable committee
staffs,

A third set of reasons emerges to explain the role of lobby-
ists and constituents primarily in terms of the convention agenda
and the delegategs' relationship with the electorate, Almost half
the respondents felt that groups and constituents had less influence
in the convention environment for one of thre=e reasons: the issues
were not of interest to many groups, the issues were important to
non-corporate interests who were unlikely to do well at the conven-
tion, or the time span of the convention made it difficult for
lobbyists to establish relationships with delegates and prepare group
programs while simultanecusly doing their usual legisiative work.
Constituent inactivity and consequent lack of influence was also
blamed on the nature of the issues (except Blaine) and the unrespon-
siveness of delegates who were not worryilng about their re-election.

The different kinda of reasons used to support varicus cate-
gories of decision-mmking factors suggest that the lobbyists' per-
ceptual scheme consiasts of disconnected compartments. This means
that separate evaluations of the internal policy-making parts and
the outside information sources can be superimposed in combinations

designed for a specific aituation. The absence of a broad
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generalized environmental picture reinforces the pragmatic orienta-
tion of lobbyists and explains their tendency to hedge any generali-
zation with qualifications spplicable only in circumsteances "a,”

"p," "e¢," ete. It is also conafstent with the functional definition
0of a lobbylist as a communications broker trained to accommodate the
independently determined goals of his group to a variety of indi-
vidualistic, autonomous decision-making uystenl.lo

Table 3.6 which juxteposees the genersl and specific opinions
offered by respondents on each decislon-making factor, again corrob-
orates the hypothesized comparative and functional bases of lobby-
iste’ environmental perceptions. The tmable shows the number of lobe
byiste who offered a general evaluation of eesch factor'e decision-
making roles, and the number of those with A general opinion who
strengthened 1t by contributing specific reasons to buttress their
evaluation.

Fifteen factors were selected because of their decision-
making lmportance in general legislative system and convention
ltudies.ll As Table 3,6 shows, thirteen of the fifteen were per-
ceived sufficiently strongly in 1967 for T70% of the respondents to
retain & general impression in interviews held the following winter.
Only the nonspecific factors of rules and informal norms could not
be recalled by most respondents, The fact that the Convention
Pregident, Governor and party discipline were the only three factors
mentioned by 87-91€ of the respondents is logical in terms of their
comparative conceptual framevork. After all, the convention had

adopted Assembly based rules, and these are the most important



RESPORDENTS WITH A GENERAL PERCEPTION OF THE
INFLUENCE OF CERTAIN DECISION-MAKING FACTORS:
AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD THE INITIAL GENERAL

TABLE 3.6

AND NUMBER

PERCEPTION AND COULD SUPPORT IT WITH A SPECIFIC REASON
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R. with general

R. supporting

perception general perception
Factor w/specific reasons

() (n) (1) (W)
Convention President 91.4 Bh 88.0 Th
Governor B7.0 80 32.0 26
Party discipline H7.0 80 03.7 H1
Interest Groups 85.9 T4 T3.h 59
Individual delegates 85.9 79 73.b 59
Committee chairmen 8L.8 78 62.9 Lg
Mass media 8L, 4 78 52,5 L1
Maj. Party leaders 84,8 78 6,1 36
Min. Party leaders 83.7 T7 54,4 Lo
Conatituency 81.6 75 52,0 39
Rules Committee 77.2 71 29.3 18
Subject Matter comm. 72.9 67 38.8 26
Commni ttee ptarf 69,6 64 5.3 38

#Percentages taken on the basis of a total N of 32,

##Percentages based on N with general evaluation for the specific

factor,
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components in that decision-making process.

The dste suggest that the amount of knowledge a lobbyist has
concerning any one factor is based on his own working relationship
with that factor, while his general impression is related to the to-
tality of his previous legislative lobbying experience. Thus, the
general impressions can be made by most of the lobbylets since over
90%¢ had legislative experience and these are factors common to most
decision-making systems.

However, only the factors important to convention decisions
were galient enough to be fully colored lobbyist perceptions. For
example, there is & notable difference in the level of specificity
which lobbyiste achieved in discussing the three most perceived
factors, Qver one-half the respondents could explain the role of
the convention President or party discipline in specific terms.
These two are both key factors ln eatablishing personal relationships
with decision-makers.

By contrast, the Governor's absence from the convention was
overvhelmingly noticed Jjust because he is so ifmportant in the legies-
lative decieion-making system, Yet because he was unimportant in
the convention schems, the specificity level dropped to only one-
third of those with a general opinion, who in turn represented ap-~
proximately one-fourth of the total interview population.

This experience-gpecificity relationship is reinforced by
another aspect of Table 3,6: the comparatively low general perception
of the Rules Committee and substantive committees coupled with the

very low level of sepecific content concerning theee factors. The
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lack of supportive reasons for these factors reflects the lobbylsts'
disinclination to generalize from the apecifics of hie experience,
Thus, 1f he only worked with one committee he is reluctant to ex-
tend these impressions to the universe of committees as an abstract
category. Many lobbyists mmde remarks such as, "“Well, each com~
mittee was so different.” Thias hesitancy reflects the occupational
requirements of lobbylng which necessitate knowledge of the minutise
which point to real power in any one individual situation. The ab-
sence of perceptions of the rules, per se, from Table 1.6, also Buge
Zests that lobbyists remember most clearly the concrete forms which
they must manipulate to obtain policy decisions.

The relationship between a lobbyist's actual work require-
ments and the specificity of his understanding {e suggested In a
more positive form by the number of respondents who were able to
explain their assessments of interest group, individual delegate
and committee chairmen roles. The figures indicate that between
©3% and 73% of those venturing & general influence for these factors
{(numerically over one-half the total interview population) supplied
specific details on the actual performance of those participants.
Since it was noted earlier that lobbyists felt these were three im-
portant components in the convention policy process, the lmportance
of concrete experience as & baasis of concrete perceptions is re-

affirmed.

Environmental Perceptions and the Lobbyist's Personal Style

At the level of the ipdividual, the overall perceptual

picture paintad in the earlier sections of this chapter is modified
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by the group affiliations and lobbying style of each respondent.
This 1s to be expected since

stimulation does not impinge on a passive organ-

ism. Rather, the individuml 1s differentially

prepared, or set for different inputs. The re-

sulting perception derives from the interaction

betveen set and stimulation.l?

The "get' provides the context within which new variables

”

are perceived, FPor a lobbyist, two more components of this "set”
(in addition to his legislative experience and professional role)
are hie group role and his style of lobbying. Cross-tabulations
of the data on group affiliation with the lobbylsts' perceptual re-
eponses indicated that a majority of those lobbying for non-business
reform groups, actlve over several convention stages on behalf of
constitutional <ocals, percelved the two cycles as different. By
contrast, business representatives with only limited convention
etate activity and few non-legislative goals tended to see the con-
vention and legislature as similar procesees.

In addition, rach individua]'s Btyle of lobbying affected
his view of the saliency of variocus decision-making factors by high-
lighting those positionse with which he preferred to interact. Thus
lobbyists who emphasized personal contact were more aware of second
echelon leadership poeitions such as committee personnel than were
the "administrative” lobbyists who prefer to deal by telephone or
via memoranda with the top leadership.

Zeigler and Baer found in their four-atate lobbying study

that despite wide variations in the occupational backgrounds of

lobbyiests and legislators from state to state, within a state
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"legislators and lobbyists are , . . quite similar in occupational
background. . . . Variations in one group are accompained by varia-
tione in the other."i3 Thus it was anticipated that since New York
State legislators are better educated, bettier staffed and more pro-
fessional than in other states, so too, New York State lobbyists
would be better educated, more well-informed and more professional
than in other states.l¥ As New York State legislators resemble
their congressional counterparts, sc Mew York State lobbyists more
nearly resemble Washington, D. C., representatives than those in
Walla Walla, Washington; and indeed, at an average New York State
legislative gession, over half the registered lobbyists are lawyers,
a percentage comparable to Washington, D, C., and the number of
lawyer-legiglators in the New York State legislature.lc’

The composite picture of a lobbyist describes him as a
fairly well educated, well-paid, middle aged, white male who works
for his organization and does lobbying as well as assorted other
adainistrative, research or public relations tnska.lé While simi-
lar gquestiong were eliminated from this study to shorten the inter-
view schedule, the author's ilmpression is that New York State lobby-
ists would rit this socio-economic generalization.

When respondents were asked their job title, 76% of them,
as indicated in Table 3,7, held decision-meking positions within
their c:-r'g;,anizm.101'15.1'Ir Two=-thirds in this category were organiza-
tion executives or directors; the remaining one-third were leglsia-
tive representatives or counsels, the equivalent of house lobbyists

by another neame, 18
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TABLE 3.7

RESPONDENTS' LINK TO THE INTEREST THEY REPRESENT
AT THE 1967 CORSTITUTIORAL CONVENTION

Position (%) (n)
lawyer 31 3@
group's leygislative counsel 11.9 11
#Albany lawyer 1.0 12
*non-Albany lawyer 9.7 9
Agent 6.9 60
group’'e legislative rep. 13.0 12
organization executlive 28.2 26
organization officer/director 22.8 21
*]lobbylet-entrepreneur 1.0 1
Total 100.,0 92

*non-~staff members of organizations they represent

wWhether an organization staff member or member of a law firm,
the average lobbylist must fit his representational duties in among
hies other responsibilities. For example,

An executive of a trade assoclation has to concern
himeelf, not only with nationel policies, but also
with organization, finances, membership, meetings,
bulletins and magazines, correspondence, inquiries,
staffing and the like, He must follow legialative
and administrative developments, . . . He has to
collect economic statistics, businese news and
scientific and legislative reports. . . .17

Therefore, lobbylsts tend to develop m style which enables them to
fit their lobbylng activity intc the general pattern of their dally

work. Thus a Jjob title can be an indicator of probatle lobLying

style.

Lobbyists basically see their role as "informant,” bringing

outside viewas Iinto the governmental policy-making process.eo Thus
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every lobbyist is both a research bureau and contact developer; ex-
pertise and contacts are the twin keys to lobbying effectiveness.
A lobbyist’s work etyle is generally expressed in the retioc he main-
tainas between deesk work and personal contacts with officials.

To categorize these ninety-ons respondents each one was

1 "Administrators”

asked how he spent most of his lobbying time.2
were those who sald they spent most of thelr time working in thelr
offices on memoranda, letters, e#tc., or reporting back to the groups
on relevant government actions. "Contact men" concentrated on talk-
ing perscnally to decision-mekers or appearing before legislative
commi ttees. The few lobbyists who specifically said that they di-
vided their time equally between research and contacts were classi-
fied as havink a "combination style,”

Table 5.5 shows the relationship Letween respondents' occupa-
tional position, legal or non-lagal training and their lobbying style,
Of the ninety-one respondents, elghty-three coneldered themselves
to be lobbyists: of these, 4% (N £ LO) had an administrative style,
36% (N = 30) were contact men, and 14% (N = 12) had a combination
etyle, The data show the relationship between the overall function-
al requirements of the individual’'s job and his work style, Thoae
hired primarily as administretive personnel tend to this atyle of
lobbying; those hired primarily as political contacte tend to adopt
the "contact man' atyle, while those who lobby only intermittently
often don't consider themselves lobbyists at mll,.

For example, as a group, 50% of the lawyers had "administra-

tive" lobbying style, but 50% of the Albany lawyers, who are often
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TABLE 3.8

RETATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENT'3 OCCUPATIONAL POSITION
AND HIS GENERAL LOBBYING WORK STYLRE

Occupational Pecsitions

Lawyer Non-lawyer
Albany non-Albany Iesgis, legis. Organ. Organ.
Style of Work Coznsel Counsel Counse] Rep. Exec, Dir,
&) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Administrator 41,7 5h,6 5%.0 33.3 62,0 19.0
(M-40) (%) () (o) (&) (16) (4)
Contact Man 50,0 2e.2 18,2 Li.7 27.0 38.0
(N-30) (6) (2) (2) (<) (7) (8)
Combination B.3 26.4 16.7 4,0 19.0
(N-11) (1) (3) (*) (1) (L)
Not consider
self lobbyist (2) (2) ()
(K-9)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10G.0
(N=90) (12) (9) (11) (11) (26) (21)

hired as supplementary lobbyists because of their political knowledge
and entre, preferred the "contact man" style. Similarly among the
non-lawyers, 4% of the legislative representatives had a “contact
man” style, while 6% of the organizations executives had an "admin-
istrative'style. legislative representatives are again the ones
hired especially to promote the orgenization's position vis-a-vis
government officials, while organizetion executives are usually re-
search directors or adminiatrative agsistants charged with lobbying

and a host of other dutles. Coneequently the latter group prefer to
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telephone officials without leaving their desks, while legislative
representatives would rether leave their offices and contact the man
personally,

The lack of & predominant lobbying style among the organl-
zation directors and the high percentage who did not consider thelr
representation activities as lobbying suggests that they fit Zeigler
and Baer's category cof amateur lobbyist. These are men who “custom-
arily show up at a legislative masslon only onhce or twice to present

testimony at a formal hearing. 'l

All of the nine respondents who
felt they were not lobbylsts lived in the New York City metropoli-
tan ares; two were members of New York City law firms, two were or-
ganization execut{ves, and five were organization directors; none
represented business interests.

Zeigler and Baer found that business and labor lobbyists had
different lobbying styles, labor emphasizing the political apnd per-
suasive agpects of the job, while business lobbyliets tended to etress
informational services.c< A gilmilar distincticn emerges here,

Fifty percent to sixty percent of the lobbylists working for business
or wovernment interests, and 80% of the educational group lobbylsts
displayed an adminietrative style., By contrast, “0f to 60§ of those
working for labor and civic reform groups used the "contact man”
lobbying etyle, This suggests that those who lobby on behalf of
technical, specialfzed isaues tend to emprhasize the office research
aspects required by the job, while spokesmen for gress-rootes member-
ship organizations, with broad sociml and civic goals, are more

likely to epend time contacting officlals directly, often bringing
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constituents along to emphmglize their power base,

When lobbying styles were crogs-tabulated with the broad per-
ceptual dichotomization, the responses were identical regardless of
category. Two-thirds of the respondente in each category saw the
two cycles as different, However, perceptione on the influence of
specifir fartors revealed style assoclated patterns reinforcing the
proposition that saliency ie related to the lobbyist's functional
needs. Table 3.9 shows the pattern of consensus on the comparative
influence of decision-making factors in the two processes, as per-
ceived by each stylistic category.

The result is three different petterns of agreemsnt, each
aspociated with the {nteraction points favored by each lobbLying style,
For example, "“administrators’ tended to feel that Convention Presi-
dent Travia had more power in the convention while the opposition
party leader had legs power, But there was no majority opinion
regarding the relative influence of the second echelon of decision-
makereg such mas individual members and committee positions, Thise
suggests that administrators, using telephone and letter contacts,
dealt with the top few leaders rather than spending the time and
leg work involved in developing contacts with those in committee
positions,

By contrast, those lobbyists with a "contact man" style did
not agree on the majority leadership positions, but they did agree
on the committee posts. The majority saw the committee chalrmen,
committee staff, and the role of subject matter committeea per se,

as more influential in the convention system. These are also the
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TARPLIE 3.9

PERCEPTIONS OF THE COMPARATIVE INFLUENCE OF
PFOLICY-MAKING FACTORS IN THE CONVENTION AND
IFGISIATIVE SYSTEMS, BY STYLE OF LOBBYING

Lobbying Style
Amount of Convention Influences

Policy-Making Factor Administrator Contact Man Combination
Direction of Direction of Oirection of
cc, inr1, ($) ce. infl. (%) ce. 1nfl, (%)

Conv. Presitient more Fle® - - maore 50.0

Majority Party Leader - - - - less 0.0

Mincrity Farty leader less Fh,y - - - =

vovernor 1ee.s st lessg G, 4 less Y0,0

Individual Delegates - - - - more H0,0

Committee Chairmen - - more SF ! less 59.¢F

Committee 5taff - - more 5¢ .8 inore 25

RHules Committee - - - - equal 57.1

Subject Matter Comr. - - more H0L.0 - -

Interest Groups less 1.k less 533 less TOLO

Constituents less F1.8 less 55 ¢ less 0.0

Press - - - -~ more 55.¢

Party Discipline less 55 F less S8.F less 70.0

*Percentage is of the number of administrateors or nontact men or combina-
tion styles who agreed on each specific evaluation,

lobbyists who work through the committees using these contacts to
secure information on the official thinking and submit informetion

Lriefs regarding their interests, S5ince they emphasaized personal
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contact with officials it was necessary for them to form these new
contacte even for a cne-time event,

The smmllest category of lobbylsts, those with a combination
style, alec had & hybrid, composite opinion. The majority had opin-
ions on the top majority party leadership and on committee postis
suggesting their use of both contact points as might be expected
from a hybrid style, The nature of their perception of committee
posts differed somevhat from the "contact man" style since the com-
bination lobbyiete saw committee chalirmen as less influential and
committee steff and individual delegates as more influential. This
too is a middle position between the other two styles gince 1t im-
plies access through individual friends and staff members.

A final work associated influence, related to the locbbylst's
basic perceptual view of the two cycles, was the kind of organization
for which he worked. Thoee who represented groups with positive con-
stitution oriented goale or groups active over several convention
cycle stages tended to see the convention and legislative cycles as
different. In Teble 3.10, which shows the relationship between
lobbyists' group affiliaticons and thelr general assessment of the
environment, a majority of lobbyists representing all interests ex-
cept business corporationse, government associations and the miscel-
laneous category, saw the two cycles as dissimilar, These latter
groups were slso the cnres primarily active only during the convention
session (stage three)}, The church-humanjtarian, citizea and educa-
tional groups were mostly active at three or four convention cycle

stages,
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Business preeents an interesting example since it would be
logical to assume that all business lobbyists would have similar per-
ceptionsa, However, 63?‘ of the corporation lobbyiste felt the two
situations were similar, while 77% of the trade association represemn-
tativeg felt the two were dissimilar, The difference seems related
to thelr activity patterns in both places since the few trade associ-
atlions which did register for the convention were active on behalf
of specifically convention oriented goals, while the businesses
tended to register purely as a precautionary measure to protect
normal legislative interests,

It might also be agsumed that the coalition lobbyiste would
all think the conventicn and legislature were different since their
groups were ali created eapecially for the convention. However,
four of the nine men felt the two Bitumtions were similar, or
these four, two cited the continuity of party leadership as the rea-
son for their evaluation, while the other twu were negated by a second
respondent from thelr own organjization who was also iaterviewed and
saw differences between the two systems.

In summary, this section on lobbylstse' occupational back-
grounds has shown that New York State lobbylste are well-educated,
professional, informed men on a par with the legimlators with whom
they intermct. Most are staff members of directors of their organi-
zations,

Lobbyists tend to develop a style which enables them tco fit
their lobbying activity into the general pattern of their daily work.

Thus office managers mnd research directors tend towards an "admini-
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOBBYIST'S GROUP APFILIATION AND
RIS COMPARISON OF THE CONVENTION AND LEGISIATIVE CYCLES (R)

Group Categories

Church

Humani - Bus. Bue. Trade Labor Govern~- Ad hoc

tarian Citizen Education Assoc. Corp. Assoc, Union ment CC Gp. Misc, Total
Perception (M) (%) (M) (B (®) () (F) (F (M) () (X B B (B ® (W) M (B ®) (%) (m)y (»
Similar 5 30 b &0 - L 100 5 22,5 3 18,8 2 20 L 57,2 & 4hb 3 60 32 34,7
Different o 60 6 60 10 90,7 - 2 25,0 14 77,7 & 8 3 k2,8 5 3,6 2 40 56 ©0.8
No anawer 1 1¢ 1 3.1 1 12.7 1 .5 L b=
Total 10 100 10 100 11 10C L 100 g 100 1& 100 10 10G 7 100 g 100 5 100 92 100

9T
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strative” style, while Albany lawyers and organization legislative
representatives hired for their political knowledwe tend to utilize
a "contact man" style of lobbying with an emphasis on personal con-~
tact rather than research and written communications. The associ-
ation between lobbying stylees, and saliency of policy-making factors
in the two enviromnmente, and the relationship between the non-Albany
lawyer background and a perception of simllarity between the two
cycles reinforces the hypothesis that relates perceptione to the ac-
tual working needes of the lobbylst,

Lobbyiste' perceptions are also affected by their group af-
filiations. The data show that there was a majority conception of
the comparison between the two cycles within each group category.
Business amssociations, business corporations and government group
lobbylets tended to perceive the two events ag similar, while in the
other categories majorities saw the two as dissimilar.

In conclusion, this chapter has examined the lobbyist's per-
ceptions of the convention and legislative structural and decision-
making components. It was shown that lobbyists made their generesl
evaluations in the context of their normm]l legislative activities,
but the ability to support their intulitive aseessments with specific

facte wvas related to their own use of that element in their work,
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CHAFTER IV
GROUPS AND GROUP GOUALS AT THE CONVERTION

Social scientists wrlting on role theory and voting behavior
have argued that ''behavior is related to perceptions and not to what

1s objectively real.”l

"A perceptual system . . . is ome which re-
lates output to input” so that the indlviduml responds to a situation
in terms of his evaluation of the scene.® Having determined in Chap-
ter III that lobbyiats perceived differences between the convention
and legislatlve cycles and that the perceptions were influenced by
their previous legislative experience, functicnal needs and group af-
filiation, it becomes necessary to ascertain the nature of the link
between these perceptions and actual lobbying behavior,

Interest group and lobbying literature plictures the lobbyist
as the organlzational link between his group and decision-making arenas,
He is the adaptor, modifying preconceived group goals to fit the exi-
Zencleg of the moment , 3 Due to his role the lobbyiset is usually a
member of the "small oligarchy of staff and officers” that manauges or=
ganizations, "As & generm) rule, lobbyista are thorocughly involved
in making policy for the group. Decisicons about strategy and tactics

are given over almost totally to the lobby staff."®  In line with

these findinge it was hypothesized that the lobbyists' perceptions of

their working situation effect the mllocation of their interest group's

resources among the four stages of the constitution revision cycle, and




141

the implementation of each group's convention period strategy.

The hypothesie was analyzed in terms of three narrower propo-
sitions concerned with the level of group involvemant, the psrsonal
and group tactics employed by lobbyists in the convention cycle, and
the most {mportant environmental factors affecting lobbying. This
chapter will consider those aspecta of the propositione related to
interest group goals; 1n Chapters ¥V and VI the propositions will be
analyzed in terms of activity patterns.

It wvas hypothesized that group's organizational resources,

limitatione and goals determine the level of intereat group involve-

ment in each of the four convention stages. In addition, interest

group policles reflect the nature of the group, while their constitution-

revision-cycle strategies and tactics incorporate adaptations to meet

environmental conditions.

Registration dockets fo: the 1967 and 1908 legislative sesaions
were compared to the 1967 constitutional convention registration list,
thus enabling analysis of changes in the composition of the universe of
registered groups. The data support the proposition that interest
groups register for personal gninss since the different legislative and
convention agenda did attract different constellations of interegt groups.

The 91 respondents were asked if their organizations had new,
modified or normal legisliative goals during the convantion.6 They were
also asked to indicate the iwmportance of key subject areas to their
groups, and the group's specific attitudes towards selected convention

positions. New goals or re-ordering of legislative goal pricrities to
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fit the convention's emphases were consldered evidence of strateygic
adaptation.

Comparison of the lobbylsts' convention stage and legislative
session worklocads ylelded another meagure of strateglc re-ordering
of usual interest group poals. lobbyists for cvivie and soclal reform
groups with a plethora of active goals had more convention work, while
business interest lobbylsts, primarily on the scene in s watchdog ca-

pecity, had pyreater legislative session workloads.

Interest Groups at the Conventlon

Theoretically, interest groups participating in public policy-
making are supposed to register on the legislative registration docket
or suffer severe penalties for noncompllance, In practice, groups
register when self-motivated because any enforcement s almost non-
existent and the definition of "representative” easy to circumvent.

The Legislative law, Article 4 (66)7 requires the pald representative
of "any person, firm, corporation or association” who 1s promoting or
opposing legielation to register his intentions with the Secretary of
State, unless he is merely usiving a routine legal opinion to a client or
represents & governmental group.

After each legislature adjourne, itemized statements of "expenses
paid, incurred or promised directly or indirectly in connection with leg-
i{slation pending at the previous session. . . . must be filled in the
Secretary of State's office. Stated penaltles for noncompliance are

severe:
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Every person causing or participating in a violation

thereof shall be gullty of a misdemeancr and , . .,

shall be punishable by imprisonment . . . for not wmore

than one year or by a fine of pnot more than one thou-

sand dollars or by both., . . .
ln uddition, fmilure to file expense statements requires the forfeit
of $100 "per day for each day after the expiration of the two months
within which such statement 1s required to be filed.”

The definition of representative is expiicitly limited by the
law to peid representatives of private interests. During the debate
on the amendment of the lobbying law which would apply to the consti-
tutional convention, Speaker Anthony Travia wanted the definitions re-
worded specifically to Include volunteer repr‘esentatives.e' This sug-
gests his assumption that different groups--more good govermment and
humanitarian groups usually represented by their unpaid directors--
would be so active at the convention because of its agenda that thelr
presence should be publicly noted.

The penalties for failure to disclose expenses are meaningless
because the Secretary of State's office makes no attempt to enforce the
1aw.”? They send one notice at the termination of the legislative ses-
sion, but no subaequent reminders. This means that most groups make a
free cholce as to whether they will or will not reglster, Coercion
eliminated ap a reason for registration, it was hypothesized that prag-
matic conslderations provided the impetus; since groups would rather
spend 3 to register if they anticipated activity than risk the possi-
bility of adverse publicity if they lobbied and were publicized by the

prees as non—regiat.mnts.lo The hypothesis is confirmed both directly

from evidence on the registration dockets, and indirectly from
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respondents' explanations of the groups' conventinn goels.

Legislative and convention session agendas are very difrerent.ll
Legislation usually involves technical amendments to existing statutes,
egpecially modifications of taxation and etate ald policies with only a
few broad and libertarian or educational policy 1ssues each sesslon.

By contrast, since the convention agenda was based gn the constitutional
text it contained mainly broad philosophical questions concerning gov-
ermmental structure allocation of resources and the general political
rulee of the Jame, Thus, if they hypothesls is correct, the majority
of registered interests at legislative sespions should be business
oriented, while the majority of those registered for the convention
should be Interested in the reform or protection of constitutional mat-
ter.

The supposition is corroborated by the differences shown in a
comparison of convention and ) h7-68 legislative sessions dockete in
Table L.1. According to the table, approximately 189 groups registered
for the legislative sessions contrasted with only 104 at the convention;l2
a drop primarily accounted for by the reduction in business and profes-
eional mssociation registrations. Rone of the profeeslonal associations
normally active at legislative sesslons registered for the convention,13
However, registration in non-businese categorilies tripled at the conven-
tion, reflecting the increased activities of civic, educational, human-

itarian, church and labor organizations.]h

Kinds of Registered Groups

Bueiness interests are usually the most numerous category on

legislative dockets because the major aspects of business life are



TABLE 4.1

CATEGORIES OF GROUPS REGISTERED FOR THE 1267 AND 1368 NYS
LEGISLATIVE SESSIONS AND THE 1907 NYS CONSTITUTIORAL CONVERTION

Year and Place

1967 Legislature 1968 Legislature 1967 Convention

Organization Category (%) (N) (%) (N) (%) (W)
Business 68.6 127 7C. < 129 47.3 Ly

Trade/Bus, Asen. (38.9) (72) (z7.7) (69) (26.0) (27)

Single Corporation (29.7) (55) (32.8) (50) (21.1) (22)
Labor L.g 3 4.9 3 12,° 13
Farm 1.1 2 1.1 2 1.3 2
Professional Assn. 5. 12 5.0 11 3 1+
Public/governmental Lo 1 7 A 3.5 4
Bumanitarian,/reform 3.*= A 18 3.5 13 27.9 29

Good gov't./taxpayer ( :.%) (7 (2.7) (=) ( =.8) ( 6)

Education/schools ( z.2) ( 5) ( 2.7) () (11.9) (12)

Rumanitarian ( 2.7) (<) ( 2.2) () ( 8.8) ( 9)

Religious/ethnic ( 1.9} ( 2)
Mi{scellaneous 8.6 10 7.1 1z 6.7 7
Total 100.0 18¢ 100.0 163 100.0 104

#The professional assoclation for the convention was the NYS Bar Associstion which never registers for the
legislative sessions and was included among the miscellaneous category in the computer analysis,

SH1
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intimately connected with legislative actions. However, this close
relationship does not carry over to constitutional]l provielons with the
consequence that the number of business lnterests on the convention
docket was quantitatively less than half the legislative number, and
more Importantly, down from 70% of the total legislative list to only
47% of the total convention docket.

Those business lnterests that did register for the convention
usually did so for one of three reasons: they represented general busi-
ness interests throughout the state; they were affected by speciflic
constitutional regulations; or they felt it was a good, lnexpensive,
precautionary measure. In the latter category were mostly the large
corporations such as Ford, General Electric and Consolidated Edilson,
registered by their Albany counsels ag a safeguard In case some drastic
reform threatened thelr interests. However, motgt businesses preferred
to let the Chambers of Commerce keep watch over the interests of the
whole business community. The registered trade assoclatlions repre-
sented most of the state regulated industriee such a&s insurence and
banking, businesses dependent on state financial arrangements such as
real enstate and rallroeds, or groups intereated in a specific constitu-
tional section such ae the Empilre State Marine Inc.'s interest in the
barge canal provision.

As expected, educaticnal, civic, humanitarian and religiocus
groups were interested in the conventlon eince their programs relate to
constitutional questions such as Judicial structure, state aid to private
interests, and guarantees of perscnal liberties, Foregseeing a summer

of intensive activity on behalf of their goals, these groups registered
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for the convention, Although only 13 of these 29 groups reglestered for
either the 1967 or 1468 legisluative session, it would be naive to assume
that they were newcomers to the Albany scene, For example , the power
of the Catholic Church had long been whispered as the explanation for
the fate of adoption, abortion, and divorce lezislation up to this
period.

Interestingly, civil rights groups such as the NAACP or CORE did
not reglster for the conventicn although they have a continued interest
in bill of rights guarantees, aid to education and other constitutional
sub jects. Rather, the groups worked through the black and Puerto Rican
delegate bloc or ag members of ad hoc 1ssue-oriented coalitions such as
PEARL (Committee for Public Education and Reliuious Literty).

roverntmental and labor intereegts were both very active at the
convention--governmental interests to fizht for new advantages in the
restructuring of power, and labor to gain protection for union progress
in a more compreheusive labor bill of rights. The unusual number of
registmtions in both these categories belles the notlon that groups
seek lobbying access as an alternative to internal sccess through mem-
ber-delegates since both interests were well represented in the delegate
body. Certainly governmental group's interests were represented by all
the public official delegates; and labor had obvious access through the
New York State AFL-CIO President Raymond Corbvett and International Ladies
Garment Workers Union President David Dubinsky who were Loth delegates,

The union registration category also i{llustrates the fact that
large numbers do not necegsarily mean united strength. For example,

unions disagreed on the question of state aid to parochial schools {(the
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Blaine amendment). The AFL-CIO passed m resolution at its 1966 New
York State convention favoring repeal of Blaine, yet the two teacher
unione bitterly fought repeal,. Thie issue division was in addition to
the traditional split between civll service unions and the ¢thers, since
the latter look on civil service unions as week sisters of the movement.
At the convention the divieslon was widened by the civil service confed-
eration, formed Jjust to protect thelr constitutional safeguards, which
becams the most effective, powerful and cohesive labor volice in the con-
vention cycle,

Mcst of the legislative docket groups lumped in the miscellaneous
category are gambling interests such as the rece tracks. However, at
the convention these Zroups had no registered representatives, prefer-
ring to let Joseph Carlino, a delegate and legislative counsel for the
New York Racing Association, remind the lobbylste of racing's Joys with
free passes to the nearby Samatoga race track,

On the convention docket the miscellaneous category contained the
New York Recreaticon and Park Society, the Oneida Indian Trive, the Com-
mittee for Greyhound Racing in New York, and four ad hoc coalitions cre-
ated egpecially for the conventlon, The ad hoc groups were designed
for one of two purposes: either to provide research and coordination for
allied interests, or to combine and focus the energies of multli-interest
organizations for one particular issue, The Council for a Sound Consti-
tutlon, 8 state-wide business uyroup, and the Committee on Constitutional
Issues, a prestige leadership group interested in structural reform, be-
longed to the former species, The Civil Service Council for the Consti-

tutional Convention interested in civil service protecti ons, and the



149

Constitutional Counclil for the Forest Preserve formed to fight for the
"forever wild"” clause {n the Jonstitution were examplee of the latter

category.l”

Patterns of Multiple Representation

The self-interest impetus behind group activity 1o & given gov-
ernmental forum 18 not only reveaied through the previcus docket com-
parison, but miso by the patterns of multiple representation at the con-
vention. Multiple representation works in one of two wayse: either a
lobbyist represents more than one c¢lient or an interest group reglsters
more than one lobbylst, At the legislative sessions there were more
of the former varlation than the latter; at the conventlon the pattern
was reversed,

On each of the legislative session dockets approximately 164 of
the lobbyists were reugistered ae representatives for more than one
group;16 usually for two simllar businesses, trade or professional as-
soclations. Most of thege lobbylets were lawyers; over 3/L of them
were Albany lawyers, often hired as supplementary lobbylsts becauase of
thelir political knowledge, While the percentage of lobbylets with
multiple clients 1s low in terms of the total number of registered lob-
byists, the cumulative effect means that approximately 49% of the
legislative session registered organizations share their representa-
tives.17 After all, 1f one client is registered, it is logical to do
it for all.

By comparison, at the convention both the number of lobbyists
with multiple clients and the percentage of groups 80 represented

dropped considerably. On the convention docket, 6% (N = 8) of the
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registrants represented 32% (N = 33) of the registered groups. Once
again, the majority of these lobbylists were Albany lawyers representing
bueiness interegts, which suggests that the drop io reglstration of wmul-
tiple clients reflects the decreased number of registered Albany lawyers,
thae decreased number of reglstered bueiness interests and the lower to-
tal number of groupe on the convention docket,

In addition, the lobbyists themselves practiced selective regis-
tration for the convention. For example Richard Steinhaus represents
both the Podiatry Soclety of the State of New York and the Saving Associ-~
ation leagues of New York State during legislative sessions, yet he reg-
istered only the latter for the convention, The Albany law firm of
DeQraf, Foy, Conway and Holt-Harris reugistered only twn of their ten
le, 'slative ciients for the convention, Charles Tobin registered as
convention representative of the Ceatholic Welfare Committee, represent-
ing the New York State church hierarchy, although he represents them
without registering under the legislative lobbying law; yet he did not
file the three business lnteregte he usually registers for leglslative
Begsions. Theae examples add support to the proposition concerning
rational selection of an activity forum in the light of each group's
needs.

It was anticipated that the other form of multiple representa-
tion, in which one group registers several lobbylsts, would coincide
w’th the heavily reglstered categories of groups sttracted by the high
stakes, Table 4.2, showing the categorical division of groups with
multiple lobbyists at the legislative and convention sessions, reinforcea
this. While one-third of the registered business legislative represen-

tatives were duplicate lobbylsts, only 164 of the registered convention
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TABLE 442

REGISTERED LOBBYISTS WORKING FOR GROUPS THAT REGISTERED
MORE THAN ONE LOBBYIST FOR THE 1967, 1968 LEGISLATIVE SESSIONS
OR THE CONSTITUTIONAL CONVERTIOM$ BY GROUP CATEGORIES

Lobbyists
Category of Group 1967 Leg. 1368 Le? 1967 Convention
(%) (N} (%) N (%) (N)
Business 36.4 8 32.0 Lg 16.7 23
Labor 1.1 2 1.3 2 22.7 31
Farm 1.k 2
Education s 9
Good gov't., reform,
humenitarian L.y { 1.5 2 12.% 17
Gambling 1.1 2 1.3 < 1.4 2
Total L3.0 69 35.9 “h o 6l.s 103
Total number of lobbyists 1ty 153 157

business representatives were 1in that category. At the convention
labor had the highest proposition of multiple listinge (22.7¢ ) and the
good government and humanitarian Zroups had nearly as many duplicate
lobbyists as the convention business {nterests.l8 These non-business
categories were also the ones with the drammtic rise In convention rey-
istration, (See Table 4.1.)

Despite the fact that 614 of the registered convention lobbyists
were "duplicates,"” as compared to 34-43% during legislative sessions,

the number of groups involved increased very little at the convention.
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In the 1967 legislative session 29 groups (16.9% ) had multiple regis-
trations; in 1968, 23 organizations (12 %) were B0 registered; and at
the convention only 26 groups {2-% ) employed thoee 103 lobbyists.

In summary, examination of the reglstration dockets has shown
that groups do register in anticipation of goal-oriented activity.
This meant that a dispropoertionate number of non-business lobbyistse ap-
peared on the convention reylstration docket as compared to the legls-
lative ones, In addition, lobbyists’' multiple registration pattermns
reinforced the link between group goals and registration eince reform
groups anticipating heavy convenltion workloads registered extra lobby-
ists, while business interests reglstered less than their usual con-

tingent,

Interest Groupe' Conventlon Goals

Since groups were attracted to the two decision-making arenas
by the nature of the topics discussed, and since the agendas were 4dif-
ferent in each situation, questions arose as to whether the groups a-
dopted new convention oriented goals or merely adapted their usual inp-
terests to fit the convention agenda. Interest group literature sug-
geste that group goals are formed to sult the internal dynamics of the
groupgper se, rather than the outside environmental situation. Nat -
urally groups are often created to deal with an extermnal event (e.g.,
the ad hoc convention coalitions} but once formed, organizational poli-
cles are desiugned to meet internal group needs for membership activity,
intereat and cohesive smppc-rt.l9 Thus, it was hypothesized that inter-

est group constitutional revielon cycle policies would reflect the na-

ture of the ugroup; their strategy and tactics would incorporste
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adaptations to meet environmental conditions,

During the interviews, lobbylsts were asked to indicate the num-
ber of issues their organization was interested 1n at the convention
from 8 list of sixteen major areas, and then to rate the importance of
each issue for their group.€? Then they were to mark which of the
sixty=-three specific subtopics on the list they had supported or op-
posed during the convention session. In answering this questiion the
specified locale was the third stage of the constitutional revision
cycle, the convention itself, rather than the total process, since the
next set of questions asked the lobbylsts to indicate the degree of

similarity between convention and legislative goals,

Similarity of Convention and Lepislative Goals

Asked to compare their convention and legislative goals, 53
lobbylets (62% of those answering the question) eaid their wgoala were
eimilar. Thirty-two respondents {31 .# ) said their convention goals
were different. The majority of these lobbylsts defined difference 1in
terms of the less technical nature of their convention goals. A ex-
plained by a civic reform kroup'se lobbyist:

We pursued goals in their widest ramification at the

convention, while in the legislature we work on the

“piece of goal” related to specific legislation.

Some groups such as Commerce and Industry, New York State Sher{ff's
Association, Assoclation of Towne and the Conference of Mayors modified
their traditionslly defensive legislative posture to geek affirmative
changes in the Conetitution. Other groups such as the Emplire State

Chamber of Commerce modified their goale by rearranging priorities so

that structural reforms were moved to the top of the 118t.21
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Only 13 respondents (159 said they worked for totally new con-
vention goals. However, most buslness asscoclations, civil service
unions, humanitarian, education and civic reform groups were members of
ad hoc convention coallitions seeking specific constitutional goals,
These memberships reflect an adjustment of group prioritiee since they
area /ay to increase their impact on an iesue (often & new one for the
group) without overtaxing their own independent resources. It pere
mits them to overcome individual group limitations while still emphasiz-
ing the important issue,

Every major substantive arema was covered by some form of group
alliance designed to increase the clout behind specific proposals,.

Some were very informal such as the social welfare coalition organized
by State Charities Aid Association. Others such as the committee for
Public Education and Religious Liberty (PEARL) and the Citizens Committee
for a Constitutionml Convention were more formally organized, with a
small staff and headquarters.

Even many groups defensively watching the convention from a dis-
creet distance felt the need for action on pontraditional goals. Thus
the Council for a Sound New York Constitution was created at the insti-
gation of a Mobil 011 Vice-President to create a broad front to develop
broad issues. This creation of a means to minimize inter-business
frictions is an acknowledgement of the difference between the convention
and leglslative agenda items: when working on specific industry oriented
legislation community friction is less of a problem.

Six respondents said their groups hed no interest in any conven-

tion issue even though they had registered as a precaution. The six
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included representatives of the Blue Shield/Blue Cross corporations,
tvo trade associations, the Brotherhood of Locomotive Enginmen and Fire-
meqn, and two ad hoc conventlon groups=--the Council for a Sound New York
Constitution and the Citizens' Committee for an Effective Constitution
{which lisbanded after its fallure to elect a nonpartisan delegate body ).

Approximately 1t groups reorganized priorities by creating an
internal convention committee within their oryanization in addition to
or instead of worklng with a coalition. These groups were usually
formed a year ahead of the convention session f'or the purpose of develop-
ing the organization's conventlon program, and later for making policy
decisions during the convention session. The 16 groups included the
New York Chamber of Commerce, Leasue of Women Voters of New York state,
Conference of Mayors, Civil Jervice Employment Association (CLEA), and
Citizens' Union. OUnly tne Har Associatlon of the City of New York reg-
istered its Committee on the Constitutional Convention, perhaps tecause
it issued printed reports sent to all delegsmtes.

It 1s interestineg to note that although lobbylsts sald their
group's policy modifications reflected perceptions of the differences
in convention and legislative session agendas, there 1ls no correlation
between any group modification of goals and the 1lotbyist's overall per-
ception of the two environments. This is indicated by the flgures 1in
Table 4.3, which show the division of the lobbylsts' broad categorize-
tion of the two environments 1n terms of Lheir groups' goal modifica=-
tions for the convention.

The table indicates that approximately 0% of those perceiving

either differences or similarities between the systems were lobbying
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TABLE b4.3

REIATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENTS' COMPARISONS OF THE
CONVENTION AND LEGISIATIVE ENVIRONMENTS AND THEIR ASSESSMENTS
OF THEIR GROUFS' CONVENTION GOAlL MODIFICATIONS

Per‘cegtion

Goals Similar Different Total

(%) (W) (4£) (N) (%) (N)
Similar 59 18 58 32 57 50
Different 32 10 38 22 37 3e
No answer/
don't know 9 3 L 2 6 5
Total 100 3l 100 56 100 87

yules Q@ 3 .106 (computed without "no answer"” row included)

for the same group Zoals as at legislative sesslons. Even i1f the per-
centages are reversad there is no difference since approximately 675

of the lobbyists Iln each goal category perceived differences in the two
enviroaments. Thues the table is a negative confirmation of the hypoth-

esls linking goal formation to internal group characteristics,
Iobbyists' Workiocads

There was a relationship between the group's modification of
their goal requirements and the lobbyist's convention workload. Table
k. shows the lobbyists' comparisons of their workload at the convention
(stage 3) and legislative sessions. Only 16% of those answering the
question felt their workloads were equal in both places; the majority

felt they had less convention work, while approximately one-third con-
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sidered thelr workload to be hea.vier.22

TABLE 4.4

LOBBYISTS' COMPARISON OF THEIR WORKIOAD AT
THE CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE SESSIONS

Amount of Work at Convention lobbyists
() (N)
Lese work H2.5 L2
More work il.2 25
Equal work 16,3 13
Total 100.0 80

The primary explanation for the difference was the number of in-
terests the group actively pursued in each decislopn-meking arena. Sav-
enty-four percent of the lobbyists with less work attributed it to fewer
convention issues of interest to thelr organization. A respected tmade
association lobbyist sald, "In the 1967 legislative session I followed
924 bills; at the convention there were only four or five propositions
of interest,”

Approximately half of the lobbyiste who reported heavier work-
loads attributed it to issue-related factors: a numerical increase in
the number of group goals, an organizational ashift from defensive to of.
fensive interests, or a real opportunity to push for goals not realis-
tically poseible in the legislative envirocoment. Typical comments were:

There was more work at the convention because at the
legislature we do only defensive watching.
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The imspues were all broader, all on the teble at once,
None could be returned to next year.

I had 7% more work because there were so many "live"

issues, The city administration was really pushing.

I accelerated my activities as the process accelerated.

When the lobbylste' views of their workload are sorted by the
type of group they represent, S0-60% of the church-humeniterian and
cltizen group representatives had heavier workloads, This 1s to be ex-
pected slnce the majority of their interests are of a constitutional
nature,

By contraat, between one-half and three-fourths of the corpora=-
tion, trade association and labor lobbyists had less convention work,<3
Labor thus appears in both the low workloed and high multiple representa-
tives categories, an anomaly explained by the fact that four unions had
anywhere from two to eight convention active representatives, while

seven of the eight remaining unions were barely active at the conven-

tion. Thus both extremes exist in the same generic category.

The Rature of Groups' Convention Goals

Bernard Cohen has suggested that groups may be differentiated

2k He classifies veter-

by the "character of the interests they serve,’
ans, labor, businese and financilal groupe as typical of tangible inter-
est groups that emphasize certain policy areas, usually economic,

These he compares to groups with more general and intangible, often
moralistic iesues such as women's organizations, religicus and ideologl-
cal groups,

While he uses the division to explain different forms of group

activity, it can also be used to explain different kinds of group poli-

¢y Interests. Groups catering to diverse clienteles and groups with
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wide ranging, intangible goals tend to have a multiplicity of interests
and a less extreme hierarchial stratification of priorities than groups
with specific clienteles or specific tangible problems to Bolve, These
differences present the lobbylst with "givens" which affect the nature
of the lobbying effort and the mix of available rescurces,

Since it was hypothesized that interest group goals reflected
the dynamics of the group, not the environment, and since most interest
groups have specific tangible goals,?® it was anticipated that the most
popular convention agende items would be related to government outputs
rather than key constitutional provisions concerning government struc-
ture,

The data in Table L.5 corroborete these suppositions. The
table shows the number of groups interested 1n each of the sixteen gen-
eral lssue areas on the convention agenda, and the number of respond-
ents who saild their groups considered the 1ssue of maximum ilmportance,
As the table indicates, group activity is activity by minorities of
groupa.26 Only one fifth to one-half of the Respondents indicated
group interest in any one toplc. The most popular topic was the broad
area of taxation-finance which Included both revenue producing measures
for the state, and revenue sharing measures such es gifts and loans to
private agencies, thereby attracting groups from governmental, social
wvelfare and business categories.

The large number of reform and labor organizations registered for
the convention 1s indicated by the fact that lesues related to labor,
bill of rightes, constitutional simplification and the Jjudicial system

all drev at least one-third of the interview sample. Interestingly,
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TABLE 4.5

GROUPS INTERESTED IN EACH CONVENTION ISSUE AREAj
RESPONDENTS RATING ISSUE OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE TO THEIR GROUP

Groups Interested Isgue of Maximum

Issue Area in TIssue Importance to Group
(1) (N} (%)%= (N)
Taxation/finance 53 L3 T2.1 31
Local Government L7 38 71.1 27
Labor L3 35 Th.3 26
Education L 3k 61.7 21
Constitutional Structure Lo 34 L1,1 1k
Bi11l of Rights 19 42 Lo, 6 14
Church-State 48 31 4.2 23
Social Welfare 37 30 50,0 15
Judiciary 36 29 55,2 16
Housing 32 26 “3.8 14
Executive Branch 30 25 6.0 9
Legisliature 30 25 28.0 7
conservation 23 19 57.9 11
Apportionment 22 18 38.9 7
Electorial Matters 21 17 35.3 &

#Percentage taken of 81 N - the number of respondents who completed this
interview question affirmatively.

##Percentage of the N number of groupe interested in the specific issue
area,
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the problem of apportionment which led to the original campaign for a
convention was included in the policy statemeants of cnly 18 respond-
ents' organizations,

The figures concerning the intensity of group j.nt,erwtuzn'.?Ir in
each issue area support the hypothesis that yroup goals are formed to
meet internal needs since elight of the nine issue arecas with 0% or
more of the groups working at maximum intensity involved forms of gov-
ernmental output. Of the interested groups working on four imsue
areas--taxation/finance, local povernment, church-state and labor-e
71-74 ¢ considered the issue to be of primary importance to them.

Thus, a8 far as the interviewed lobbylists were concerned, thege were
the most {mportant convention lssues. Labor can be considered a fomm
of output in terms of the convention agenda because 1. included guaran-
teeg of civil gervice protections.

The only structural issue in the top nine was judicial system
reform which wvas the most controversisl structural topic on the conven-
tion agenda. Thies suggests that even at a convention to revise the
basic rules of government, the predominant focus of group efforts re-
lated to personal gain for organization members. However, the low in-
terest level and the small number of groups attracted to structural isesues
may mean not merely lack of group interest in non-bread-and-butter issues,
it may also mean that the proups saw little point in trying to change
the political status quo in & situation run by present power holders in
that system, For example, legislative cnncerns was the only convention
topic that had not one group maximmly committed to it as a group goal,

The nature of the group and the type of goals explains not only
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the most popular group subjects on the convention agenda, but also the
quantity of policies pursued. Groups with specific clienteles and spe-
cific problems tended to have very few policies, while groups with in-
tangible, broad goals and diversified memberships tended to have many
policy obJjectivea. This becomes important in terms of the lobbylsts'
development, of effective group convention stmtegy to implement goals.
For exemple, many diverse goals require location of key decision-mmkers
in many subject matter areas, whlle fewer policies and many objectives
might permit in-depth cultivation of only a few key contacts,

Table 4.6 shows the lobbyists' enumerations of the number of is-
sues and positions (i.e,, specific obJectives within the larger issue
area guch as aid to parochial schools as s position within the broad
church-state area) advanced by thelr gmup(a) during the convention.

The table reinforces the interest group literature notion that
organizations are forced to concentrate on iimited numbers of goals be-
cause of resource problems.2d Thirty-seven lobbyists {(}3%) said their
groups were only interested in three issues or less, and 1k of these
identified only one 1ssue interest. By contrast, at the other end of
the continuum, only 1l respondents specified interest in 13-16 issue
Areas.

However, the fact that a group limits itself to one {ssue area
need not necessarily mean it focuses on only ome position within that
vtroad area since it may have interests along the entire gamut of related
topics. Yat the data indicate that specialization leads to further
sepecialization. Thus, 925 of the 51 respondents indicating an interest

in lese than eight positions were also concerned with six or less lssue
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areas, Indeed, S7% of those interested in only one issue area also
concentrated on only one position within that broad area.

In a similar manner, a proliferation of issue interests leads
to a proliferation of specific positions. Myst groups interested in
more than nine issues also indicated an interest in 15-40 specific po-
sitions,<9 Thus, group categories with the highest iBsue interest
average such as business assoclations, civic groups, and labor unions
alsc had the highest positions average,

The above generalizations can be illustrated in terms of the
three business categorlies which present markedly different pictures of
thelr over-all goale (1ssues). Corpormations had the lowest issue and
position averages (4.3 and 9,1 respectively), and they mre the most
homogeneous entities of the business categories with the most limited
Zoels. Trade asBociations also tend towards homogeneous memberships
in that they usually represent one industry so they too have a low 1is-
sue average of b, 3, However, the range of problems may be quite broad
thus upping their position average to 8.3, For example, the Council
of Retall Merchante represents hundreds of businesses ranging from
family firme to department store chaine so while the number of general
issue areas remains small, the number of specific positions taken is
quite large. The business chambers of commerce are classic examples
of omnibus organizations with myriad goals and diversified memberships.
To meet the internsa] demands generated by these factors the chambers
had 10-15 issue areas of interest and between 15 and 30 specific posi-
tions.

The nature of the issue can alpo affect the proliferation of



TABLE 4.5

NUMBER OF ISSUES AND POSITIORS OF GROUPS, DIVIDED ACCORDIRG TO
CATEGORY OF GROUP, NUMBERS AND AVERACES

Fumber of Issues Number of Positions
Category of Group None 1-3 L-7 9-12 13-16 Aver, None 1-3 L4-8 9-20 21-60% Aver. T?;31
Church/humanitarian 3 L 2 1 3.9 3 1 6 9.8 10
Taxpayer/civic reforw 3 2 1 1 £.3 3 3 1 13.2 7
Bducation 6 " i 4,5 2 7 2 9.4 11
Business Assn. 2 2 12.5 1 3 26.5 L
Business Corporation 1 3 b L.3 1 3 3 1 5.1 8
Trade Asen. 2 9 L 2 1 L3 2 7 5 1 3 8.3 18
Labor 1 6 3 6.7 1 b 5 1 2 17.9 10
Government 1 b 1 1 7.4 1 1 s 10.9 T
Ad hoc CC committee 2 3 2 b4 2 1 3 1 7.0 7
Miscellaneous 3 1 1 L,6 3 2 3.2 5
Total 6 37 23 10 1 5.5 6 21 30 20 11 3.9 87

*Only one group had more than 45 positicns.

791
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group concerns, Corporatione are again the classic example of those
advocating narrow interests. Mcst of their concerns can be gettled

by specific textual changes so they tend to have specific limited aims,
On the other hand, citizen, humanitarian and educat{on groups have
broad, intangible goals relative to the human condition. S0 while

they may be concerned with only a tew areas, the number of specific po-
gltions to realize utopla 1is large. In such cases, the breadth of
their interests leads to a multiplication of poseible gpecific remedies,
Membership also affects the 1ssue/position ratio of labor amd government
organizations. Both are service groups catering to homogeneous member-
ships but with a broad spectrum of constituent desires, Thus, they
have a limited scope of concern but a wide range of specific desires.

In summary, the diversity of a group's goals reflect internal
attributes of the group such as heterogeniiy of membership and the
tangible or intangible nature of the group's goals. Thus, this chap-
ter has provided support for the hypothesis that group goals reflect
the nature of the interest group, while the impetus to register as a
precondition of participation,and the reshuffling of goal priorities
reflected adaptation to environmental differences within the convention
cycle. The next chapter will consider the group's activity patterns
developed from the interplay of lobbylsts' perceptions, group created

preconditions and the envirommental situation,
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2. William Dember, The Psychology of Perception, p. 6.

3, See for example, David Trumen, The Governmental Process;
De Vries, op. cit.; Malcolm Jewell and Samuel Patterson, The Legislative
Process in the United States, pp. 286-288; lester Milbrath, The Washing-
ton Lobbyiste.

4. Ibid., pp. 53, 9-L9.

5. See Harwon Zeigler and Michael Baer, Lobbying: Interaction
in American State lLegislatures, Chapter 2, The self-interest motivetion
of the group has no resl connection with the cantent of group goals, since
many interests work actively on behalf of nonpersonsl, community oriented,
public-interest goels.

6. See Appendix A, question 6.

7. All of the following three quotations are from The New York
State Legislstive Law, Chapter 317, lawa of 1909 as smended and In force
January 1, 1967, Article 4, sec. 66. The cost of s filling fee or expense
statement is $5.00.

8. New York Times, January 16, 1967. Also see Associated In-
dustries, Constitutional Convention Reporter, January 20, 1967. During
the legislative session the minimm expense requirement is $250 in direct
lobbying expenaes, so many groups consider themeelves exempted because
secretaries, newsletter, etc.,, are considered not strictly direct lobby-
ing. At the convention the minimuw required for registration was reduced
to $100 per month.

9, From an interview with the head of the records division in the
New York Department of State.

10, For & discussion of morality and lobbying laws, see Edgar Lene,
Lobbying and the Law,

11, See Chapter I1,supra.

12, These figureg differ from the totals on the officlal Secretary
of State's list because they count lobbylists separately for each client.
The number of registered lobbylsta places Rew York State near the average
for number of state lobbylsts. Registration liste vary from a low of 23
in South Carolina to a high of 4,53 registratants in Texas in 1559, Williawm
Keefe and Morris Qgul, The American Inﬁislative Process: Congress and the
States, p. 8. For 1ist of organizations, see Appendix B.

13. The only profesgsional association registered for the convention
was the New York State Bar Aassoclation, which never registered for legis-
lative sesslions.
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4. The following table illustrates the unusual registration
patterns among the lnterview populstion alone.

Group type Registration patterns TOTAL
sc only cc /both legs 00/one leg

(2) (N) ($) M (%) ) (%) (N)

Ch/humantt. %0 (5 20 (2) 20 (2) 100 (10)
Citizen/reform 50 (s) Lo (u) 10 (1) 100 (10)
Education 55 (6 9 (1) 6 (L) 100 (11)
Bus. ABsn. 25 (1) 50 (2) 25 (1) 100 (W)
Bus. Corp. 100 (8) 100 ( 8)
Trade Assn. 11 (2) 83 (16) 100 518)
Labor union 70 (7) 20 (2) 10 (1) 100 10)
Govt. 29  (2) 71 (5) wo (1)
Ad hoc cc group 78 E?) 22 (2) 100 5 9)
Mige. H0 3) Lo (2) 100 5)
Total L1 (38) b1 (39) 18 {16} 100 (92)

15. The Committese on Constitutional Issues (CCI), created in
early 1967 to promulgate judicious opinions on jmportant convention issues,
was 8 non-partigan prestige study group of 22 civic leaders. The members
were all selected for thelr community service and/or organizationsl effili-
ation, but were to sperve ss individuamls rather than orgenization represent-
atives. Tie group registered for tie convention but filed noc expense
statemente.

The Council for a Sound Constitution was one of two ad hoc
~oalitions formed within the business community to function ss informetion
clesring nouses and action coordinstors. The Council sent out membership
solicitation letters in November 1966.  Judge Walter Mehoney, former state
Senate Majority Leader, was chajirman of the executive committee, suggest-
ing the hope of active lobbying by the group, but in fact the group never
gerved sucin & function. Thwee Council took no public positions and iessued
no pubtlic statements. It acted rerely as a coordinating committee to
increase the effectiveness of the business community by paring interbusi-
negs frictions. The Council prided itself on having a carefully balsnced
bosrd including representatives of all the statewide business sssociations.
Thia asset tnen became its liability in terms of direct action. A com-
bination of an inexperienced office director plus the wide spen of member
interests consigned the Council to ineffectiveness.

The smaller, unregiatered, business coalition, the Conference
of New York Businees Orgmnizations, wes a Mew York City based coalition
organlized by the New York Chember of Commerce. Twelve to fifteen groups
representing various Chsmbers of Commerce, the New York Board of Trade,
the New York City Economic Development Council Ltd., t.e Real Estate
Board of New York, etc., met monthly to discuss current convention happen-
ings and rcoordineate their afforts.

The Civil Service Council for the Conmtitutionsl Convention
(CSCCC) was 8 federation of unions representing 420,000 of the 720,000
civil servants in the state. As 8 couesive force they worked to insure
continuation of civil service safeguardes and pension rights in the Com-
stitution. The Constitutionsl Council for the Foregt Pregserve was a
comlition of spproximmtely L0 conservetion groups interested in meintsin-
ing the existing 'forever wild' provisions in the Conatitution.
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wWhile these were the ad hor comlitions that registered for
the convention, they were merely the tip of an iceberg. Every mwajor
aubstantive area had its group ellisnces designed to incresse the clout
behind apecific propossls. Bome were very informal such as the social
welfare coelition orgenized by State Cherities Aid Association. OF the
more formelly structured ones, two were included in the interview sample
because of their active role in the convention cycle: PEARL (Public Educa-
tion and Religious Liberty) and the Citizen's Committee for a Constitu-
tional Convention, later cslled Citizens Committee for an Effective Con-
stitution. The group spent about $125-150,000 on public relations cem-
paigne during 1965 and 1965, first to win the ballot referendum calling
the convention and then to secure a non-partisan, meritorious delegate
body. Pailing in the latter objective, the orgmnization disbanded in
December 1966,

The Coomittee for Public Education and Religious Liberty
(PRARL) waa formed at the suggestion of Leo Pfeffer of the American Jewish
Congress in March 1967 to fight for retention of Article XI (3), the Blaine

anendment, which prevents state aid to perochial schools. Its central
comittes in Manimttan was composed of representatives of 19 educsational,
c¢ivic and religious orgenizations. However, in upstate regions and other

New York City borougns, the boards often included local branches of addi-
tional groups such ae the NAACP, PEARL did not reglister since it did not
meet the $100 monthly minimum for lobbying expenses; costs were borne by
the cooperating groups.

1. There were 26 lobbyists in this category registered for the
1967 legislative session and 22 registered in 1968,

17. There were 91 organizations in tiis category on the 1967 legie-
lative session docket and 88 groups in 1968.

18. Convention registrante with three lobbylsts were the Commmunity
Service Society (C38)}, the Uniformed Court Officers Association, Commerce
and Industry, Empire Stete Chamber of Coumerce, and Citizens Comnittee for
Children. Groups with four lobbyists were New York State Employees Council
50, Assoclated Industries, and New York State Racreation and Park Bociety;
with seven were Citizens for Educationsl Freedom; United Federsation of
Teachers nad eight lobbyists and CSCCC had nine. 03S had one wore lobby-
ist reglatered for the convention than for legislative sessions. Seven
business interests had less lobbyists registered for the convention than
for legislative sessions.

19. See Trumen, op. cit., and Bernard Cohen, "Political Comwuni-
cation on the Japanese Pesce Bettlement,” in Americen Political Interest
Groups: Readings in Theory and Research, pp. 226-2137.

20. See Appendix A, question H.

2l1. For example, the Empire State Chamber of Commerce listed nine
goela: keep election of Judges, keep two house lesgislature, mske senators'
terms four yesars, eliminats constitutionsl designation of all state depart-
ments, keep civil Juries, prohibit the constitutional injtisative smendment
proceas, siwplify the constitution, keep the 'forever wild' clause, study
the Blaine issue carefully.
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22. In & table cross-tabulating the respondents' reasons for
their workloed with the size of the workload, there was a significant cor-
relation of -.542 (gemma). Thirty-one of the 40 respondents with less
convention work attributed 1t to less convention iasues, while 11 of the
25 respondents with more convention work attributed it to more convention
issues.

A teble cross-tabulating workload with the content of group
gomls indicated no correlation {(gamme - .200) between the two variables.
This may be interpreted as a negative corrotoration of the hypothesls sug-
gesting adaptation of goals and tactics to suit environmental conditions.

23. Reversing the statistics, trede assoclations and corporstions
comprilsed 50% of those in the less convention work category, while church-
humanitarian and citizens groups camprised 487 of the more convention
work category.

24, Bernard Cohen, op. cit., p. 229.

25. BSee Harmon Zeigler, Interest Groupe in American Soclety, or
Truman, op. clt.

26, See Truman, op. cit., or Robert Dahl, Who Governs?  Robert
1).r:1hlS A Preface to Democratic Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1550},

7. Intenslty means the importance the goal had for & group.
Hespondents were asked to rate each issue on a scale running from 9 for
highest group priority to U for no interest at all.

28. BSee Raymond Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool and Lewis Dexter, Ameri-
can Business and Public Policy: The Politics of Foreign Trade, Chapter 23.

29, Nineteen groups had only one position per issue ares; all of
these groups had slx or less issue areas. All 51 oups with eight or less
positions had six or less issue areas {except three).
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CHAPTER V

GROUP CONVENTION CYCLRE STRATEGY

Interest group literature generally portrays lobbyista as knowl-
edgeable group agents ferreting out the points in the decision-making
process where access will benefit thelr group. Group activity pattemrns
in the New York State convention cycle were investigated to ascertain
the role of lobbyiste' perceptions in this process of adapting group re-
sources to environmental situations. The data indicated that lobby-
ists' perceptions effect the allocation of group resources among policy-
making points, within limite set by the nature of group goals, resources
and organization,

In interest group literature group activities are depicted as
purpcseful, rational operations designed to mdvance group goals with a
minimum expenditure of group resources,

Individual interest groups generally function in

a pragmatic and opportunistic fashion, using any

method or technique wvhich they believe will serve

their purpose effectively, Undoubtedly dictating

most pressure group activity ie the criterion vhat

action will produce the maximum desired result

vith the minimum expenditure of time and rescurces.
(emphasis added)l

Groups formulate strategies for the general allocation of resources
among specific decision-making centers, and design tactics, or means,
to implement aspecta of the over-all plan.

The assumption of reasoned activity permeates basic group

theory definitions. For example, Earl Latham defines interest groups
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as
associations of people for the achievement of ends
common to the members, and the means of achieve-
ment 1is the application of the power of the associ-

ation to the obstacles and hindrances which block
the goal,

The indiapenuible ingredient ot "groupness” 18 con-

scicusness of common intereste and active assist-

ance, mutually sustained, to advance and promote

thie interest.’

Lester Milbrath, in hie study of Washington lobbyists, defines
lobbying as "the stimulation and transmission of & communication, by
someone other than a cltizen acting on his own behalf, directed to a
government decision meker with the hope of influencing his decial on,"3
The implication here of purposeful action desligned to motivate a de-
cislon-maker is made explicit in the accompanying text.

Finally, lobbyists, as members of a political skill group, are
defined in terms of their activities within the policy-making process,
Lobbyists are individuals who stimulate and transmit the communications
for an organlzed interest. This functional definition personalizes
the general action definition of a group.

The lobbylst as group agent locates opportunities for access
to the policy-making world. "Access to the institutions of government
ie basically a matter of relationahipe with individuslis who occupy
government positions."r) It 18 a reciprocal relationship between of-
ficilels and lobbyists from which both secure information and support.
"Once achieved, access provides an opportunity to mmneuver, & chance
to use established relationships and the procedures of the legislative
body to give effect to the group's clnint."é'

There are two quasticna to be asked concerning access: can it
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be mchieved? How will it De used? Determinants of access possibili-
ties include the group's strategic position 1in society, group resources
such as leadership skills, money, site, membership cchesion, and as-
pects of the general enviromment including the legal and informal norms
of governmental institutions.’

Viewing these factore from the group's perspective there are
five key elements to consider in evaluating a policy process: their
own strengths and weaknegses, activities of rival sourcea of infl uence
such as political parties and the media, citizen and official targets
to be influenced, the norms and legalities structuring the poliey-
making environment, and the consegquences vhich follow from the methods
used by the group.8 Manipulating these five elemeants, group leaders
devise strategy to achieve access, and tactics to use 1it.

To summarize, interest group literature explains group activity
in terms of a motivation-access-strategy sequsnce. The purpose of the
group is policy promotion. The key to succese is access to decision-
making centers. Access 1s affected by political, social and economic
factors both within the group and in the general operating milieu, To
maximize thelr advantages, groups develop over-all strategies from
which they derive tactics adapted to the peculiarities of a given situ-
ation.?

"It {8 likely that access is determined less by the skill or
'pressure’ of organized groups and more by the structure of the situa-
tion."10 Consequently, groupe must use the 'structure of the situs-
tion' as they see it to compensate for any deficiencies caused by their
own organizational structure and goals. Lobbyists seem the logicel

source for situational information since their role is to present demands
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at influential points within the declsion-making process.
On the basis of these assumptions in the literature, it is

hypothesized that lobbyists' perceptions of their working situation

affect the allocation of their group's resources among the four stages

of the constitutional revision cycle, and the implemsntation of each

group's convention period strategy. The hypothesis is tested in terms

of three narrover propositions which specify environmental features of
importance to lobbylists, limitations on group activity patterns imposed
by organizational factors, and the use of the lobbyist's perception as
a means to coordinate group needs with opportunities in each decision-
making environment. These propositions emphasize aspects of the gen-
eral relationship implied in statemente such as, "The direction of a
group's energies undergoes modification with changed conditions and will
be conditioned by its resources.”ll

One of these propositions states that the most important dif-

ferences between the convention and legielative svstems in terms of

their effect on interest group activity are (1) the divieion of the

constitutional revision process into four separate, non-recurring stages

as compared to the two-stage legislative cycle, (2) public expectations

concerning the function of each process for the body politic, {3) the

method of transforming decisions into law, and (4) the content of the

convention and legislative sessions. 12 These attributes were selected

a8 important to interest groupa because they created the environmental
conditions which bad to be met by a successful group strategy. Data
on the configurations of groups attracted to each stage of the process

and group manipulation of the sequence of stages support the proposition.
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A second proposition states that group goals, organizational

regources and limitations determine the level of interest group in-

volvement in each of the four convention atagg_s_. Tc ascertain the

pattern of their group's involvement in the total cycle, respondents
were asked questions designed to measure their activities within the
cycle, and the reasons for this pattern. The questions asked were:

The activities related to a convention can be divided

inte four separate time zones: the call for a con-

vention, selection of delegatee, the convention 1t-

self, and ratification of the product.

How involved wes your organization at each stage?

( Respondents could select a place on a five point
scale: very/moderately/a little/very little/none)

Why did your organization concentrate on those Y-rl-
ods? (Probe: goals, by-laws, resources, etc,)lo

Their snswers create a picture of groups deployed across the
cycle guided by their perception of the etages most favorable to them,
within the limits set by legal restrictions on their activitiesg, mem-
bership problems, and the pertinancy of thelr goals to the constitution
revision agenda, For example, groups with atructural, civic eand sco-
cial reform goals were most likely to work and commit a high percentage
of organlzation rescurces across several stages, By contrast, busi-
ness, government and other statue quo groups tended to watch the consti-
tution writing stage at a level of involvement considerably below their
legislative session efforts. These findings reinforce the data in
Chapter IV which showed that groups registered for the convention
sesplion because they perceived a chance to implement new goals or to
prevent an sttack on policies already preserved in the constitution.

The final proposition states that interest group policies
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reflect the nature ot *“he group, while their constitutional revision

strategies and tactics incorporate adaptations to meet the environment-

al conditions. This proposition was partlally supported in Chapter

IV which documented group goal adjustiments to meet conventlon agends
differences either through rearrangement of csoal priorities or the
formation ot ad hoc comlitions ms a means of dealing with convention
issues. Chapter VI contains turther support for this proposition.
This chapter conslders data on the general patterns of inter-
est group activity among the four stepges, and the organizational and
environmental influences molding those patierns. A uqroup's activity
level at any particular polint 1in the cycle can be explasined 1n terms
of the contluence of four factors: the policy goals of the Jroup, thelr
organizational characteristics, their perceptione of the xey aspects of
the situation, and their ascessment ot the polnts most advantageous tor
their purposes, The relative importance ot any one ot these factors
varles as clircumstances chanyge., For example, the combination of groups
working tuv call the conventlon may be explalined primarily in terms of
the woal factor; participation in the selectlon of deleyates was influ-
enned by both organizational limitations and policy interests; while
Lroups at the convention and ratification stages can be explained pri-
marily in terms of envirommental perceplicns and policy interests.
5ince the pattern of group involvement is based on thelr lobby-
1sts' perceptions of these activities 1t uwight be asked how accurate
thelr perceptions are. Te test them, lobbylst's answers on the group
over-all activity pattern question (question ) were cross tabulated

with an index based on the number of their public actions directed
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TABLE 5.1

RESPONDENT 'S PERCEPTIONS OF HIS GROUP'S
CONVENTION ACTIVITY LEVEL CORREIATED WITH AN INDEX BASED ON
ACTUAL DIRECT CONVENTION ORIENTED ACTIVITIES

Direct Activities Perceived lavel of Group Activity
Index High Medium Low
High (N - LO) 68.6 (2i) Ls,0 (11) 16.7 ( 5)
Medium (N - 29) 28.6 (10) 8.0 (12) 23.3 (7
Low (K - 21) 2.9 (1) 8.0 { 2) 60.0 (18)
Total (N - 90) 100,0 (35} 100.0 (25) 100,0 (30)
Gamssa .708

towards decision-makers at the convention atsge.lh This index wvas ab-
stracted from lobbyists' anacdotal responses to interview question 11
asking them to recount their activities in relation to one important
convantion goal,

Table 5.1 containing this cross-tabulation has a Goodman and
Kruskal's Gamma of .708 which indicates a very strong degree of associ-
ation between the perception and the fact, Eixty-eight and six-tenths
percent of those perceiving a high group involvement rate also rate high
on the direct activity index. Sixty percent of the low perception
category are similarly accurate, The middle category has the least
number of consistent responses, only 48%, perhaps because "middle” 1s
the most amorphous of ths three possible stagas.

The twenty-three lobbyists whose perception of group activity

was lowver than their level on the index may have made their evaluation
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in 2 legislative-convention context. In this case, they would con-
gider a comparatively full range of convention activities as less per-
haps because the total number of goals was less. Thirteen lobbylsts
perceived a higher level of group involvement than the index indicates.
Some of these lobbyiste may have worked for civic and social groups
with large membershipe who use indirect tactics such as public rela-
tions and letter writing campaigns which were not included in the forma-
tion of the direct activities index, In such cases the amount of
activity may have been correctly perceived, although it registered as a
misperception on the table due to the nature of the index.

In summary, this table indicates that fifty-three lobbyists
(,8.8%) accurstely perceived the amount of effort their organization
was expending at this one stage. If one-half of those in the category
of higher activity perceptions are included in thie summary figure, then
two-thirds of the lobbylsats made accurate perceptions, thereby cresating

a reliable base for further data evaluation.lc‘

Over-all Convention Cycle Participation

A group's depth of immersion in the total convention cycle re-
flects the kind of interests pursued and the leaders' cognizance of
structural differences between the two cycles. This i{s supported by
data in Table 5.2 which show the pumber of groups participating in
each combination of the four convention cycle stages. Thirty-five per-
cent of the respondents participated in only stage three: the convention.
The size of this category may reflect the fact that the interview popu-
lation was selected from the convention registration 11:1:,16 but 1t

also probably reflects the prevalent, unsophisticated view squating
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constitutional reform only with the actual writing of thes document.
Acting on this perception, groups registered for this stage, as for its

legislative session counterpart, in order to influence the language.

TABLE .2

PERCENTAGE AND NUMBER OF THE INTERVIEW POPULATION
ACTING IN VARTIOUS COMBIRATIONS OF CONVENTION STAGES

Combination of Convention Stages (%) (™)
ONE STAGE

Convention only 34.8 32
TWO STAGES

Convention/Ratification 25.0 23

Convention/Call OR Selection 9.8 9

Call/Selection of Delagates 1.1 1
THREE STAGES

Call/Convention/Ratification 8.7 8

Selection/Convention/Ratification 8.7 8
FOUR STAGES 10.9 10
Total 100.0 92

The table shows that two-thirds of the two-stage lobbylests were
active during the convention and ratification stages. These two
stages are separated conly by a shift in focus from official decision-
makers to the citizenry, while the other stages are separated by focus
and time since a period of several inactive months intervenes between
them.l"r Thus some groupe probably continued from the convention to

ratification because it was the easiest thing to do. Buch a decision

was facilitated by the fact that these stages were the only ones
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occurring in the same calendar year, which meant a continuity of leader-
phip in organizations which elect directors yearly.

Those with the most sophisticated understanding of the constitu-
tional revision cycle used the seguence to overcome convention setbacks
by defeating the referendum, This plan suggeste a clear recognition of
the differences between a legislative product and the convention docu-
ment, as well as varieations in the relationship between the election
and working sessions in each cycle, Once an interest group influences
statutory langusage and it passes the legislature, their probability of
victory is high since it needs only a gubernatorial signature to become
lav, and even a vetoc may be overridden by two-thirds majority vote,
Hovever, language in a convention document is less of a victory since
the convention product 18 only & suggestion which must be submitted to
the electorate, with 1its wholly different perspective, before becoming
law.

In addition, ex post facto approval of legislative statues is

not glven statute by statute, but rather by groups signifying approval
through electoral support of the legiglators in their naxt election.
Thus the election-session cycle may be characterized as continuous and
personal. This contrests with the independent, impersonal convention
ue-sion/referendum sequence where approval is given only once to the
document, not the men, This means & decieion is made on one impersonal
referendum rather than on a choice of men within a continuing persooal
relationship,

In terms of the preceding discussion, the nine lobbylists who

said their organization participated in two of the first three stages,
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and the thirty-two lobbyists active only at stage three seem gullty
of mieperceptions since they missed the significance of the autonomous
yet dependent relationship between the 1967 stages. While this may
be true for some of them, in wmost instances these lobbyists 414 not
enter the ratification {racas because they correctly perceived that
they had preserved their own statue quo by retaining the old constitu-
tional language, and sc were unaffected by the referendum ocutcome.

The twenty-asix lobbylsts active at three, or all four conven-
tion cycle stages represent twenty-three groups working towarde wide-
ranging goals associated with modification in government ocutpute or
structural modernization. These goals are not only constitutional in
Btyle, they also are positive in content, which means they require more
promoticon than narrow, defensive goals. Interestingly however, the
continual participation of these lobbylsts meant concerm, but not
necessarily constant support for either the revision product or process.
For example, both the Citizens Public Expenditure Survey (a citizen
taxpayer group) and the Kmpire State Chamber of Commerce opposed the
call for a convention, then igsued voter information literature during
the delegate selection stage, participated with moderate enthuslasm
during the convention stage, and finally worked against ratification of
the new constitution. Their actions in stages two and four sesmed to
contradict their efforts in stages one and three--a sequence illogical
perhaps to observors but realistic in terms of their own group bellefs
apd goals. In mddition, most of the civic and soclal reform groups
were disappointed in their convention success record, and consequently,

turned against the convention product.
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Table 5.3, which breaks down the totals in Table 5.2 in terms
of group categories, illustrates a logical distribution of participe-
tion patterna in the context of group goals. As Chapter IV documented,
groups with many broad intangible goals were attracted by the possibili-
ties of a convention cycle so it would be anticipated that most lobby-
ists mactive over the full three-year span would represent such groups,
Table 5.3 indicates that 69% of the twenty-six lobbyists active in
three or more convention stages represented education, citizen, church
or humanitarian organizations.

Since their main goals are rarely given top legielative pri-
ority, these groups are attracted by the general notion of a convention
as & means for real reform. "Properly planned snd managed . . . &
convention 1s & mesns by which the people of a atate can subject thelr
bagic political institutions to a probing re-examination and reap-

"18  on the basis of such popular expectations concerning the

praisal,
convention reform process, members of these groups worked to call the
convention and then participated in the process until the end.

At the other end of the spectrum of group activity, 62.5% of
the thirty-two lobbylsts active oniy at the convention stage were busi-
ness interests sttracted to this one forum mostly 2s a precautionary
measure. They tended to small specific policies while the business
assocliations worked with thoss more general constitutiomal provisions
that protect a "good business climate.” Consequently the associations
wvere active at three or four stages.

Another verification of the hypothesized relationship between

group conventicon involvement and the nature of the group emerges from



TABLE -.:

TOTAL NUMBER OF STAGES PARTICIPATED IN BY
EACH RESPONDENT, BY CATEGORY OF GROUP

Convention Stages

<gT

Two Stages Three Stazes
Conv/ Selection/ call/
CC only Call/selection Conv/ratif. other Conv/ratif. Conv/ratif, All four
Church/humanit . 1 4 1 1 2 1
(W - 10)
Citizen 1 i Z 1 >
(W - 10)
Education 3 3 2 1 2
(¥ - 11)
Business assn, 1 1 2
(W - 4)
Business corp. ? 1
(M - 8)
Trade assn. 1b 3 1
(N - 18)
Labor 3 z 2 3
(¥ - 10)
Government, 2 2 2 1
(N - 7)
Ad hoc conv. 1 L 2 2
(W -9)
Misc. 2 3
(N - 5)
Total 32 1 23 9 8 8 1C

(N - )
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a cross=-tabulation of the number of issues a group expresgsed interest
in and the number of stages at which they worked, It wvas hypothesized
that a majority of those with limited, specific goals would be single
etage participante, 8 proposition reinforced by the fact that business
interests comprising a majority of the "convention only” category also
had a low number of issue interests,

Conversely, linkages should emerge between multiple atage ac~
tivity patterns and multiple goals since civic and soclial reform groups
rank high on both these measures. As expected, 60% of the convention
only category were interegted in three or lese convention issues.
Groups interested in nine or more issue areas accounted for 52 % of these
active at three or all convention stages, and were unrepresented in the
convention only category, Thus the data on total cycle participation
patterns support the hypothesized relationship between lobLbylste' per-

ceptionse, group goals and group activity pattemrns.

Group Patterns Within Each Stage

Approximately 79% of the Mew York State comstitutional conven-
tion delegates agreed that "Interest groups can affect the outcome of
constitutional conventions.'19 The constitutional revision literature
18 strewn with similar observations pinpointing the nature of such in-
fluence. There is a Janus-faced consensus on interest group constitu-
tion influence. On the cne hand, powerful special intereste are usual-
ly given credit for all the statutory material in the constitution.

Many special interests, often with the noblest of motives,

have succeeded in writing into the present consatitution

ironclad guarantees of various policies. Thus property
interests have succeeded in keeping rigld limitations on
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the debt«incurring powers of localities . . . conser-

vationist groups have made the "Forever Wild" article

sacrosanct; education groups have kept school policy

in the handse of the Board of Regents.

All such groups are inclined to look upon the

guarantees the present constitution gives their favor-

ite causes as more important than constitutionsal sim-

plification and refors. <0
These interests are pictured as smothering reform-minded delegates in
an avalanche of pressure.

On the other hand, groups with good government intentions are
heralded as necessary catalyasts to initiate the conmstitutional convens
t.ion cycle {n the face of public apnthy.21 These reformers are said
to then continue wvorking productively in the convention environment

Ordinarily civie groups actively supporting reform of

state government, which had worked originally for con-

ventions, were favorable to thelr proposals. Similarly,

groups that had previcusly opposed the convention in ef-

forts to maintain the status quo extended tbgir opposi-

tion to proposals for comstitutional »::l:..mmge.‘:'2

The literary conclusions are misleading because they are couched
in terms of normative alternatives, Those for constitutionally worthy
structural reform goals are "good” supporters of the process, while ad-
vocates of a labor bill of rights or aid to sectarian schools are “self-
ish perverters” of the process. The normative cast refers back to the
public expectations of nonpartisan, apolitical assemblies acting in the
name of Rousseau's "general will.”

In the New York experience the stereotypes did not hold either
in terms of a division between groups with sglely good and solely bad
goals or in terms of convention activities. As Chapter IV pointed out,

structural reform is not the monopoly of good government groups, or vice

versa, Conclusions on the role of groups within the cycle are skewed



TABLE “.4

PERCEIVED ACTIVITY LEVEL DISTRIBUTION WITHIN BACE GROUP CATEGORY
AT EACH GROUP CATBGORY AT RACH CONVENTION STAGE (N); PERCENT ACTIVE AT EACH STAGE

Convention Stages/Activity lLevels

Call Selection of Delegates Const. Convention Ratification

Group Category Lov Medium High Low Medium High Lowv Medium High Low Medium High
(M) () (M) (DO (1) (F) (W) ($)* (K) (W) (X)) () (K) (¥) (N) ($)

Church/mumanit,

N-10 3 1 40.0 1 1 20.0 2 1 7 100.0 & 3 2 90.0
Citizen

R - 10 1 2 3 60.0 2 € 70,0 1 3 10C.0 1 8 90,0
Education

N - 11 1 7 27.5 % 1 364 3 2 6 100.0 1 2 5 T2.7
Bus. Assn.

K -L 1 1 0,0 2 1 72,0 2 2 100,0 1 3 100.0
Bus. Corp.

N-8 0.0 1 12.° 3 3 2 100.90 0.0
Trade Assn,

X - 18 1 .6 2.0 6 10 2 100.0 2 1 16,7
Labor

N - 10 3 1 40,0 1 i 20.0 & k 2 100.0 1 1 3 50.0
Government

N -7 1 1 14.3 2 28,6 1 6 100.0 2 3 57.2
CC ad hoc

R-9 1 11,1 1 1 3 5.9 L b 88,7 3 1 2 66,6
Miscellaneous

N-5 0.0 3.0 2 3 100,0 2 1 60.0

&

Total n

¥ - 92 1l 6 5 2k.0 12 10 4y 28.3 21 30 kO 99.0 16 10 25 55.5

. X B.i N

Total active 22 26 91 51
Total inactive 70 66 1 4]

*Percent of category participating
e —
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because they assume that impartial 1deal pro-reform environment, When
thig fails to materialize as in New York State, the activity assumptions
disappear as well. Thus, in New York State, the reformers who initi-
ated the cycle, defeated the product because they could not secure the
changes they wanted.

Table 5.4 shows the activity distribution level of each group
category at each convention stage, and the percentage of those in each
category who were active at each atage. Data from the table, combined
with case study materials, can be used to show the effect of group ex-
pectetions and resources on their participation cycle,. The table shows
8 wide range in the number of active groups, from approximately one-fourth
of the sample in the early, less publicized stages, to 99% at the conven-
tion iteelfl, falling off to approximately one-half the lobbyists at the
mtification stage. This rough curve suggests action in terms of viei-
bility of the cycle with more participation in the well-known stages.
However, a closer look at the groups also shows participation in terms

of group Joals, limitetions mand perceptions of advantage,
Stage 1: Celling a Convention

Only 24% of the total interview population vere active at the
call stage which initiatee the convention cycle. Efforts to put the
question on the ballot came during continupus wrangles over re-
apportionment advantages as New York State politicians tried to fashion
a legal replacement for the 189h4 constitutional spportioonment formula
invalidated by the Supreme Court, one year eariier, in 1964.°3 The

groupe promoting the convention were motivated by their expectation of
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a nonpartisan, issue-coriented, reform-minded assemblage of state leaders
gatbered to resclve impartially apportionment and other issues blocking
government modernization.

As in other states, civic and social welfare groups worked most
actively for the call.gh Their activities were usually coordinated
with those of the Citizens Committee for a Constitutional Convention
(hereafter called the Citizens Committee). This ad hoc group was cre-
ated by Howard Samuels early in 196% to promote a nonpartisan constitu-
tionsl convention as a means of securing a just reapportiomment and other
reforms.< -

Those promoting the convention had three aseets working in their
favor: recent political events, traditional public expectations about
conventions, and their own enthusisem. The front page partisan appor-
tionment deals and a new sales tax increase passed by the 1965 state leg-
iglature made modernizeation seem a realistic political necessity, The
convention seemed & logical vehicle since it is mytbologically the peo-
pie’'s forum. One lobbyist, complaining of the impregnable white knight
implications of the myth, said: "It is hard to attack the convention
frontally because it ig seen as part of the democratic process. How can
you expose it as an expensive sham?"

The pro-convention forces used their assets with enthusiesm.

The Citizens Committee apent approximately $50,000 on m public relations
campalign to emotionalize and perscnalize the implications of mapportion-
ment and modernization for every voter in New York State, The associ-
ated groups helped by distributing voter information to members and the

general public.
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The anti-call faction were primarily business and taxpayer
groups opposed to the call because they both resented its cost and feared
ite lompact, Couching their arguments in more general terms, they
praised the legislative amendment process as cheaper, more democratic in
that it allowed more time for public discusseion of issues, and more con-

ducive to in-depth debate since fewer issues were raised simultaneously.

TABLE 5.5

RELATIORSHIP BETWEEN THE LEVEL OF
A GROUP'S ACTIVITY DURING THE CALL FOR A CORVENTION PERIOD,
AND THEIR ATTITUDE ON THE QUESTION ITSELF

Attitude tovards the Call

Group Level of Activity Support Opposed Impartial Don't know
Very active 9

Moderately active 2 2 1 1
Minimum sctivity 3 7 1

Total {N - 22) 10 9 2 1

As Table 5.9 indicates, enthusiasm and greater involvement were
agsets of the promoters, The table relates group activity levels with
their attitude on the gquestion itaelf. While the pumerical divieion be-
tween opponents and proponents is almost even, the activity level is not.
The five very active participents all favored the call, whereas only two
opponents were even moderately involved. These two, the Citizen's Pub-
lic Expenditure SBurvey and the Empire State Chamber of Commerce, debated

Boward Saguels on a serieas of televieion and radio shows.
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Experts Jdlsagree as Lu the role of groups at Lhis stage. A
convention staff report exphasized the cataiytic role of current events,
and concluied that:

Approval appears Lo have been not the product of in-

tensive activity by pressure groups. . » « There wes

little activity by the traditional Interest groups

which had pl&;ed a part in forcine the 1915 and 173

conventione .

However, convention leleyate Alan Canmplell reverset the influences. Ac-
knuowledying the relevance of political factore, he stlll claimed that the
147 victory was "probably most helped bty the work of the Comnittee tor a
.
Constitutional Convention,” Through the jublicity of these proups,
the Leneral political milieu bvecame an [nwedlate persounal 1ssue. Their
offorts activated New York Clty voters, slready out to vote in the
Lindsay mayoralty election, to vote for the conventlon Lou, Their num=

it

ters passed the referenpdun over & negntive, tut sparse, upstate vote.:
staye ¢ oelection of Delegates

It is logical tu assume that those whn initlatel Lhe cycle would
maintain thelr high activity levels through the selection of l!ele ates
Stape, However, tnis was not the case og indleated by Talle S.h data.
e major selivists were now the at hoc convention Jroups crealel Letween
147 ) and l'e 7 specifically to Influence convention decisions. Civie or
soclal reform <roups participated only at moderate or low levels, and half
of the twenty-two lobbLyiste active in 199 said their orpanizations did
nothing during the selection p(i-rit:ni.;wJ The reasons can he traced to the

environmental charaecteristics of the period which activated legal re-

strictions on wroup's activities, and the nature of their policy
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interests.

An ambiguoue atmosphere permeated the selection period. Dele-
gates were elected at the tag end of gubematorial slates, yet people ex-
pected them to be candidates for the nonpartisan, elite agsemblage ideal-
{zed 1in 1965. These expectations led outsiders to anticipate involved,
meaningful civic organization participation at this stage, However, in
Nev York State selection ground rules for the convention were borrowed
intact from the partisan legislative nomination process,. Even the pocl
of telent was identical since the constitution specifically exempts con-
vention delegates from the prohibition against holding two public offices
uimultaneously.jo This system guarantees a delegmte body that is a
“representative cross-section of the ‘governing group'”J! built up by
the political parties, Those already rewarded under the present system
are slected to change it.

Due to the partisan nature of the proceedings, good government
groups, business organizations, etc., were prohibited either by law or
their ovn bylaws from direct candidate oriented activity,. Heampe red by
these limitations, groupe chose one of three courses: they avoided the
wvhole process (e.g., New York Civil Liberties Union, United Parents As-
sociation); or they distributed voting information, often accompanied by
a plea for a particular kind of candidate be he businessman, labor leader,
or high quality thinker (e.g., Ford Motor Company, Leagus of Women Voters,
Commerce and Industry, Citizens Union, Committee for Modern Courts, etc.);
or they worked again vith Samuals' Citizen Committee.

The Citizens Committee worked with the League of Women Voters,

Citizens Union, Bar Aesocimtion of the City of Rew York, State Charities
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Al1d Association, et al,, to secure a nonpartisan convention body which
they felt wvae an indispensible precondition for meaningful constitutional
change, Being politically realistic, they devised a plan which would
permit party selection of two-thirds of the 171 state senatorial district
seats while the remaining one-third of the senate district delegates plus
the delegntes at large would be cross-endorsed by both parties, This
would give the convention balance of power to the bipartisan third,

Party leaders were to agree on a candidate to run in the primaries from
those on a list chosen in each district by a bipartisan committee,

Paulty timing doomsd the proposal. It had to be agreed upon in
late winter 1965, although public interest 1in the convention was then at
a low, in order to meet the early March deadline for primary candidates.3C
In addition, the Republicans refused to agree for two reasons. First,
the New York State Senate hed reverted back to {itas traditional Republican
ma jority. Since convention delegates are selected from state Senate dis-
tricts, Republicane agsumed they had the voting edge for convention seats.
Secondly, Rockefeller was running scared.

the polls showed the Governor in desperate stralits. He

rejected the nonpartisan approach and drafted Senator

Javits and Judge Keating to lesd the Republican lists,3?

The Reapublican rebuff killed the Citizens Committee proposal. Neverthe-
less, the Committee continued to work throughout the campaign period.
They spent approximately $75,000 for gensral voter education literature
which they distributed throughout the state, Thus the good government
groups are examples of those groups limited by the law, or by the nature
of their goals.

Groups usually participate in elections in order to elect a
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representative with similar views or to create channels of access to any
eventual winner, Thege reasons wvere equally relevant for groups pursu=-
ing specific goals during the selection stage, However, becaugse these
delegates were elected for only a one year term, the groups had to makes

a calculation about the delegate's relationship with his constituency.
Would he feel the same kind of tie as & career legislator to his district?
Or would he feal responsible to the people of the entire state? Or would
he feel free of constituency obligations since there was no re-election?

In making a decision on these questions group leaders had ae back-
ground the experience of other elections in which the candidate's image
i generally more important than any issues. Campalgn promises are usu-
ally regarded as rhetoric rather than a mandate,

[A legislator) may be bound by the organized groups

vhose votes or financial aid be solicits, but he 18

geldom bound by promises or commitments wade on spe-

cific issues. . . . It is rare for a campaign to be

so focused on issues that tklxe campaign in itsel£ has

an i1mpact on the legislator's voiing behavior.3
Combining thie experience with calculations based on the absence of re-
election ties, some groups decided candidates would make no concessions on
1ssues.

Others evaluated it i{n terms of the method of law enactment. By
this reasoning, they estimated that a candidate could be held to issue
commitments because he was being elected solely for the Jjob of writing a
nev law. Thus they saw a link between tbhe electorate and the candidate’s
positicons rather than with the man himself,. This evaluation turned out
to be & crucial one on many issues such as aid to sectarian schools, civil

service pension benefits, "forever wild“ forest preserves, stc.

In the case of the controversy over mid to sectarian schools
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(Article XI ()--the Blaine Amendment)}3” the repeal faction chose the
latter interpretation with excellent results, The retention factlion
chose the other interpretation, As one of their lobbylsts observed
wryly after it wvas all over, "If we had {t to do over mgain, we'd move
fast during selection.”

The groups supporting retention of the Blaine Amendment were
spearheaded by the Committee for Public Bducation and Religious Liberty
( PEARL), an ad hoc coalition of general interest civic and social reform
Eroups. Most of them were legally inhibited from supporting partisan
candidates, a fact which had never hurt their position within the legis-
lative decision-making system. In evaluating the convention cycle they
took their cues from the leglslative model where change i{s incremental
and their influence unrelated to thelr electoral inactivity, They did
not realize how quickly and permanently the convention cycle moves; and
they dismissed the pelection stage aa unimportant to one-time delegates,
These mnisperceptions of differences in the two ryelea roat. them any stage
three influence,

The oppoeition led by Citizens for Educational Freedom (CEF), an
ally of the Catholic Church, made the other candidate-constituency evalu-
ation. Folitical experte reared on normml electoral politics laughed
at them, but they based their strategy on the realization that, "the con-
stitution would be deaigned by those who were convention delegates,
Therefore, if we had the delegates, we had the convention."”

To win these delegates, CEF launched a $50,000 sophisticated two-
pronged attack: one prong aimed at delegates, the other at voters. Three

personal handtyped letters were sent to all 582 cendidates for convention
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delegates, The first letter genteely informed the candidate of CEF's
goals and their intention to hold candidate forums. The second letter
contained three pro-repeal articles from current magazines. The third
letter accompanied a stamped, self-addressed postcard seeking candidatea’
commitmente on the question of repeal.37

Simultanecusly CEF was creatiug political organizations to help
candidates and activate voters. They followed the general battle plen
lajid down by their national organization which suggested direct political
action utilizing the labor of parochial school children, the creation of
chapters within state senatorial districts, offers of asglstance to can-
didates in the form of votes, campaign funds and workers, and the diestri-
bution of sample ballots with the "correct” vote suggested. Thelr goal
was to 'control the swing vote" and thereby control the local elections. 38

Political organizations emerged in every Senatorial district,
soms with over 500 workers. All were centrally directed from Bewv York
City hesdquarters. Bach of these organizations ran a candidate forum
for convention delegatel.39 In an election dominated by the gubernatorial
and legislative fights, these meetings, jammed with Catholic voters, were
probably the most publicity glven the delegates, Over two-thirds of the
candidates attended the mestings, and YOf§ of them once there, took a firm
public position on Blaine, which was the item of moet interest to the
crowd,

CEBF reinforced this activity by publicizing the resilts of their
postcard poll. Sixty-nine percent of those who responded favored out-
right repeal or substitution of the federal Firat Asendment la.nguage.ho

In this instance, CEF worked to tie down delegates prior to the constitution
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writing stage because they felt that the delegates would feel obligated
to homor this public stand in writing s public's constitution. There
wag a concrete evaluative choice to be made, CEF made the correct de-
cision and on election day, 106 candidates pledged to repsal Blaine
were elected as convention delegates,

During October, in the midst of the salectlion stage, the civic
reforeers despaired of electing the rationeal intellectuals they needed,
and ao turned to the alternative forum provided by the public hearings
of the Teaporary State Commission on the Constitutional Convention.
Since the Commission was created to do the intellectuanl spadework for the
convention, it seemed a loglicel alternative avenue for influencing con-
vention content. In addition, these groups feared a lack of manpower
during the Apri]l tc September convention session, since most of them op-
erate on half staff and minimal member involvement during the "summer
vacation,”

Unfortunately, the Commission was plagued by personality and
partisan problems from its incepticn. Thres leadership changes were
made in 1966 as the parties made Commiesion membership m partisan patron-
age football. Finally in October 1966 the Commiseion held a series of
four public hearings at which any group or individusl could speak on any
topic.

One hundred twenty-two gspeakers appeared during the four days.
Fifty-seven percent repressnted private orgmnized interests, 29 % we re
public officials or candidates for delegate, 12 ¥ were private individuals,
and 2% represented government agencies. For most of the organized in-

terests this was their only convention cycle activlty“l eithar beceuse
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this was the extent of their interest or because they considered this
their appropriate forum since it came during their regular working ses-
sion.

The impact that these groups hoped to have on the convention's
decision-making process by the incorporation of their idess in the Com-
mission reports was considerably weakened because the reporte per se "had
no real impect on the convention and not a single important question wvas

influenced by 1ts statements, "%

They were a case of too little, too
late. Thus by the beginning of 1967, the general reform groups had
been atalemated by the partisan selaction process, and the outlcok for

radical reform was bleak.
Stage 3: The Conventlion

However, at the convention stage, the church, humanitarian, citi-
zen and education group lobbyists accounted for 554 (N - 22) of the most
active lobbyiats.hi (See Table 5.4.) Their level of activity reflects
the kind of constitutional language they wanted, Positive reform poli-
cies, ji.e,, those involving new language and new government realignments,
require intensive group support work for each one in order to line up
eponsors, work out language, eteer the idea through committee(s), gather
floor support, and prevent counter-amendments. By contrast, a defensive
goal is usually eaally accomplished by quietly killing the idea in com-
mi ttee,

Since most of these lobbyists had a series of goals they wanted

accomplished they rearranged pricorities and concentrated on the ones most

likely to show results. This meant items such ms the gquestion of repeal
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of the Blaine Amendment were ignored during the convention stage by lob-
bylsts for the New York Civil Liberties Union, the New York State
Teachers Association mnd others who considered the matter closed against
then,

Again, as anticipated, business interests comprised 464 of the
low fnvolvement category. But interestingly, two business corporations
and twoe trade assoclations sald they were very active during the coanven-
tion, while an additional thirteen business interests claimed moderate
involvement., Since it waes pointed ocut earlier that most business inter-
ests were less active at the convention than legielative session, this
rating of high involvement suggests that their comparison was made 1in
terms of the total convention cycle, rather than in comparison with the
legislative cycle, For example, the New York Telephone Company con-
siders hundreds of bills at a legislative pession while they wrote memo-
rmnda on only seventy~five convention propositions. Yet in terms of
their over-all convention participation and expectations of participation,

it wvas a high level of activity and they rated it as such.
Stage 4: Ratification

At the last stage of the convention cycle groups were given s
take it or leave it choice of the complete revised constitution. The
response of the reformers who had initiated the cycle was: leave 1t, As
the League of Women Voters said, "The limited number of significant
changes the document contains cann t outweigh its many inndequaclea."hh
Table 5.6 shows the correlation betveen group levels of involvement and

their position on the constitution. As during the call stage, the
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TABLE 5.6

GROUP'S POSITION ON THE FROPCBED CONSTITUTION CORRELATED WITH
THE LOBBYIST'S PERCEPTION OF THE GROUP'S ACTIVITY LEVEL AT RATIFICATIOR

Level of Activitx !l!

New Constitution

Pogition High Moderate low Very Low HNone Total
Oppose Constitution 21 8 8 I 2 by
Neutral 1 19 20
Support Constitution L 2 1 1 8
Total 25 10 10 6 21 T2
Gemma . 536

distribution between proponents and opponents was totally imbalanced;
five times more opponents were very active than proponents. It was
basically supporters of the repsal of the Blaine Amendment agalnst every-
body elsge,

It takes some kind of genius to produce a document that

can evoke the disfavor of the etate's Republicans, Lib-

erals, Conservatives, Reform Democrats, the League of

Women Voters, the Citizens Union, the Protestantst' the

Jews, to mention only the most notable opponente.

Returning to Table 5.4, the general reform oriented groups com-
prised 72% of the most active category. Generally they were motivated
by one of two action sequences. The me jority were good government rea-
formers who had been unable to achieve their goals in the partisan, status
quo convention stage. Typical of their annoyed resentment is this seg-

ment of Citizen Union's evaluation of the convention session.
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The constitutional convention bungled its Job. . . .

The proposed constitution is & backward step which pre-

sents eerious dangers. . . . Adoption would obliterate

any prospect of much needed judicial reform, fiscal home

rule for cities and sound reapportionment procedure 1in

the next twenty-five years, . . . The constitutional cop-

vention’'s . . . token offering is simply unaeceptable.h

Other reform oriented lobbylets for sducaticnal and sociasl wel-
fare groups had de-emphasized the convention session becmuse they con-
sidered it stacked against their policies. Now they were striving to
erase what they considered unacceptable, even if foreseen, policy defeats.
Normally such groups are only marginally part of the electoral scene, but
since the issue wvas presented in the form of a ballot question they could
work actively without fear of legal restrictions.

The level of any group's ratificaticn activity pattern reflects
three primary factors: their perception of their conventicn stage suc-
cess, the nature cof the goals they achieved, and their resources in terms
of money and membership cohesion, As 2 general statement it may be saild
that forces working for ratification possessed superior monetary re-
sources, but were hampered by the nature of their convention succeess.

In the leglslative cycle relationship, groups reward sponsors of
their goals by selecting them from a pocl of candidates, Thus a per-
asonal choice 18 involved. In the convention cycle, groupe rewarded in
the form of continued incorporation of past favors, lacked a similar mo-
tivation to return the fevor since there was no continuing relationship
and no choice of men, Again, as hypothesited, group goals influence
their activity patterns, For groups who had preserved the status quo

the ratification stage was unnecessary.

Those groups working against ratification had the advantage of
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numbers and intensity of commitment, but were hampered by insufficient
money and membership divisions. Membership problems occurred elther
because of oplnion differences within the organization or due to the
overlapping interests of their members. For example, the Long Island
Conference of Religious Elementary and Secondary School Administrators
worked for repeal of Blaine so theoretically they should have favored
ratification. But their Board of Directors split three vays: the
Bishop of Rockville Center felt he could not make a firm decision on the
single package; the Eplscopalian minister favored ratification to ineure
repeal of Blaine, and the Lutheran minister opposed the constitution be-
cause he disapproved of state assumption of welfare cosis.

Dissension also occurred when members disagreed on the relative
importance of goals won to goals lost, For example, the New York Civil
Liverties Union succeeded in modernizing the State's bill of rights, but
their Board of Directors reluctantly voted to oppose the new constitution
because the Blaine clause had been repealsd. This choice meant limited
membership support which confined their role to a fev preas conferences
and speeches.

The inectivity of the Civil Service Committee for the Constitu-
tional Convention, an ad hoc coalition of civil service unions created
to protect civil service pension rights already in the constitution, pro-
vides an example of limitations imposed by overlapping interests, True
to a convention bargain with President Anthony Travia, the CSCCC sent
out & poeitive evaluation of their convention triumph to all their mem-
bers, However, they were unable to campaign actively because thelr

constituent parts defected to work against the constitution for non-civil
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sarvice reasons. For example, the two teachers’ unions vebemently op-
posed any constitution permitting aid to sectarian echoole.47

Other opponents such 2a the Committee for Modern Courts mand PEARL
vere hampered by insufficient funds. They planned elaborate campaigne
to reach huge numbers but were unable to pay for prime television and
radio time,

Business and governmental organizations opposed the convention
on policy grounds, Business interests ranging from the New York Chamber
of Comm=rce to the Real Estate Board of New York opposed three financial
reforme in the proposed constitution: the community development article,
the elimination of a voter referendum on state bond lesues, and the
change in state debt limits. They felt that,

Adoption of this pew constitution obviously would open

the door to a state spending spree on borrowed money to

be repaid with interest from future taxes.“8
The Nassau County Villiage Officials Assoclation, the New York State
Sheriffs Association, and the Association of Towns opposed a weakening of
local government and the possibility of more taxes.

A final statistical measure of the rational apportionment of group
resources among the convention stages is shown in Table 5.7 which gives
the rank order correlation (Goodman and Kruskal's Gamma)between the lobby-
ists’' perceptions of their groupse' activities at each convention stage,
There i8 a strong association between all the stages, but as anticipated
from the case study materials, the strongest association 18 between the
call/ratification periods. This reflects the greater involvemsnt of the
general reform groups {n these three stages and the higher levels of in-

volvement among participants in these three stages.
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TABLE -.7

RANK ORDER CORRELATION (GAMMA) BETWEEN PERCEPTION OF
GROUP'S ACTIVITY LEVEL AT VARIOUE CONVENTIOR STAGES

Stages Call Selection Convention Ratification
Call

Selection 572

Convention 69 . 386

Ratification A § 32 .618

The definite reform group emphasis on ratification was strategi-
cally developed as early as May 1967, during the beginning of the conven-
tion stage, This csn be {llustrated with two examples taken from the
retain-Blaine campaign. In May PEARL Director, William Haddad, began
threatening to work against the convention product.

If a nev constitution is to be approved by the voters
of this state, the delegates and leaders at the conven-
tion will need the help and cooperation of the 10 mil-
lion members . . . comprising PEARL. One sure way of
losing their support is to decide the church-state issue
as part oE a compromise deal or as a swap for another
question. 9

Blossom Saxe, introducer of the repeal propoeition, decried such threats
from so mAny

irresponsible, Bo-called leaders, each of wvhom threatens
that the thousands of his members will oppose the whole
product of this convention if he is not heeded to the

very letter. Simple addition of all claimed member-
shipa of these groups shows New York State to have a popu-
lation of over 180 million--the population of the whole
United States. O

Other groups used the more subtle tactic of urging Convention



President Travia to submit the new constitution to the electorate as one
package ., For example, the Bducation Conference Board wvrote him that
such a decision would "assure the electorates' consideration of the total
document,, "1 Privately, the group had estimmted that such consideration
was the best way to defeat the new constitution. Such incidents indi-
cate lobbylsts’' utilization of the sequential, non-recurring character-
istics of the convention cycle,

Approaching the manipulation issue from another angle, evidence
can be gained from analysls of the convention leadership's decision to
submit the convention product in one package,. The decision represented
their misperception of group strategles within the convention environment.
The intellectual argument for one package submiseion to the electorate
was couched in terms of attracting maximum voter participation. The
party leadership solution was to place "“all the goodies in one basket,"
Thus repeal of the Blaine Amendment would please conservative Catholics,
while liberalization of the astate finance and personal f{reedoms sections
would pull in the liberals, @

As career legislators, thelr decision was made in the context of
their legislative experience. They expected groups to work in the rati-
fication campalgnes ags they do in legislative campaigns where yroup votes
are ugsed to reward incumbents who keep campaign promises. The legislator-
electorate relationship is a continuous cycle of obligations incurred,
completed, and repaid at the next election. Such a relationship is as-
sumed in this reformer's assessment of constitutional defeat:

if the convention passes s simplified constitution which

does not protect many of the apecial interest groups, a

combination of these . . . rich and powerful as they are--
will defeat the new constitution reform.”3
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Thus the convention leadership pleased the most cohesive and
vieible convention interests--Blaine repealers, "forever wild" conserva-
tioniste, civil servants, community development interests and local gov-
ernment advocates. He then assumed that these groups would keep the
"normal electoral bargain” end "elect"” the product, They did not be-
cauge the ratification campalyn was not conducted in terms of a personal
choice among career politicians. When given the sgtmatus quo in the con-
vention context, groups felt no obligation to work for an impersonal
“"non-choice.”

The groups without favor oo the convention scene, baving recog=-
nized the opportunity provided by the non-recurring series of convention
cycle stages used the option thus provided to avoid the convention etage,
This diversion had another consequence In terms of leadership perceptions.
The legislative mix of groups on any proposal is usually a fairly accu-
rate replica of the relative strengths of articulate sections of the
citizenry. This is because all groups have only this one forum to work
in regardless of whether they could be more effective in another situation,
There is only one legislative policy-making system, However, in the con-
vention cycle, groups had a choice of related but different, independent
stages,

If the convention leadership applied this expectation to the con-
vention, the strong active groups seemed sure to carry a new constitution
to victory. By the time the Catholic Welfare Committee spoke against
the idea of one package because they perceived these mistakes, it was too
late, There was insufficient time to reword the ballot langusmge to cover

separate submission, and the political agreements had all been made on the
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basis of one package, In this cese, group strategies combined to cre-
ate a leadership miscalculation. The groups seemed to understand dif-
ferences between the two cycles unperceived by the chief delegates.

In sunmary, the data support the hypothesis that lobbyists' per-
ceptione affect the allocation of resources among decision-making points,
within conditions set by the nature of their group's goals, characteris-
tics, and resources. Additionally as hypothesized, differences in the
nature of the convention and legislative cyclea, expectations of their
function within the political system, their agendas and the manner in
which a proposal becomes law were all key factors in terms of their ef-

fect on intereat group activity patterns,
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CHAPTER VI
LOBBYING TACTICS

Interest group literature and legielative systems studies gen-
erally identify the lobbylst as a knowledgeable mediator incorporating
group demands into official policies. When lobbylists were asked about
their personal tactical role in this process, the datsa indicated that
they worked with group givens, such as contact patterns reflecting large
or small membership bases, adapting such mssets to the convention situa-
tion through timing and selection of access points which reflected their
own personalities, lobbying style and perception of the situation. By
contrast, their evaluation of the similarity or difference between lobby-
ing tactics in the two arenas, was not related to differences in access
ete., but rather to the quantity of program workload and personal effort
required ip the two situations.

T.obbying is one aspect of the efforts of men, character-~

istically organized in groups, to influence the making

of public policy wherever it is made, by meana ranging

from personal persuasion and entertainment of public of-

ficials, through formal representations before legisla-

tive committess and administrative agencies, to educa-

tional public relations in the breoadeat sense,

Lobbylsts are the men who play the representaticnal role, "The AFL-CI0
does not lobby . . . rather, individuals who represent the AFL-CIO, and

2

whose roles can be idepntified, do."” These men are professionals who

are expected to have a familiarity with the necessary decision-making

arenas, knov where the levers of power are, and when to use them,3

To convey his group's importance and its infocrmmtion, messages
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must be couched in terms relevant to the situation, and to each target’'s

set of predispositions, since these both influence the manner in which

such messages are interpreted. "It is the lobbyist's Job to create

messages and choose means of transmiesion which are most likely to insure

clear and favorable reception of the message by the intended receiver, mh
A veteran New York lobbyist explained that, "Lobbylng is like

1

chegs: move and countermove.’ Moves are designed to create maximum

leverage for the group by accommodating group Loals and resources to the
characteristice of the policy-making milleu.

The techniques and tactics which any particular group

employs will be determined largely by such factors as

gize and geographic distribution of the membership, co-

hesion of wembership, financial]l reaources, prestige po-

sition , ., . quality of leadershlp and staff, and rela-

tions with political partles and other organized groups.

« + « Depending on the aims and characteristics . . . an

interest group may attempt to influence its own member-

ship, other pressure groups, the electoral process, the

legislative, executive and judicial branchee of the gov-

ernment, and public opinion.”

Throughout the literature, lobbyists are designated as the fount
of "expert knowledge concerning the legislative process, its labyrinths
as well as ite mmin peths, its vulnerability to penetmtion."6

Diecussion of lobbying activity patterns usually becomes smerely
a catalogue of techniques such as entertainment, presentation of research
results, constituent contacte, etc, These are then aither combined with
file material and news clippings in case atudies,T or analyzed in terms

of personal forms of l_obbying.B

Two relevant strande from this research
relate lobbylat's activity to the group's expectations of his proper rep-
ressntational rcole, and to their own personality strengths.

“Personality affecteg patterns of time allocation, tactics pursued,
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role in policy-making . . . and the lobbyist's conception of his pro-
fession. . . .9 For example, New York lobbylats who prefer personal
contacte tend to spend more time on the scene meeting with officials,
while less gregarious representatives emphasize the vritten report, well-
timed letters or testimony at committee hearings.

Bernard Cohen in his study of the Japanese peace treaty suggested

that the manner of lobbyist involvement is rooted in the charamcter of his

organization,

At the most general level we can say that different
kinds of organizations become involved in different
waye, partly because they visualized the process, and
their own rolee in relation to 1t, in special and dis-
tinctive terwms. More specifically, the leaders of
these groups seem to have differed . . . in the way
they viewed their own political roles, and in what
they regarded as the most effective and proper points
of mccess to the political process. And these d4if-
ferences, in turn, seem to be related to differences
in the character of group memberships and constitu-
encies, and in the kind of responsibility that group
leaders bear towards thelr constituencies.

In more specific terms, leaders of heterogeneous groups work firet to
establish an internal consensus, while representatives of small homo-
geneocus groups can devote most of their efforte to immediate communica-
tions with policy-makers. Additiomlly, groups with intangible inter-
ests "seem to cast their leadership in an educational role vis-a-vis the

genersl membership.”ll

Groups with specific tangible interests want
their leaders to act as spokesmen and push apecific viewpoints.

To summarize, interest group activity literature identifjies the
lobbyist as an active, knowledgeable professional who participates in the
formulation and execution of group stra‘egy. His role is identified ams

intermediary between group demands and needs and the policy-meaking sphere,
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His understanding of the decision-making milieu is seen aeg a leadership
aspet which contributes to effective group activity, In terms of these
strande of research it weas hypothesized in this study that lobbyists'

perceptions of their working situation affect the allocation of thelir

group's rescurces among the four stages of the constitutional revision

cycle, and the implementation of each group's convention period strategy.

However, the actual use of lobbylst's perceptions in group cam-
paligns remains unstudied. Do lobbylists use only certein tactics, ac-
ceptable to thelr group, as Cohen suggests? Do they adapt group re-
sponses or thelr own personal actiocns to fit pollicy-making environmenta?
A narrower subdivision of the broad action hypothesis wag designed to

explore theae questions. It states that interegt group policiea reflect

the nature of the group, while their constitutional revision cycle strat-

egies and tactics incorporate adaptations to meet the environmental con-

ditions.

To study the hypotheses group activity was divided into policiles,
strategy and tactice. Policies refer to the long range purposes and
goale of the group. Strategy 18 the over-all plan to achieve desig-
nated objectives. Tactica are the specific actions designed to imple-
ment a stmategic plan.lg Chapter IV explained the development of group
policies in terms of organizational characteristics. Chapter V related
these goals and group limitations to lobbyists' uses of opportunities in
the constitutional revision cycle as evidenced by varying levels of in-
volvement over the three years, adaptation of goal priorities to fit con-

stitutional emphases, and manipulation of stages to take advantage of

the nonrecurring nature of the cycle and counter earlier defeats without
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fear of political repercussions. In this chapter, strategy and tactics
are examined in terms of general group communication patterns with poli-
cy makers, and the lobbyist's own reeponses to aspects of the convention
cycle environment,

Lobbyists were asked how their convention participation compared
with their legislative activities; specifically in terms of thelr group
goals, the amount of work involved, the use of interest group allimnces,
and the general techniques used in a specific eituation.l3 The com-
parisone were made between the convention stage {(No. 3) and the 1967
politically divided state legislative session. Consequently, some
lobbyists ansvered Lhe question of gimilar activities affirmatively,
even though they also acknowledged thelr manipulstion of convention
cycle peculisrities for their own strategic advantage.

Generalizations concerning activity patterns are derived pri-
warily from lobbyists' responses to an open-ended question asking for
the story of their major convention lobbying effort, Wherever appli-
cable, they were asked to discuss one of three 1ssues: selection of
Jjudges, retention of the prohibition of ald to sectarian schools or
elimination of the ban on taxation of intangible personal property.lh
This assured some overlap for purposes of comparison, and the three
topics represent a crose-section of the type of issues considered by

the convention.

Perception and Lobbying Activitlies

When asked if their convention stage activities were gimilar to
their regular legislative routine, forty-one lobbylsts characterized

them as similar, forty-two as different. Table 6,1 show this evaluation



TABLE ©.1

LOBBYISTS'! PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE TACTICS,
THE RRASONS FOR THRIR PERCEPTIONS OF DIFFERENCES, BY TYPE OF GROUP LOBBYIST REPRESENTED (N)

Group Categories (N)

Bus.Corp./

Church Bus. Trade
Perception of Tactics Humanit. Citizen Education Assn, Assn. Labor Gov't. Misc. Total
Similar tactics 8 7 > 4 . 7 4 1 33
Different tactics 5 3 4 2l 3 3 b 43
REASONE FOR PERCEPTIONMS OF DIFFERENT TACTICS
More leg, issues {13) (16)
Rev relationships (3) (1) (1) .y (1) (10)
Different CC techniques (1) (2) ( b) (2) (1) (10)
Misc. ressons (1) (2) (1) {2) (1) ( 6)
Total 10 10 9 4 26 10 7 5 81

Special ad hoc convention groups were left out since they did not have the same comparative framsvork as N
the other convention lobbyists. 5
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in terms of group categories, and includes respondents! reasons for
evaluating the two as different,l® The table indicates that half or
more of the lobbyists for the most active group categories, citizen,
church humanitarian, business association, labor and government, saw
thei{r convention stage and legislative activities as similar. The
question then occurs es to how this perception fits with the fact that
a majority of these same lobbylsts perceived the over-all convention
cycle ag different and developed strategies incorporating these 4ir-
ferences.lé

What does "similar activities"” mean to the lobbyists? A pre-
cise definition would be difficult to obtain since the phrase was never
clearly defined during the interview. Nevertheleas, by cross-tabulating
this manewer with other answers concerning simllerity of goals, and work-
load, an estimate of lobbylsts' perceptual reference points can be cre-
ated. The data suggest that the similar/different activity evaluation
refera to quantity of work, Quantity, in turn, encompasses both the
glze of their group's program and the personal effort required of the
lobbyist. Thie can be seen in several ways.

The data in Table 6.1 show a clear business lobbyist identifica-
tion of tactics and goamls. Thirteen lobbyists (62% of those with tac-
tical differences) associated the use of less techniques with the need
to follow less interests.

At the legislature I talk to groups, write up about 200

bille, work up a legisiative progrem, key bllls before

the legislature begins, and generally keep busier than
at the convention.



I had only a few conferences with lesders and committee

chairmen, but we didn't do much because we couldn't

change vhat cames out of committee and we are willing to

accept the status quo.
For these lobbylists, adjustment to the convention environment meant that
they noted the convention agenda and then watched for possible adverse
reforms by reading the daily Index.l7

Other lobbylsts alao keyed their activity comparison to the
nature of their convention goale as shown in Table 6.2 which indicates
a high association (Yules Q = .T77) between these two variables. The
table shows that 90% of those perceiving aimilar mctivities also felt
their goals were the same in both situations. Lobbyiste aBsessing ac-~
tivity patterns as different split almost equally on the question of
goal similarity. However, it should be noted that nineteen of the

twenty-three identifying different convention gomle (83% ) also char-

acterized their activities as different.

TABLE 6.2

LOBBYISTS' PERCEPTION OF THE SIMILARITY OF
THEIR CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES, ARD
THEIR ESTIMATE OF THE SIMILARITY OF THEIR CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE GOALS+

Simi larity of activities

Yes No Total
Nature of Goals (n) (% (%) (%) (N) (%)
Similar 37 90, 3 22 53.9 59 T3.5
Different N 3.7 19 46,1 23 26.5
Total 41 100.0 y1 100.,0 82 100.0

Yules Q = 777

#his table represents a condensation of a table with & more specific break-
down of reasons which had a gamma of .51,
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Several lobbyists explaining the relationship between goals and
activities stressed the contrast between a purely defensive legislative
role and active convention lobbying for constitutional change. Others
related activities to the acceptability of their goals, A labor lobby-
ist 8aid her union's main interest was the right to strike, "We did
very little because we knew we could not get {t through the convention,
It was not sufficiently popular for delegates to riek their necks,"
Another said he worked more during the ratification because then his
group was 'directly affected.”

Quantity also refers to the amount of goal related work, There
18 a moderate association (Goodman and Kruskal's Oamma .301) when the
lobbyiste' reaecns for their workload and mctivity comparisons are cross-
tabulated. For example, those saying that their convention workload was
reduced because they pursued fewer convention i{nteresats, alsc sald their
activity pattern was different because they had more legislative contacts
and work. Thus the reascns given are a'.:onlpeltiblt'.'.'.]-9

Ninety-one percent (N = 11) of those assessing their convention
and legislative workloads as identical gave the same asseasment of thelir
activities; again, a consistent quantitative perception. The lobbylsts
who felt their goals created more convention work were evenly divided on
the question of similar activities. The wain reasons gliven for activity
differences were changes in technique and subject matter. One lobbyist
commented that, "I had 75¢ more work because there were so many ‘live
isgues.’ I accelerated my activities as the process accelerated.”

In susmary, the reasone given by lobbylsts to support their per-

ceptions of convention goals, workload and activities tend to reinforce
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each other, creating a coneistent view of lobbying activity measured in
terms of group policy needs, The interrelationship also supports the
idea that lobbyists view their activity in the context of their group.

Bowever, quantity is also weasured in terms of effort expended,
i.e., the amount of personal adaptation a lobbyist feels required to do
in certain circumstances. This is supported by data in Table 6.1 which
indicate that twenty-six lobbyiste (one-fourth of interview population,
62% of those perceiving activity differences) attributed activity changes
to differences in the declsion-making process which made personal lobby-
ing ad justments necessary. These alterations seem to relats primarily
to relationships with delegates or problems caused by non-legislative
procedures.

Most comments concerning delegate-related activities either re-
ferred to the amount of work involved 1o establishing new relationshipe
or expressed evaluations of the philosophical attitudes of delegates,.
For example,

We had to develop lines of communication, nev relation-

shipe even with legislators since they had different po-

sitions, This wvas more work.

The difference between lobbylst-legislator and lobbylst-

delegate relationships ie the difference between a mother

and a babysitter.

We had more work because we had to educate the delegates,
teach them the real fundamentals.

At the convention ve were not dealing with the regular
legislative animal, It was harder to be honest at the
convention because they believed the myth that political
bargaining is bad,

Delegates wvere already committed to their positionme so
there was less trading. It wvas harder to get modifica-
tione.
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The convention was a fiasco l:ecause of the control of
down-state Democrats. We had no influence with them
B0 we soupght no woals.

We decided to do no lobbylng Lecause the convention
was controlled and the delegates' minds made up.

For other respomndents, differencesa in convention procedures
neceassitated alterations in their personal Lﬂtterns.ly In the leygisla-
ture, party discipline i{s tight and the leadership triumvirate of AssembLly
leader, venate Majority Leader and uovernor make the key decisions, At
the convention, discipline was less automatic since delezgates sought no
re-alection and often had their own independent power hases, In addi-
tion, subject matter committees played e more independent role 1in policy
development hecause they synthesized individual propnsitions into draft
articles. Another Jdifference concernei floor amendments; rare in the
legislature, while at the conventilon whole articles were written during
floor Jdehate,

There 15 less chance at the convention to get back at

things and re-work them, The legislature has more re-

writing stages,

At the legislature I *ile more memoranda bvecause there
are fewer hearings.

In the legislature you need only the three leadership
postsg. In the convention you need everybody hecause
it requires ratification by the people.

Even the document room was diftferent. It was possible
to get coples of things at the convention.

Committee members were always busy in commnittee meetings
50 it was hard to find time to talk to them.

The committee on style and arrangements tuul influence
s0 we maintalned constant liaison with them,

The committee thinking process made it harder for lob-
bylste because we were not privy to committee delibera-
tions where Jdecisions were made. Information came from
FunOrs. You needed delegmtes to espouse your view,
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One lobbyist summed up the connection between enviroomental per-
ception and activity changes when he said convention lobbylsts were more
inhibited because "they know the outer limite of political realities in
the legislature, but not here."”

Turning from the similarity of legislative and convention activi-
ties to the lobbyist's activity, the dats indicate an identification of
the extent of their personal activity with their evaluation of their
group's convention stage involvement. These relationships are demon-
strated in Tables 6,3 and 6.4, Table 6.3 shows a very strong associe-
tion (Gemma = .774) between lobbyist's perception of his organization's
convention stage involvement and his own workload, <0 Seventy-six per-
cent of those percelving more lobbying work aleo perceived maximum group
invoivement, while conversely, 815 of those taking it easy at the conven-
tion considered their group to be only moderstely or minimally involved.
This again supports the hypothesized relationship between group needs
and lobbying activity. Groups more involved at the convention had lob-
bylsts working harder, and vice versa,

Table 6.4 reinforces this point. The data show a strong associ-
ation (Gamma ® ,666) between lobbyists' delegate oriented activities and
the amount of time they personally spent at the convention, The table
shows that half of those ranked highest on the direct activity index also
went to the convention dally or weekly; while half of those at the low
end of the activity index appeared at the conventlon infrequently if at
all. As might be expected, the vaguest category, the middle is also
almost equally divided in terms of lobbylst's convention presence.

One-fourth of the respondents were at the convention weekly or
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TABLE 6. 3

LOBBYISTS ' COMPARISONS OF THEIR CONVENTION AND LEGISLATIVE WORKLOAD,
AXD THEIR PERCEPTION OF THEIR GROUFP'S INVOLVEMENT IN THE CONVENTION STAGE

Comparison of Workload

Group's Convention Mo re Equal less
Involvement Level (M) () (W (®) (W) (%)
High 19 76.0 9 69.2 8 19.0
Moderate 5 20.0 4 0.8 17 LO.5
Low 1 4.0 17 Lo.s
Total (N - 80) 25 100,013 100.0 L2 100.0
Gemma .77k
TABLE 6.4

DIRECT LOBBYING ACTIVITY INDEX (CONVENTION STAGR),*
THE AMOUNT OF TIME A LOBBYIST WAS PERSONALLY AT THE CONVENTION

Direct Activity Index (N)

Personal Time

at the Convention High Moderate Low Total
Daily/weekly 15 6 2 23
Moderately 12 4 12 28
Rarely 3 8 5 16
Never 1 4 10 1%
Total 3l 22 22 82
Gamma 5666

#S5ee explanation of the index in Chapter V,
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dally, and another 34% (N = 28) were present for key hearings, votes,
floor debates or as often as their organization could afford to send them.
The thirty-one lobbyiste rarely or never there probably had either no
positive goals or were New York City-based and could therefore make key
contacts without going to Albany. The ad hoc convention group iobbyiste
~ften did not appear regularly because they lacked the funds (e.g. PEARL)
or beceuse their perception of the proper lobbying role involved contact
by memcranda rather than personal talks {e.g., Councll for a Sound New
York Constitutiocn, Committee on the Constitution Convention of the Associ-
ation of the Bar of the City of New York)}.

A lobbyist's reasons for personal participation may be related to
his personality, his view of key decision-making points, or his geographlc
praximity to the convention scene. One Albany lobbyiest said that he
"submitted no draft propositions, no memoranda, no testimony, but I went
to the Capitol daily and worked with Delegates Reldy, Bergan, Desmond,
Froessel, Greenberg and Bartlett,"” (all important committee members).
Another simply said, "There's no subatitute for being there,”

Civic, ¢hurch, husanitarian, business association and government
lobbyists were the most active on the convention scene, The reformers
account for 4O% (K - B) of those at the convention daily or wveekly. This
ie indicative of great effort since most of these groups experience summer
slowiowns as staff and members vacation tiil fall. In sumsary, the data
suggeast that lobbyists percefve activity in terms of a combination of
group needs and thelr own level of involvement. It reinforces the no-
tion that lobbylsts act as group spokesmen, mediating between the private

and public decision-making arenas as hypothesized at the begiuning of this
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chapter,

Convention strategy and tactics

The conventicon's Select Committee on Lobbying reported that 153
appearance statements had been filed by groupe and eighty-one itemired
expenditure statements. The grand total of reported expenditures was
$1L5,652.93. Individual groups reported coste ranging from e low of
$4 .90 per month for the New York State Council of Churches to the Citizen
Tax Council monthly tab of $23,251.66,°) Theee figures are only the tip
of the iceberg; many groups did not report or reported expenditures only
partially.

What kind of activitiee did these monies finance? The answer
is related to access polnts, organizational rescurces, and lobbying tac-
tice. Access can be considered generally, in terms of the category of
deci{sion-meker on whom groups focus their efforts, or more specifically,
in Truman's terms of penetration into the decision-meking sphere through
“fellow-travellers.'"<<

Access 18 useful to groups when 1t provides a fair hearing from
officials or current inside information or official'e aseistance in
spreading the group position.23 Thie latter aspect of access is fecili-
tated by the presence of "fellow-travellers,” who are representatives of
various intercsste through their non-official affiliations, The assump-
tion made by Truman and other group theorists is that the availability
of such contacts within the decision-making environment 18 an asset for

L

any group.2 "Given interest group members who are actually an official

part of the legislative process, the job of lobbying 1s eased consider-

ubly.”?'LJ Truman goes even further alwost equating such access with
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OF
influence and success,

In terms of conventlion literature & similar caussal chaln is im-
plied in scenarios where the reformers call the convention, elect like-
ninded men, and write a new modern constituticn, The assumption 1s that
such accesgs exists, {s noticed by lobbyists, and used uuccessfully.ﬁf
In New York experience, differences in access patterns were evident with-
In the convention, yet knowledyge of them did not invariably lead to suce
cess., Irn the New York cvycle the election system meant that current po-
litical chieftalns were elected thus precluding realistic hopes for redi-
ral change., But the ad hoc nature of the convention and its summer
schedule attracted a sprinkling of non-career politicians who could af-
tord to teke one sumwer's leave of al.sence from their professions.

In regular le:iglative gegusions, lawyers and business men in in-
surance and reml =state arrn overrepresented, At the ~onvention addition-
4] representation was accorded four other categories: women, labor, educa-
tors, and government employee/pub]ic officieals, The fourth cetegory was
~ost obivious. Approximately three-quarters of the deleuntes held past
or present party or pubilic office leadership positions; seventy delegates
were ginultaneously drawing two publice payehecks.eﬁ

The influence of the government category was increased further by
their strategzic location within the convention gystem. For example,
many observers considered the convention merely a surmer lezislative ses-
sion since elght of the thirteen current legislator-delegates had conven-
tivn leadership positions.ﬁ( in addlition, comnittee assignments usually
reflected occupational interests. Thirteen Judges were on the Judiciary

Committee, twelve members of the Legislative Committee worked for the

state legislature, fourteen Local Government Committee members held local
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government positions or worked for the State Office of Local Gove rnment. 30

Many staff positions were held by personnel on leave from interest
group positions, Three Executive Directors of convention committees will
serve ag examples: Dr. John V. Connorton, Vice President of the Greater
Nev York Hospital Association was Director of the Health, Housing and
Public Welfare Committee; Dr., Elbert Fretwell, Jr., City Univereity of
New York Dean, headed the Educatlon Committee; and Mr. Donald Gilmore,
Sr., Economist for the Committee for Economic Develomment, directed the
Economic Development Committee, One lobbyist complained that, ™Too many
lobbyists had to register for the convention.”

R~spondents were asked if any member of their own group was a
convention delegate or staff member, They answered literally, identify-
ing only those who wvere active, policy-making members of their group. In
these terms, 24 said yes. However, many lobbylists knew of '"fellow-
travellers,” For example, no labor organization lobbyist claimed David
Dubinsky, President of the Intermaticnal Ladies Garment Workers Union, as
an inside member-delegate since that specific union was not registered
for the convention. Yet all) lebor lobbyists mentioned him as a source
of information and a conduit for their tdeas.3l

Nevertheless, the convention experience suggests that knowledge
of accegs does not necessarily produce successful use of access. Equally
important is the position of the insider within the decision-meking sys-
tem. For example, Judge Bernard Botein wes known as an influential ad-
vocate of court reform, but his position within the convention as chair-
man of the Executive Committee lessened his usefulness to court reformers,

He could still give them his vote, but they needed another committee for
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success via his access.

The crucial plecement of accese points 1s evident again in the
case of the League of Women Voters' fight to have districting standards
included in & new apportionment article.3? League advice on new appor-
tionment provisions was sought by the paid staff of the Legislative Com-
mittee and the apportionment subcommittee chairman, Leonard Sand, a re-
form Democrat and lawyer in the New York State apportionment case, WMCA
v. Lomenzo.33 However, Judge Shapirc, the committee chai{rman, was un-
friendly to the League because he disagreed with thelir court reform pro-
posals, The 0ld line Democrats on the committee supported him, while
minority members and reform Democrats supported Sand. In this situation,
the League had access to key spots within the committee but the hostility
of the chalirman, for cther unrelated reascns, negated their access, Thus
the equation of "insiders” with access and success seemes an oversimplifica-
tion.

Specific access points are determined in the context of a general
pattern of communication between organizations and decision-wmakera, This
pattern effects the category of decision-maker, leader or rank and file,
vhich the group emphasizes; the kind of decision-mmking situation favored,
and the tactics they prefer to use, The convention data lend support to
Cohen's thesis that differences in the mode of communication reflect dif-
ferences in group membership and 1ntereatn.3l‘ This, in turn, is a refine-
ment of the general axiom that groups use wvhatever resources they have to
influence officials. Mass membership groups use people power; business
interests use their status and connections.3®

Table 6.9 shows the patterns of communication between organizations



TABLE 6, =

PATTERRS OF COMMUNICATION BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONS AND CONVENTION STAGE DECIS ION-MAKERS

Communication Patterns

Group lLeaders Group Members Group Leaders Group Members No Group Total
Group with Convention vith with wvith Convention Cosmnication
Categories Leaders* All Delegates All Delegates Leaders with Convention
Church/bumenit, 2 m 3 1 10
Citizen 1 7 1 1 10
Education - b 2 11
Bus. Assn. 1 2 1 L
Bus. Corp. 7 1 8
Trade Assnp. 3 2 1 5 18
Labor 6 1 1 2 10
Govt. 2 = 2 7
c.C. 1 4 1 1 2 9
Misc. e < 1 5
Total 30 32 6 7 17 32

62¢

*Convention leaders were broken into the top political leadership, committee chairmen, or a combination
of both.
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and convention personnel, divided according to group categories. As the
table indicates, thirty groups used their leaders tc contact convention
leadership, two-thirds of them including both party and committee lemder-
ship posts. Thirty-two groups asked their general membership to con-
tact all convention delegates, It is interesting to note that lesders
tended to contact leaders and members to contact the entire delegate body,
rather than a mixture of leaders to mmeses or vice versa. Perhaps this
refilects a tendency to see techniques in stereotyped terme which equate
one to one contact with leaders and mass letters or appeals with a total
deluge of all officials,

Looking at the flgures in terms of group categories, civic and
labor organizations, usually with large membership and broad goals, used
their membership to write all convention delegates. By contrast, 624
of the speclalized business interests used inter-leader contacts. 30 The
education category communication patterns divided elmost equally, possibly
reflecting the split between specialized groups, such as the universities,
and more extended interests such as United Parents Association, New York
State Teachers Association and Public Education Associetion.

Ae might be expected, government groupe used their members to
contact both all and selected delgates since, in either case, their mem-
bers were co-workers or friends of the majority of office-holding dele-
gates, e.g., the New York City lobbyist said he works with both chalrmen
and party leadership. Then Maycor Lindsay comes for receptions with the
rank and file delegates, and dinner with the leaders. The existence of
these group based communication patterns restricts the hypothesis relat.

ing group strategy and tactice to environmental conmditiona because it



TABLE 6.6

ACTIVITIES PERFORMED BY CATEGORIES OF GROUFS
REPRESENTED BY LOBBYISTS AT THE COWNVENTION STAGRE

Group Categories (M)

Direct, Visible Activities Church Bus. Bus. Trade
Humanit, Cit, Educ, Assn, Corp. Assn., lLabor Govt, C,C. Miasc,

Followed index of Convention

activity only (N - 10) 2 6 1 1
Index plus one Limited Action

(n - 10) 3 L 1 1 1
Testimony only (N - 10) 2 2 4 1 1
Memoranda, Position Papers

but no Testimony (N - 7) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Testimony and Memoranda (N - 19) 2 2 3 1 4 5 1 1

Testimony, Memoranda, Position
Papers, Proposition Wording
(M - 35) 5 8 1 1 6 2 5 6 1

Total (N - 91) 10 10 11 4 8 18 10 7 8 5

Tee
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trade assocliation, labor and government lotbyists reported member
information and action btulletins, but less public relations activity.
As inlzght be expected, business corporations engaged in no srass roots
activity since they lack & constituency in the sense that the other
Y roups have oue,

House vulletins ranced {rum the dull tactual Comnerce and
Infustry sheet to the newsy, political, analyses put out by the Catho-
lic Welfare Committes and the League of Women Voters, Assocliated In-

dustry's Constitutional Convention Heporter was an excellent amalgam

of impartial bhackground on issues ani rnowledgeable political reporting.

The lobbyist's ski11ll, expertise and perceptions come into play
when he decldes how to use nis group's assets, whom to intorm and when.
For exanple, lobbylsts approacyn committee personnel within the frroe-
work ot theilr own philosophical leanings, committee relatlonships and
mutuai friends., For example, here 1s a sample of assessments from
lobbyists interestel in the wording of the local sovernment article:

Frank Moore was put in the Local overnment and Homwe Hule

committee as Hockefeller's man to make sure no changes

were me«de in the local yovernment article.

Chairman Campbell and the eygheads wanted metropolitan

government , The staff and minoriiy party wanted the status

quo. The Democrats were divided so the Hepublicans won,

since Office of local Government people were on the staff

they attended eonfldential meetings and had an edvantage,

Canptell was for the CED phllosophy of regional government.,

b0 wag Travis, I saw Campbell several tLlmes aixl couldn't

convince him, s¢ 1 worked wilth Mocre, 1 established con=

tact with all committee menbers heginning with Republicans

Lo see [t they were orn my slile,

A real estate lobbylst forestalled an lncrease in real estate

tax limits in the ceonstitution Ly reaching Convention President Trevia

through his advisoer, icotty Campbell, He convinced Campbell of his
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adde group resources as an 1lntervening varlable which Jimits stratewy
as well as poliries.

olmilarly, group limitations are evident in an examination of
the tactics favored Ly different kinds of wroups. Tables (.4 and 7./
sanmarlze the direct and indirect tactics enployed ty w~roups during
the convention sta.e, Table 7o shows the sroups' direct activities
towards convention personnel. The amount of activities increases from
a bare minlmur of following the convention Index, throuwh sporadic
et'forts elther at committee hearings or in terms ©of memoranda or posi-
tion papers on oune or two issues. The most active sroups testitfied,
prepared propositions, and sutoifted memoranda and position peapers,

As anticipated from earlier locumentation o!f rivie and soriul reformers
activity, halt to four-£ifths of the charcs/lecsntzerian, citizen, gove
ernnent and o Lor conventlon crowu 1obbyists reportel the to;p mashber of
tiectivitiens,

Business associetion and 1lnbor lobbyists tended o f8ll In the
salerate levels sinee they supplemented ‘estimony with meporanda bt
d11 not elatorate through position papers and actual working suggestlons.
Huginess corporation representatives tended to work through the Index.,
One such lobbyist rationallized his wntchdog position by explalning that,
"Courporations should nout et involved in conventions as people do, since
conventions are the voice of the peouple.”

Table 7. sumarizes the indirect, member and citizen orlented
activities of pgroups. Kespondents could give up Lo four ansvers which
means the maximum number for any technique in the table is the total
number of groups in a category. Over one-half of the reform and educa-
tion lobbyists reported information activities lirected towards bLoth

their own members and the weneral public, Business association,



TABLE 6.7

INDIRECT, MEMBER ORIENTED ACTIVITIES, BY CATEGORIES
OF GROUPS REPRESENTED BY LOBBYISTS DURING THE CONVENTION STAGE (N*)

Oroup Categories (H)

Church/ Bus. Bus. Trade

Graas Roote Activities Hum. Cit, Educ. Asen. Corp. Assn. Labor Govt. C.C. Misc.
Information in house organ., con-

vention news service, spec.

bulletin, or combination of house

organ./news service (¥ - ul) 4 9 6 6 4 2 4 3
Informmtion and action bulletins

(W - 45) 9 3 < S 7 6 S 2
letters to the editor (N - 30) ¢ 7 < 3 2 6 1
Public oriented public relations )

campaign (N - 33) 3 8 2 2 3 5 7
Educationoal conferences, meetings

(N - 23) 3 6 6 2 2 1 3
Total (N - 77) 10 10 10 0 13 9 7 8 5

#fach Regpondent could have four answers, which means maximm group participation in each activity could

pe maximum number of Respondents in category,

e
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position with background material. He then nullified the major
opponents, welfare lobbyists who wanted more money for services, by
convincing them that the money should come from non-sunicipel sources.

The Civil Service Council for a Constitutional Convention (C8CCC)
provides an example of Jjudiciously used lobbying tactics. The ad hoc
coalition of 150 civil gservice unicns representing 500,000 people, was
created in 1966 to insure msintensnce of the conatitutional gusrantees
of merit examination and promotion, veterans' preferences, and contrac-
tusl guarantee of pension funds. The group showed its strength during
the selection of delegates stage by electing 109 delegates pledged to
maintain these safeguards.

Barly in 1967 the group began preparing s multi-faceted offensive.
A suggestion of the scope of their activity is evident in these excerpts
abstracted from thelr convention filea:

prepare "Brief” giving goals and send to all delegmtes

have seversl members of exscutive boards of affiliated
unions interview each delegate before the convention

opens

have a CSCCC representative at all convention sesmions
and relevant comwittee hearings, as frequently as
necessary to "feel the pulse”

send list of non-affiliated organizetions to affiliated
ones and get others to Join

form publication cowmnittee to prepare stories for press,
radio, union publications

send weekly letters to wewmber unions urgling involvement.

creatsa a flood of letters from renk and file whenever

necessary.

With member support backing them up, the CSCCC lobbyists
worked vith friendly delegates and the Labor Committee. Several

delegates were asked to introduce C3CCC propositions. Analyezing
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the labor Committee, the CSCCC lobbyists concluded that Chairman Crotty

was not 8 "100% friend of civil service,” and the vice-chairmen of the
committee clearly opposed them. They began to use hearings, testi-
wony and personsl communication to change their minds.

The key meeting was held on July 25, 1967, to discues the Civil
Bervice Commission's proposal to eliminate the top 3% of the Civil
Service from coampetitive exsmination, a position obviously opposed by
CBCCC. The meeting was attended by all major labor union lobbyists,
representatives of the Civil Service Commission, Labor Committee leaders
and two of Travie's counsels. "The discussion elicited no new informa-

tion or change of position, but it re-emphssized the sclid labor oppo-
aition. In addition, the State's experts gave a poor presentation

that destroyed their own case. At the meeting, Travia gave assursnces
that the matter would be dropped. However, CSCCC continued member pres-
sure until the August vote, 172-0, which achieved their goesl. Thus, the
CSCCC lobbyists orchestrated their resources in terms of their percep-
tion of key personnel and problems.

The form of the CSCCC, an intergroup alliance, represents a
classic means for groups to increase their power and decrease their work-
load. "A well-financed outfit working on & single major bill or 1issue
can really do a Job, cowpered with one . . . interested in hundreds of
bills."jl? Another successful coslition, this one with reform interests,
was organized by the State Communities Aid Association (SCAA) 1in early
1966. Dismeyed st the lsck of prepsration for the convention emong the
social welfare groups, the SCAA decided to assume statewide lesdership

for those groups interested in increasing the effectiveness of the Fsally

Court. This soon expanded into other policy areas, often involving
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groups with views contrsry to their own. The aix was mutual participa-
tion and enlightenment rather than promotion of specific obJectives.

In addition, SCAA cultivated business group perticipation. As
Gordon Brown, SCAA President, explained, business assistance was vital
because "we . . . lack political leverage. Our hearts are pure but our
clout is poor."”

ad hoc slllances that were formed alao helped overcowme

the traditional spiintering of voluntary agency strength,

By speaking with one voice, a nurber of agencies were

able to get the attention of convention delegates and key

staff people. And this unified approach had gratifying

success 1n stigping several decisions that affect health

and welfere.

An excellent exasmple of this success was the modification in
adoption procedure. Under the present Article VI (32), children must
be placed with custodians or guardiens of the same "religious persua-
sion . . . whan practicable.” The Catholic Welfare Committee wanted to
retain this section without change; the social welfare agencies wanted
to remove it iIn toto. SCAA represpentative Beekman Pool worked with thes
Health, Housing and Social Services Committee. Initiaelly, Chairmen
Badillo weas against any change, Pocl sent him a letter saying he would
seek agencies' support for compromise wording. On the day of the com-
mittee discussion, a barrage of telegrams was hand delivered to committee
mewbers by Pocl who wanted to meke sure they arrived on THE day.

The week of August 17, 1967, a campromise was worked out between
the religious and welfare groups. The religiocous provision was retained
but & clause was added making "welfare of the child . . . of primary
concern., " Thus religion became & factor rather than the primary factor.

When the amendment pessed on August 23rd, one delagste called it the

"best possible obtainable compromise” between ocutright retention and
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2
repeal. 9

In summary, chapters IV, V and VI have supported the hypothesis
that lobbyist's perceptions are a factor influencing group allocation
of resources within a decision-making environment and the implementation
of group strategies. Chapter IV explored the hypothesis that group
goals reflect internal needs, but are adapted to external environments
to which the group is attracted because of percejived self-interest,
Chapter V related group involvement within the conventian cycle to group
gosls, group limjitations and the lobbyiat's perception of convention
cycle charmcteristics which would be stratagically useful. Thus groups
used the ratification campalgn to kill a convention document they dis-
liked. T™e chapters also indicated lobbyista' perceptions of differ-
ences {n delegate-constituency relationshipsa such ss no re-election, the
honoring of subject matter commitments, and the level of delegate ex-
pertise which the lobbylst then used in devising his tactics. The
difference in convention gubject matter, the need to settle all matters
in a determined length of time, and the need for voter acceptance of con-
vention decisions were perceived and manipulated by lobbylsts. Finally,
the sequential, non-recurring nature of the cycle presented opportunities
utilized by lobbyists in deviaing convention cycle strategies. Chap-~
ter VI has documented the lobbyist's role in utilizing group related
technigques and coemunication patterns within the confines of the con-
vention situstion. The chapter also examined the lobbyist's percep-
tion of his activity petterna, which he masaesses in terms of quantity

of policy related work and personal sdaptstions to new conditions.
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15. Those making the comparison of similar cycles rarely gave
reasvns and were not pressed for 1t.

16. A cross-tabulstion of lobbyists' perceptions of convention
and legislative cycle similarities with convention and legislative mctiv-
ity pattern similarities had a gammwa of .llk aignifying no etatistical
correlation.

17. The 1967 New York State Constitutional Convention Record
and Index contains an i1temization of the propositions as they are intro-
duced, a brief summary of their contenta, and an updating of their pas-
sage through the convention proceeses. It is updated daily. A slmi-
lar volume, The legislative Index, appears during legislative sessions.

18. MNumerically, sixteen lobbyists of the twenty-four re-
spondents with lighter policy workloads wade these comparisons. See
Chapter IV for wmore discussion of workloads.

19, See Harmon Zeigler, "Interest Groups in the States,” Poli-
tica in the Americen Btates: A Comparative Analysis, p. 139; Bettye
Schack, "New York's Court Reform Fiasco' (typed manuscript, undated),
Additional factuml informetion in Chepter I, suprs.

20, A problem arose occasionally when two lobbyists frowm the
same organization rated the same mctivities at different levels of
intensity. For example, the two Bar Association representstives dis-
sgreed on their group's activity level at the convention snd ratificas-
tion. The higher evalustion in each case was given by the more active
of the two men, reinforcing the personal sctivity aspect of their percep-
tion. In anothar case two lobbylsts gave different evaluations of the
same activity, one considering it more importent than the other did.

2l. BSee explanation of the index in Chapter V,

22. Select Committee of Lobbying, Report, September 21, 1947, in
convention files. Rote thet there 18 not necessarily an overlap between
expense and appearance statements; 8 group may file one, both or none.

23. Truman, op. cit., p. W?,

o4, Johnson, op. cit., p. 76. See also Milbrath, op. cit.,
chapters 9 and 10,

25. See Truman, op. cit., pp. 333-350; Keefe and Ogul, op. cit.,
p. 60; Zeigler, "Intereast Groups in the States,” p. 136,

»6. Ibid., p. 136,

27. Samuel Eldersveld, "Americen Interest Groups: A survey of
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Research and Some Implications for Theory and Method,” ed, Henry Ehrmann,
Interest Groups on Four Continents (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh

s, 58), PP. =187, ruman says, 'The produce of effective access
.« . 18 & government decision.”" Qp, cit., p. 507,

28. See O'Rourke and Campbell, op. cit., chapters 1, 2,

29. Information on delegates; backgrounds is taken from the
official blographies in New York State Constitutional Convention Dele-
gates, l%é’r Albany, N.Y.: The lagisiative Index Co., 1957). Bee
Chapter II, supra.

30. Anthony Travia became convention President, Moses Welnstein
and Earl Brydges were Democratic and Republican floor leaders, Perry Duryea
was & convention Vice=President, four other legislators were committee
chairmen,

31, All the subject matter committees had 27 members, 15 Democrats
and 12 Bepublicans.

32. Not only will a member-legislator be psychologically predis-
posed to favor one's cause, he may also push relevant memoranda around
the convention. For example, delegate S, J, Mathews circulated a posi-
tion papar con the forest preserve with the following covering letter;
"Dear Andy [Tyler]: You are undoubtedly swamped with mail and position
papers. I do hope, however, you will peruse the attached, . ., ."” Or
John Dickenson circulated a position on uniform assessment of resl prope
erty to all the other delegates. There were hundreds of instances of
such inside lobbying. As woulli be anticipated, there is a relationship
between high activity levels and the egize of a group's convention lobby=~
ing staff or the presence of group members among the delegate body.
Fifty-seven percent of those groups with twe or more working lobbyists at
the convention were rated in the high activity category. Fifty-nine per-
cent of the lobbyists representing groups vith member delegates percelved
their group's involvement as high.

33. 7The League wanted districting standards, in an ordered se-
quence, as part of the apportionment article. They suggested the follow-
img priorities: "Equality must be overriding, contiguity is necessary,
and county lines should be crossed only to maintain equity. If county
or other lines must be broken, the territory so divided should be as com-
pact as possible. The size of the Legislature should . . . be flexible
enough to allow the use of as many of these standards ae possible.”

League of Women Voters letter to all delegstes, August 31, 1967.

3j4. Bernard Cohen, op. cit., pp. 227-229.
35. WMCA v. Lomenzo, 377 U.S. 633 (1964).

36. See V. 0. Key, Politices, Parties and Pressure Groups, p. 134;
Bone, op. cit.

37. BSee ibid. for similar Congressional lobbying patterns,
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38. Matthews, op. cit., pp. 166-188.

39. Gordon Brown, "A Five Million Dollar Blunder," State Charities
Aid Associstion, Viewpoint, XV (Winter, 1968), 5-6.

LO, New York State Constitutional Convention, Tranucrig% of Pro-
ceedings, August 2 1 s P 3373. See alao New York a o

Committee, Couvention Round-up, August 25, 1967.
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CHAPTER VII
LOBBYISTS ' PERCEPTIONS OF SUCCESS

Interest groups are usually analyzed in decision-making studies
as opne of the indepandent variables affecting the fimal decision.
Therefore, the question of group succese is phresed in terms of their

1 Answers to this

"influence or impact on govermmental decision."”
question are almost impossible to ascertain, "Bacause influence takes
plact only in the decisional process of human beings, it is extremely
difficult to measure.”

Fortunately, such an enterprise is unnecegsary here because
thie paper has focused on group policy-making activities and the policy-
making milieu through the lobbyist's eyes, Thus the questions asked
are: Did the lobbyist feel his group was successful in achieving its
objectives? Does the lobbyiat relate success to his activities or to
his group's effectiveness? Subjective answers such as these are adif-
ficult to compare with each other, so lobbylsts were asked to compare
their convention success to normal legislative success thus providing

some form of intermal coupnrison.3

It was hypothesized that lobbyists' perceptions of the lavel of

their group’s convention cycle success reflects their ability to use

perceived environmental attributea to their advantage. This hypothesis

reflects the general notion in the literature that lobbyists' skills and

knovwledge are resources of the organization wvhich can turn msdiocre
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opportunities into margins of success,

The more successfully interest groups accommodate them-

selves to legislators and the legislative process, in

terms of the self-interest and conceptions of the former

and the dynamics of the latter, the more rewarding will

be their activiticz, the more accepted and appreciated

their involvemeant,

The groups with lobbying experience tend to be more suc-

cassiul than ad hoc groups, partly because the former

are familiar with techniquga to accomplish the same pur-

pose in a variety of wvays,

The hypothesis was only partially supported by the data from
this study. A basic reason for thie was the wvay the hypotbesis wvas
operationalized, Success had to be considered in two time contexts:
one limited to the convention stage, per se; the other in terma of the
complete three year, four stage cycle, However, the specific inter-
view questions on success were framed only in terms of the convention
stage ip order to mmke the evaluation more compsrable with legislative
segBion successes,

Thus the answers vere useful in establishing a lobbyist's defi-
nition of group success, but were less helpful in elucidating the rela-
tionship between the respondent’'s perception and his group's achieve-
ments, This question was examined indirectly from answers to earlier
interview questiocons regarding strategy and sanipulation of the total
cycle,

Coabining the two strands of data it appears that the kind of
groups most successful at the convention stage were primarily those
with non-contenticus, specific interests; the majority of them were

active only at this stage. By contrast, the groups moet successful

in the ratification stage were those reform and general interest groups
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who initiated the cycle, falled in the writing stage, and used ratifica-
tion to defeat the proposed constitutioun.

The role ¢of the lobbyist in attalining group success ls impos-
sible to pinpoint 1ir a censal sense, However, the data suggest they
played an adaptative role since relationships do emerpe hetween the
lobbyist'a perception af his group's success and both his over-all
comparison of the two ~ynles, and his strateyi~ manipulation of thege
conventior cycle stayes.

The zeneral success hypothesis was consldered in terms of three
narrower propositions. One specified the hroed relstionships between
the environmental situation and the group which create the conterxt in

which the lobbyist worke, Jt states that the nature of Lhe convention

cycle affecteg the possibility «f group cuccess hhecause the environment

of each sta,e favors only certain kinds of interest groups. The prop-

osltion is derived from cbLservations iu the literature that suuest
that

lotbylng skills are not sas important as the legitimate

claim of the group to represent a public that has a

stake in the outcome of a given declsion. Techniques

can maximize the advantaye gained frow according legit-

imacy to a group but cannot create legitimacy.

General political power is , , . difficult to define

and 1s probally best understood as a subjectivh defint-

tion on the part of th: indivilual legislator.

legitimacy is ‘defined as the declsion~-maler-'s acknowledgement
0! the wroup'c righ*t to represent certain segments of the public.
Representativeness can be related to the decision-meker's perception

of the proportion of potential members the group speaks for, its

authenticity, and/or the identification of its interest with the
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fpub:lic interest.'7 Thus, legitimacy varies with the topic under dis-
cusgion and the decision-marers to ve influenced. For example, Citi-
zens for Bducational Freedom's i{nt'luence in the context of the Blaire
Amendment. controversy was not, transferrable to the adoption lsshe al-
though both have church-state overtones,

The convention cycle provided an opportunity to test this {des
hecause different convention stages had attritutes which should favor
varying kinds of groups. The Jdata do support the notion of a contex-
tual legitimecy. For example, the ~onvention, peopled with advocates
of the ponlitical status quo, favored groups promotlinyg moderate, non-
strucrtural reformy. The pubiic, as referendum decision-makers, Joocked
tu broa! reform wroups ag the cnes with legitimooy, and followed their
instructinns tu defeat the 'psuedv-refurm' oftfering,

The other two narrow propositions referred to lothyists' per-
ceptions of their corvention stage succees, They sta'ed that:

{1) Lobbyists' estimation of their sroup's convertion stage

success baced on & comparlson of the nuuber of achlevements with the

total nurber of goals.

(2) Lobbyists who percejved their groups &s more effective in

the convention than in a legislaetive session also perceived thelr con-

vention stage success as better than in a8 legislative session and vice

versa.

The data show that lobbyists care about content as well as
quantity of goals achieved, If they win all defensive goals but lose
a few positive ones, they tend to lower their over-all evaluation. In

addition, as anticipated, lobbyists who perceived thelr groups as more
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effective at the convention alsu tended Lo percelve thelr success as

great in the convention environment.

TABLE 7.1

LOBRYISTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR GHOUP'., SUCCEGH AT THE
CONVENTION 3TAGE, AND THEIKR COMPAKISON OF THE
GROUP'S CONVENTICN STAGE AND LECILIATIVE UESSION SUCCELSE.

Percention At the Convention Convent ion-leylislative Evaluation

of' Success (N) (%) (N) (1)

arept. SO oh ‘ | M.rn Hetter
gt the CU

froond I - 1t e Rettor at
tne GO

Morle rmates Le o T 2 Bl

P be 1. D Aorse At
the O

Failure 1%, L i i Much Worse
at. the CC

Totatl Hin 16X 'SP 2 i 1060

¥ Three respondents gave nou answer, nine said nol applicatle.

#4  Three sald no comparison was possible, four gave no answer,
fifteen said not applicable.

Lobbyisis" Perceptions of their Convention Stage Success

Table 7.1 shows the lobbylsts' perceptions of their convention
stage cnccess and their corparison of this record with 8 "normal' ledis-
lative session record. Almost half ot the respondents (L47%) evaluated
their success at the highest levels, while another 30% went Lo the other

extreue. This low category contrasts sharply with Milbrath's tally of
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Washington Tobbyists® saccers ratings, Washington lobd sdsts were
wenerally expansive, siving thenselves nigh »arks, with only 7% de-

scendin. to a poor rating and no fallaves,

The cewsan Cor oare paneroys peosdndstds acseqsaent s anong
linw Yok State Yot dsis geers tracent- e t 0 the wordine 0 the e e
LRI Mt eath's LWt slets were asked for an overegll evaluation

2! Lthelr penera. record; the New Yory tate Tobbyicto weres asked
at.oul the specifir results of one six month endeavor. Indeed, in
remembering thelr legislative artivities after the convention summer,
the lobbyists painted a rosier picture of past triumphs. Thirty
lobbhydists esid their convention record was worse than 8 normal legis-
lative one, while sixteen considered them equal., (nly 2L respond-
ents saild they did hetter at the convention.

General comments on theitr convention success were usually
couched in terms of their group's projected woals or their chances
in the general convention environment, Most lobtyists based thelr
estimation of group success on the ratlo of goals achieved to goels
desired. Yet the calculation 18 not strictly analagous to a profit
and loss balance sheet, The posltive and negative aspects of goals
can affect the over-all tally. Fogitive goals, that 1s those incor-
porating change, seem to have a higher value than negative goels.
This may reflect the fact that more effort is uenerally required to
create rchange than to vlock 1t since the collegial decision-making
systen of legislative bodies has a multiplicity of spots for killing
proposals. To te passed a proposal nust negotiste all such shoals.

The lobbyilsts' measured welghting is evident in the following comments:
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We had moderate success: 40% killed and A0% lncorpo-

rated. ¥We opposed extension of gifts and loans to

private groups, repeal of Blaine, continued veterans

preferences, and the election of judges and all were

incorporated in *the constitution,

Our showing was mecderate. We usually do better at

the legislature. We klliled none of the things we

really wanted eliminated, we didn't get in any of

the things we really wanted in.

Many husiness representatives rated their conventlon success
as only moderate precisely because they achieved only their negative
Loals.

We had moderate convention success, much worse *than

at the Jjegialature, Of the eleven we opposed, we

killed seven. We favored two 1ssues mnd were 3suc-

ceasful with neither one,

We had auccess —ith the negative 1tems, We had no
luck with the labor hill of rights,

Wwe achieved 97 f of cur positive wgoals, {3}b of our

negative uzoals. We 1ot on gifts and loans, the

bond referenda andg state revenues,

The subjectiveness of such evaluaticne is illustrated by the
follmrng contrast. One lobbyist said her group had 0% neyetive and
positive successes, yet she rated them as A faillure a% the convention
because they failed to retain the Blaine Amendment. However, another
ecitizen group in a similar situation rated their convention record as
great because they did win &0% of their positive goals, losing only
on the Blaine issue,

When lobryists were agked to estimate the percentage of posl-
tive and negative goals they secured at the convention, cnly hnlf were
willing to make such an evaluation. wWhile findings based on only

half the interview population ere necegsarily tentative, the cross-

tabulation of these percentaues with general success perceptions cor=-

roborates the nypothesis defining success in terms of the gquantity of
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achleved goals. Tat:le 7.7 shows the percentage of positive sur-
cesces correlated with generml perceptions of success; Table 7.2
correlates the percentauge of negative attainments with the penerel

perceptions of surcess,

TARIE 7.¢

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR CONVENTION GTACE [UCCESS
CORREIATED WITH THEIR EVALUATION
OF THE PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE TGALS ACHIEVED

—_— o —— e s [P

SUCCESS RATING

Percentage
Phaitive Great ood Moderat » Poor/ Tota]
Goals Failir-

Achieved (M) (%) (N (&) () (B (N (%) ((N) (%)

VR 3 1 (€ o+ ) B M i T

SRl A I R Nl

FERIaNY S N

Over 741%

tut Missed

Key 'Joal i RINE . T
Hlatok 1 Tl [ Lo
1-50% AR L B ETS 1R 7 SR T O A LS O
0 1 7.7 1 12.4% AT IS { Loy 7 1. h
Total 14 100.0 ¢ 100,00 10 100,00 7T100.0 3 100.0

Notn: Fifteen respondents sald they hal no positive ygoals,

armma o0




251

TABLE 7.3

RESPONDENTS' PEHCEPTIONS OF THEIR CONVENTIGN STAGE SHICCESS
CORRELATED WITH THEIR EVALUATION OF TiE
PERCENTAGE OF NEGATIVE GOALS ACHIEVED

BCCESDS RATING

Pereentuuve
Newvat{ve reat irpml Moderate Roo r‘__f Tota)
Toals Fai lure

Achieved (my (%) (N (%) (M) (B (N (%) (W) (%)

1% 17 B0 Con G 17 uo.5
e ot 1 T, - 1 11.0 | T, 4 ] [PEPRS Lo lid,n
RIS R v <3G 10,0
Rl I K YR 1 lu, I bt ¢ R
RN 3 110, L . R AT
l-u 4 IR JISNE! o Ta, 0
Taral 1 190 100 10wy, 4 FERLS VY ' 1K, 0 Loy 100

Newbeo Sig cespondentc hatd no negative oals.

e nLmna o i

Lnoking Elrst at Ta: le 7.0, 1L is fnterecting to note Lhat
elaven lo it isls (vne-tenth of those interviewad) won all of fheir posi-
tive gsoals, while anoth-r »i0ht 1ol oyists cald they secured over three-
forrths, At anticipated, a majority ot these responients pereelved
their suceess as great or ool However, tive lobbhyists specitically
said ttat they lowered thnelr -sncvess evaluationg tecawse they tallsd to
win a key positive issue, a luss whi«h crould not be balanced out by their
maltitade of smaller successes, This kind ot juxtapositlon of quantity

with the chamcter of the goal modities any strict numerical balance



252

sheet, For exauple, the General Electric lotbyist sald, "we 4id
noderately, wall. Wee couldn't kill the things we realled wanted ont,
we couldn't Lot tae things we really wanted in.”

1l weneral, lottyists withh hipgh percentape egtivates tetded to
place thensejives o the hisn srotcess catesories, so it midht te supposed
that lobiyisty witil low percenta.c estinates woola rate thenselves near
the taliure end off the scale. One-third o!f Lhe respondents did this,
tut another (" put tnenselves 1n the atove averagce cateJsoriesn. Sucls
fiverpent ifnterpretations of sicilay statistics proubacly retlects the
total mix of group woals, Those with the optinistic evaluation pre-
sumab ly i quite well dn terms o their negative 2ol oo censh,”

For eqaple, the New Yorn Charbter of Coumer o lolayist sala, "We were
very suceenstul L orezeping Thingn out, bt owe rot notningd In that we
wWhntet, Tie raln 168w we wanted was on indestrial Jdevelopnont article
LU promole mole ons.

The miaed nature ol post Jroup adendas was verified statisti-
cally when a cross tatulat ion o peroentayses of negyatlye and positive
successes falled Lo show any stalistical association, Nevertheless,
the tatle did indicate that seven lobbylists were succegsful in negative
terns, while falling to secure pusitive oalu, Additionally, slx
lobtyists telt they achieved all their poals; seven loubryists scored
1oub un positive wsoals and tour lotbylsts ucored loof un nevative goals
Lbut, nad no positive snes,

T.rnine to Table {.; stiows that over half of the lobbyists

secured over H5% of negative interests. These twenty-one lobuyists

represent alnost one-fourth of the total interview population, which



vuZ ests tnat it was easier to Keep the status quo (negative goals) than

Lo gake

nad some kind ot negative oal succecy, While seven
posltive o8l successes,

eglzed relaticuship between tne environmental ctsracteristics of

changes, This point is reinforced by the fact that every group
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lobtyists had nc

These dats also lend credence to the hypoth-

each

staxe and the opportunitieos or Lroups Lo scceed, This, the conven-

tion delepates, reproesentingg a vross-sectlion of current political power

renters,

11

were more likely to be dntereasted in preservin. the sitatus

Juo than fn shattering tnelr own puwer bages.,

L ey

S Lualp,

In terms

The loubbylsts otten explained thelr sueccess {u terws of differ-

“ntion relntionships withh the JJelepates or amon.s the varjious

Diveussin, conventlon relationoalps, lobbyists seid;

wWee g nore convention influence beocause we nad inter-
euts beyond Blaine whicn qave us more leverace witn
political teaders., In avddition, we could tarrain o
terms f ratitfication support.

We had less =ffect because of non-lepislative felegates
who wouldn't 1listen to commuanity oryanizatiuns,

We were ledgs effective because Jelegates were not repre-
sentative of, or responsive Lo their constituencies.

In the leglalature we can exert olectoral int'luence over
lesislators., We can int'luence re-election, we can do
favors,

of wrganlzine for success, louttylsts said:

We had more power, people and money at the convention.
We were united, a rost unusual occurrence.

Al hoe alliances Lhat were {oprmed also helped over-
come the traditional splintering of voluntary agency
strength. By speaking with one voice, a8 number of
agencies were able to get the attention of conventlion
delegates and key staff people. And this unified
approach h%% gratifying success in shaping several
decisions. ™



For these loblyists tne environment affected

SUCCess.
wuantity of

total progran. Since all

money, skilled personnel, information and tive,'

archial

interest

l1st of priorities or & small convention areudn shoula
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the possitvility of their

vuals can alsu rater to the size of a proup's

wroups o2 ter "Urom snortages of

il

a fucused, hiepr-

fnereage

thelr chances ol Bacress. Several lobd yists made Lhis polnt 1o the
Interviews:

Thie: rel o0 Gl BLOCOLs WS O Sl prosru.,

We il cetber ot the convention than o leciolontive

senslons eciise we linitesr ourselves Lo 8 1'ew pey

Tosues.,

G lareer lewls ol ve progoran s Wee o Worse nt

lesinlutive sesslons, aad nave les: ooperation Prog

ather or<anications. '’

ot le Vo0 saows te corrotation tetween tne pumter ol lssues

tht 8 wroup pursued at the convention and toe lobe yist's

ol tnelr soceeeso.

reflutoroes tne paantitative boulis

The: relationsaip telween

evaluation

FoUup pPrograts BN 8ucces,

1

wl suceess, and also indicates the

vreatar protacility ot success among organizations that adapt to their
environment by shitting a,enda priorities, K

Two-thirds ot thogse in the high success catedories were Inter-
ested in less than three issues. The reverse occurred Wwith the multi-
wal urganizatione: /% ot taose interested in eigdht or more issues
were ranked by thelr Jordbyists in the mslerate o fallore categories,

These twenty-one ugroups represent

wory, but 4Ok of the poor/failure

only 10k of the great success cate-

categouries.
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TABIE f.4

NUMHEK OF UALS THE GrOUP WORKED GN AT THE CONVENTION AND THE
LOU“bYISTS' PEHCEPTIONS OF THEIR GROUP'S CONVENTION SUCCESS

NUMPER OF LoolKS

Perception
gt i N

1 =
S.ccess (Fy " Wy B (e

L=y =1 Toatw s

- EH w®m

Great Y Lt ¢! Ly s 1..u . el L Sl
vionoud “ Wl ‘4 PR b Ve L Ll 1 “ oy
Momierate 4 RS e G ot 1é e
Poor ] ) 1h .. o b ! Y
Feaail e | ¢ e " 1. " PR i . L 1
Totnl 14 lidon o 10 A (VAN R E S feo Ly
CIEILG . i

The date indicate that H7%& o those Interested 1o unly one
fus @ eval ated “helr copvention o oe2ds ns great or ood, Those
interestead in twe or three issues had siwcilarlily rosy evalustlons.
However, groups with larwer convention programs are evenly aistrib-
uted thnrouph the success calegsories: tifteen ot the Tourty-three with
tour or more poals telt they did well, uurtren evaluated Lhelr suc-

cess level as noderate apg tourteen telt they did badly.

Perceptions of Effectiveness and Gurcess

lotbyists wno percelved the convention and Jeglslative cycles
as different were asked 1f these differences affected their arganiza-

tion's et'f‘ectivenesa.lﬂ Of those answering the question, nine felt
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they were more effective in the counventioun environment, twently-one
conslidered the twy equal, and nineteen felt they were less effec-
tive, Thoge feeling mure effective attributed it to their influ-
ence within the Jdelegate body, or tu thelr early awareness of the
wnlque nature o) the convention cycle whicn enacled then to develop
8 successtul convent Lun stratesy.

Must of the loblyists who felt less effective at the con-
vention traced the ressons back to poor deleyate relations as con-
pared with legislator-lotoyist relationships. Uelepates, wihampere:!
Ly election Lies, were seen as iotlexitly oplnionated, dicinterested
in oreanivations ' otjectives, ann Ly norant of groaps' historical in-
' lurnce., Iacr. o) intiloacy Wwith the now lelegates wale wany lob: ;-
1ote unessy and cantions since tney felt vnoure ol the toundaries of
interaction.

Seversa]l lotbylsts contrasted tnius situatlon witn the ongolus,
famillar, lesislative pattern. For esarple:

O.r influence is based on personal relationships buallt

up wver the years, This makes it easlier tor us to

wheel and deal 1n the leyislature,

We had less opportuniti™ to be of service by ideling in-
to the background and technicalities of sub/ects.

It was hypothestized taat tiore would te o positive relationship
vetween lobtvist's teelings of etfectiveness and success since both
reter to consenquences of group activity. Tat le (.5 correlates the
lottyist 's perception of eftect iveness with his perveplion of wpronp
success at the convention and compared to his average legislative
record. Although a relationship is evident, the moderate gammas of
LB Aand L4572 indicate a weaker association between the variables than

one might expect.
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CORRELATION OF ILOBEYIST'S PERCEPTICN OF EFFECTIVENESS
WITH HIS PERCEPTION OF CONVENTION SUCCESS,
AND HIS COMPAKISON OF CONVENTION AND LEGISIATIVE SUCCE3S  (N)

Ebr&ept{pn of Effectiveness

Sonventlon Sucoesy

L More in Conv, >ame in Both lecs at Conv,

Food i 13 L
Moderate 5 7
Poor /Wui lyre ¢ I
Total (L) E 21 1
amma L L2

i_{(_mw_ari son ot iimffre:_ij_

Better at Convention K i
Equal 7 )
Worse at Convention ¢ 2 14
Total ( Ly, ) 7 T 14

amma Ul

Those lobbyists who felt more effective at the convention rated

their sarcess as goud-groat ) A d mont o

troe conrent Loar o than lecislat e seaaior

peapitirl 2 Flerencen (1l ot effest thelr

Laceent oo sy egn el i parleapat e
teo 1egtslat tve wesstons naly one=thpd
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legislat jve reacords., This may be a matter of pride or an ac-urate
reflection of the situation for many Jroups.

Interestingly, there was no relationship between activity vari-
atles and lotbylsis' success evuluations.lY For example, approximately
one-half of the lobbylsts Lln each success catepory sald their activities
In the two sitvations were similar. There was also no statistical
relationship between the amount ot work a lobhyist dfd at the convention
and his success record. However, in a descriptive usense, the {igures
indicate an inverse relationship between the size of a lotbiyist's ~onven-
tion workload and his perception of successa. For example, 40,1% (Na=f)
of those in the least successful categories hod greater workloads, while
P4 In the mare successDil ~ategories hal lizhter workloads,

Thiv might cuc-wcent tha' tnere 1 no percelved relationship te-
tween one's workload and gronp success, except that interesting rela.
tionshlips wolng the oppoeite ilrection appear hetween success and 'he
lohi.yist's work style and convention appearance recori, The ma jority
of lobttyists at the convention dally or weekly tended ta perceive their
success as great or good. At the other extreme, seven of the ten
lobbylats never at the convention rated their ugroup's success 85 poor
or fatlure.

2

Since 'contact ctyle! lobbylsts are those preferring to apeak
directly with officials, it i8 probable that they spent more time 1in the
Albany chambers, and that therefore, they tended to give high success
ratings. Indeed the data indicate that two-thirds of the 'contact men'
rated their success as great or sood, while LOZ of the 'administrators!

saw thelir success leval as poor or falling. Turning the gtatistics
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arount, 3% of the great success lobbyists were 'contact men', 70% of
the poor/failure categories were 'administrator' lebbylsts,

‘This relationship suggests either that lobLylists who were per-
sonally Involved {n the conventlon evaluated their success as hlgher to
satisfy thelr own ego needs, or perhaps contact —»n and on-the-scens
lobtiylsts artually did tar better hecause convention procedures such
as {'loor amendwents required immediate decisions if gronps wanted to
incorporate their (deas in the constitutional text. This latter rela-
tfonshiyp would reinfource the hypothesirzed role of the lobhbylst a&as group
adaptor.

In summary, the 'lata show positive associations between lobby-
ists' perceptions of success and the quantity and fLype of wroup pgoals,
Helationships alse exlot bhetween perception of sroup effectiveness and
sroup success, althoush a loblylst's work style and time et the conven-

tion seemed to effert his perceptions nf svccess,

Ervirunment and Success

It was hypothesized thet groups represented by lobbylsts who
percetved the existins variations bhetween the convention and legislative
cycles would tare beatter at the convention than groups which were not
sn led, This reflecte the intererut preoup literature azsumption that
lobi ylst expertise is a precondition for effectively utilizing access.

The only effective communicatinng are those which zet
throurgh the perceptual screen, In fart there 18 no
other way to Influence povernment declsions.

The lobbying procese, then, is essentially a conpuni-
cationa process, and the task of the lobbylst is to
figure out how he can handle communicatione most ef- (
fectively in order to get through to decision makers. B
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Conventinn data in Tabiie 7./ show that a majlority of lobbyists
in every success category percelved differences between the ‘wo cycles,
when the dependent/independent variable relationship is reversed, the
relationehip remains alnost the same, The 0% perceiving cycle ditfer-
ences anl vreat convention success are telanred by the 2¢% percetving
cycle differences and convent lon Jdisavter, Thus in terms nf over-all
perception and yroup success there |5 only a smrall variation tetveen

the more and less sucressful lothyists,

TARLE [.+

FERCEPTION OF 3MICCEGSS CONTKALTED WITH PERCEPTIONS OF
DIFFRRENCE TN THE CONVEL. iON AND 1EGIGLATIVE PROCESSES

Evaluartiun of Convent.ion Stage Success

Fervent jon nireat xCond Modnrate P Katlure

_— (NY (%)Y (W) (&) () (A (¥)y (Y N (*)

Different

(N - =0) 1 FATIRS ! LIS . R 4 feh) e VLT
oimilar

{N - 28) SRy T b4y ' $lor N y i b
Tutal M 10000 1r  100.0 e 1.2 co100,0 1% 100.0

*  Three of the responlents {nc-luded {n thir category sald they failed
at the conventlon and won lurin; ratification,

However, lobbying perception can alse be indicated in the over-
all stratesy of the croup and {ts cormpatitility vith Lhe decicion-raking
environment , This view of per-eption is derived from the idea that the
probat.ility of sgroup success involves more than mere expertise. It al-

50 fnvolves the nature of the wroup's membership, the acceptability of
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their goals, anl the amount of legitimacy accorded tu then by the Jdeci-
sion-makers.

The effective lobbying orvanization is hard to ieserite

sinrce success I8 not slngly dependent upoarn the technique

or goals of a particular interest. Those wroups whleh

are recognized by lesislators as serving a repregenta-

tive tunction for & leglitimate publlic will he more ef-

fective than those that nre no'; those groups whose

gools do not conflict with legislator's perceptions ot

the putlic interest will be more eftfective than groups

whose woels do conflict, ., ., . Within this context the

skillfu; or ircept tactirs of lobhyists are viven their

limits oY

Usirng: this frame of reterenre, the art played by lInbbyistse!
per-~entions and 1ty rela*ion to eventuanl succeess ~an b geern fndirectly
in thelir mantpilation of the ~onvention cycle stages, Tratitionally
ronvent 1o are snpposed Lo e supertor vehicles o stractoaral retorm
heanne tned: one=-het ratare levsens arty disceipline, ar i the role
af retormers 1n inltlating the cycle siver Lhew aceess Wwithin the con-
vention forum ftself. !

In New York Jstate the combination of normml partisan election
rechanisms for Lue celection of delesates pluas the possibility of jual
office-holding stAacked the conventinn with teneficiaries of the current
syctew. The convention ntricture placed these men at key declslon-
making points--commitier chairmanchips, staf'f experts and convention
leaders, As dele,ates these men wanted to solve some problems such as
rhetto redevelopment, educational Cinancing, individual freedorn guar-
antees, eto,-<tut 211 withir the exlsting power framework. HSince the
reformers ypenerally wanted to alter the power rules, they met obstacles

2o
instead of access points.

Tatle 7.7 illustrates this point by chowing respondents' percep-

tions of their convention sncress bhroken down according .o their group



TABLE 7.7

LOBBYIBTS ' PERCEPTIONE OF THEIR GROUPS' CONVENTION SUCCESS AND THEIR COMPARISOR
OF CONVENTION AND LEGIBIATIVE SUCCESS, BY GROUP CATEGORIES

Group Categories

Success Church
Lavels HFumanit., Good Gov't Educat. Bus.Assn Bus.Co Trade Assn Uni Gorvt, CC G Mise,
t) (] - )] (‘E; L)) Eﬂ) (W31 (W) Egi

Great/Good

(w - 38) 3 33.3 1 10,0 4 80,0 2 50,0 3 50.0 12 80.0 6 85.8 3 1 25,0
Moderate

(M -19) 5 55.6 3 30,0 1 10,0 2 50.0 1 16,7 2 13.3 1 25.0
Poor,/Pailure

(M -23) 1 11.1 6 60.0 5 50.0 2 33.3 1 6.7 3 2 50,0
Total 9 100,0 10 100,0 10 100.0 & 00,0 6 100,0 15 100,0 6 4 100,0
Convention=-
Legislature
Success
ngggrilon
Better at CC

(M -26) 4 bBWL 2 22,2 3 33.3 1 16,7 1 50.0 2 66.7
Same at Both

(N -216) 1 11.1 3 33.3 2 50,0 3 50,0 & 27.5
worse at CC

(F -30) & &b & bbb 6 66,7 2 50,0 2 33.3 3 2.5 1 33.3
Total 9 100.0 9 100.0 9 100.0 & 100.0 6 100,0 1k 100.0 3 100,0

<9
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f1illment. Over half of the pond

The filgures show the reformers’
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perception of nonful-

wvovernment and edncatlon group lobby-

ists rated thelr groups as convention failures, and approximately half

of the church-humanitarian, business assocliatlon and labor lobbyists

avaiuated their record as

Between LOL mnd ¢ 7 E ot
Hrroups eveluated thelir convention
islative results,
cunvention successes as hetior
unly one-~fourth of
lahospltal:le atmosphers tfor thelr

This Yias ax<pinst
the |[obbyists’ case

NAAIples Yrom

seeking sLructura: —hamnges in Lhe
pointment rather than election of
lsene: affect the pnllitical power
Zroup could mate-h the
own positions.

Or breoader i{ssues such as
Wwili,!'

slon trow the adopti o law, or

the lobbylsts

In facrt unly ten of

LN

these representatives,

striactura)

legitimacy of

preservin

mkxlerate,

represent iny broad retorm

record as worse than their usunl Jep-
these lobbylets rated thelr

lepvislative ones. since this is

it seems ilnilcative ot Lhe

Vipd ot constitutional reforms,

reforn can be L1lastrated ansing

stidles, et nrm oroup coalitions

New York State court system and ap-
Judwes were unsuccessful Lecause thess
distribution,

(n suth issues nc

Soipes lobtyine Lo protect their

keeplng the forest preserves 'forever

remcving the Flailne Amentmernt, oliminatine the rell doos provis

I e R Y LR LU MR 1Y o

arteess, Phe o winb e coalit oar O Y ST SV SO YDk len Lened
! ST IS IFREE SRR FF RPN S TR P T TS B T A 0 A R SR T YRR the
vt tondac Inoae. That the *wa church related [soaes chimn o0 the
status quo and the other two maintained it were not the Jdeciding

factors.

of opportunities presented by Lhe

What mattered in all tour coses was the group's manipulation

roadness of convention toples Lo
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align with legisliative competitors 1in a comprehensive front. Their

influence derived from theilr role as "nodes in the communication

pProcess. « « » The presence of assorliations astride the communicatinns

process was 1lmportant 1ndeed."2j
on two lssues, pifts and loans and free hilcher education, the

lack of o clear ;roup consensus aAnd the inability of any one segnent

to command the opinion process meant that the party leaders szettlea

the igsue along perty lines, Moderate reform took place at the he-

hest of the parties not the inttiative of groups.

In all these cases the winning croups espoused moderate refnrm
or status 1o wgoals which dig net alter *he distribation of ponlitical
power within Lhe state, nitanrce-. where group Sudestlions Werse ac-
cepted retlected the decis!on-makers' acknowledvement of their lepiti-
macy to speak for the intercsted oo, nent of the ot lic. Thi.s the case
studies reinforee the view that

the 1nfluence of interest groups in the leclslative

process Jdepends more on the harmony ol values Yoo

tween the wroup and the legislature than {t ines on
the at1lity of the ygroup to wield its 'power', . . .

h
Returning to Tabtle 7.7, in only three categories did L4 or
mare of the respondents charactericze thelr records as highly successful
with the hixhest percentaye being 9% of Lthe yovernment representatives,
This reflects thelr close association with the convention delegates and
the similarity ol tnelr notions of change. The other twou successf::l
categories of repregsentatives ware corporate and tralde assoclation
representatives; vet eighty percent of these groups were not actively

involved in this stage, When they participated they wanted only speci-

fic "pressure group" type modifi-ations, or they worked to maintain the
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veneral status quo,. Far example, a good business climate and flscal
home rule for New York State clities were —onsldered {incompatitle by
business and undesirable by the key convention decisicn-makers,

Business interests had the same kimxl of aivantayre In the conven-
tlon that they have in legislative sessions; they represent the sawme
power estatb lichment s the lepisiators, This meant they could safely
ignore moust convention activity, and be successtvl 1n those inetances
where they chose to exert even malerate erfort. They represen? a
~lassic~ example of the point that

the influence of interect wrnups in the legislative

process depernds mere orn the harmony of valueys he-

tween L sroup and the legislature than it dee:n on

the ali1ity of the roup Lo wilield 1ty ";wwer’ either

throupgh f;lf"-'ilzll."'lil technigiues or presured ~lect joal

intluen e,

Yet, althow sy Pnsiness Interests were gt the top of the conven-
tion success evaluation continu.mr, only elght of ther (W) felt they
1id tetter in the convention environment., ™is 13 tecause nmany of them
lost on & key provision, such as the referenda on state tonds, which
woiull not have teen decidel ynfavoab-ly o the party lisciplined legis-
lature.

Those groups which lack a yeneral estatlishment basis lor suc-
cescfyl inter-action must create an ad hoce bace Ly establishing their
ri;ht to represent some public viewpoln' on a certain issue, Certain
ad hoec conventlion groups such azs Civil 3Service Council for the Consti.
tutional Jonvention and the Constitutional Council on the Forest Pre-
serve established their right to represent their members by advertising

Lheir electoral strength during the selection of delegates ctage. The

Committee tor Fdicational Freadom established itself as the volce of the
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voting t’atholic population by electing a majority of convention dele-
Zates comritted to their zoal of repealing the Hlaline Amendment <’

A final talle 1llustrating the lotbylst's role as tactician
correlntes thelir percepltions of convenltion succesd with thelr position
on the ratif{cation sta = roterendum, A mamma of -,¢71 {ndicates a
strons negative association hetwean conventton tallure and a position
againgt the proposed ronstitution. The data in Teble 7,1 show Lhat
only (¢ of those with great conventlon success perceptions were apainst
the new constitution, tut 7§ »nf those with a poor record and 3776 of the
perceivel convention fallures were usin: tho ratiffi-cation opportunlty to
cARTLe] ont thelr ~onvent ion sta o loshen,

TAHLE L

LODRYTOLTSY PERCEPIIORNS OF CORNVENTIOR STAGE GHCNGS
ANL THEIR GROUPYS ROSTTTON ON THE HOHOSEL CONGTITITION

maition o P et ion :._1_': ”(Tur;w.-z'.t fon Sducoess L
on Consti- TNy T d Foolerat e B Fall e
tution (ry (9 W ) @) (¢) ®)y (%)Y G ()
Jon L ol 0 Le 7 1 L0 f A A | 91.7
Hent ra) L VR S . R ¢ 10,5 1 Thai

Pro 4 TN : ) A 1 fi, 4
Total 1% 100,90 1% 104.0 1¢ 1047, 0 T 100,0 1 100.0

(rammna -7 2]

O —

These reform groups had an already established legltimacy with
the referenda decision-makers, the pul.lic, since they repgularly dispensed

Information on election igsues. The Citlizens Put.lic Fxpenditure Survey
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lobbyist said Lhey had ratification influence "becarce the time was
short in which to make a decislion, so voters turned to us as usual.”
The wroups capitallzed on this recognition to urge s "no vote."

The tavle also confirms an earlier assertion that gro.ps re-
warded in lesislative style with nevative or status quo goals wonld nre-
fer t.o alt ont the ratification sta; e, Farty-sixz and seven-tenths
percent of those {n the preat success ratepory, and S3.:3% of those In
the nod suceess category were neutral at the convention. The: New
York Telephone onjeny lotbyist sxplained why:

We were so successiul at the convention that we decided

to have nothing in our house oryan on ratification for

fear of being misinterpreted by the convention leader-

ship. Anyhow we didn't -are ab.out the result since we

had meintalned the status quo.

In swmmary, the convention cycle Jdata indicate that each stage
hatl speclal teatures used by Lroups to maximize their resources, Groups
with legitimacy among the pilic usedl the two referenda stapes to call
a convention for reform and then to kill & non-reforr prod:ct, Oroups
sueh ag labor and the Cathotic churceh ifndicrated their traditionsa] elec-
toral strengtih in termc of conveution issues and established their
right to represent the public interest when these issues vere determined
in the convention, Finally, w¢roups with moderate reform interests,
esperially it they estal lished their right to the 'spokesman' role, won
their goale in the convention proaper cince they 1t 1nto the decision-
makers' perceptions of carrect constitutlonal chance, Assnmingy that
the lobhbylst, as group tactician and routnplece, :reated strategy to
utllize these cycle differences, it can be said that hls perceptions

are an loportant component in the ~reation of group success.



268

FOOTROTES TO CHAPTER VII

l. Lester Milbrath, The w_n{%f!on Lobbyists, p. 328, See also
Batty Ziesk, ed,, Americen Politica erest Croups: Readings in Theory
and Research, p. ; on, Interest Groups, chapter 5.

2. Milbmth, OPp. cit., P. 330.
3. See Appendix A, questions 18, 19,

4. Abraham Holtzman, Interest Groups and lLobbying, p. 72.

5. Gilbert Steiner and Samual Gove, Legislative Politics in
Illinois, p. 48, See also David Truman, The Vernmental rrocess, p. 330,

6. Harmon Zeigler, "Interest Groups in the States,” in Politics

in the American States: A Comparative Analyeis, p. 1bl.

7. Wootton, op. ¢it,, Pp. 99-91, See also Harmon Zeigler,
Interest Groups in American Society, p. 276; Zeigler, "Interest Groups
in the Eﬁtaa,” Y. 139-150; EcoL Jewall and Sanmuel Patterson. The

Legislative Proceses in the United States, p. 294,

8. Milbrath, op. cit,, pp. 347-351, 365.

9, Evaluation of a group's success usually appeared in their
house orgens, e.g.: Commerce and Industry said: "The constitutional
convention adopted in whole or major part more than half the points ad-
vocated by Commerce and Industry Aesociation. . . . It is nov an all-or-
nothing package. . . . We strongly urge a 'no' vote.” Convention 1967,
September 27, 1967, Octcber 11, 1967. See also Kew York er o
Commerce, Ratification Position Paper, October 20, 1967, p. 10; AFL-CIO
Report, Tenth Constitutlonal Conventlon, New York State AFL-CIO, October
1 » ph. 3'19-

10, Zeigler says that those with defensive interestis have a better
chance of success than those who try to change exieting values, but Milbrath
says there 1is no relationship between the defensive or offensive posture
of & group and the lobbyist's appraisal of their organization's success.
It would seem from my study that both are correct but discussing different
sspectes of the same effectivensss since they represent the same values
and opinion a8 the decision-makers, and on particular pressure group
status quo concerns they are likely to be more successful, But lobby-
ists rate their overall success in terms of their overall programe which
are usually composites of positive and pegative goals. The results for
this total program will consequently vary with the circumstances surrounds-
ing each decision 80 in this sense there is no automatic success for a
defensive crganization because no purely defensive organization really
exists., See Milbrath, op. cit., pp. 349-350; Zeigler, "Interest Groups
in the States,” p. 134,

1ll. See Chapter II and Chapter VI,



269

12. Gordon Brown, "A Five Million Dollar Blunder,” pp., 5-6.

13. Raymond Bauer, Ithiel de 8ola Pool and lewis Dexter, American
Business and Public Policy: ‘The Politics of Foreign Trade, p. 3hl.

14, Issues are broad policy areas such as church-state, education,
local government within which there may be many specific positions (indivi-
dual topics). Thus & group with only one issue area may still have two
or more specific positions which it pursued at the convention,

Those groups with one to five or eight to fourteen separate
positions had over 504 of their lobbyists in the great/good success cate-
gories, Those with six to seven igsues were svenly divided between the
good, moderate and poor categories. Groupe with fifteen or more issuas
had approximately 0% of their representatives in the moderate success
category. See also Zeigler, op. cit., p. 89.

1, See Chapter IV,
16, See Appendix A, interviev question 7A. Due to an interview-

ing mistake, lobbyists with similar perceptions were not asked this ques-
tion, although hindaight shows that they should have been.

17. See discuasion of lobbying activity in Chapters V, VI,

18. For m discussion of lobbying work styles see Chapter III,

19, Milbrath, "Lobbying as a Communication Process,” American
Legislative Behavior: A Reader, p. 305, GSee alsoc 5. E, Finar, "Interest

Groups and the Folitical PYrocess in Great Britain,” Interest Groups on
Four Continents, pp. 135-136,

20, Zeigler, op. cit., pp. 276, 27k,

2l1. See Tip Henry Allen, "State Constitutional Revision in the
South: Two Case Studies,” (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Alabams, 1961), chapter 1.

22, See literature on non-decision-making such s Peter Bachrach
and Morton Baratz, Power and Poverty: Theory and Practiee {New York:
Oxford University Press, 1370,

23. Bauer, Pool and Dexter, op. cit., pp. 32L-325,
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CHAPTER VIII

CORCLUSIONS

This study has focused on lobbyista' perceptions of tvo compar-
able but different decislon-msking environmenta: tha New York State con-
stitutional convention cycle sud the legislstive cycle. The nature of
these perceptions, the lobbyista' use of environmentsl cues to develop
spproaches to decision-mekers, and the relationship between perceptions
of the environment and perceived group success were examined.

It was found that the lobbylsts evaluste new experience in the
context of their previous legislative routine. The most salient aspects
of their working milieu are those locl of decision-meking power which
are functionally important to the lobbyist. Group gosls, resources and
organizational limitations cresate the set of conditions which the lobby-
ist has to coordinate with environmental opportunities. Within the
limites of these constraints, lobbyists' perceptions of significent vari-
ations between the convention and legislstive cycles were incorporsted
in the developmwent of their oversll strategy. The lobbyist's evalustion
of his group's success reflacts a combination of goals sccomplished and
his ovn lavel of perticipetion send feeling of effectiveness.

Ninety-one lobbyists registered for the 1967 Mew York State
constitutionsl convention (stage 3} were interviewed in 1968. Ninety
percent of these lobbyists had previocus lsgislative experiences which

enabled thew to compsre the new convention situstion with their previous
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lagislastive routine, The interview dsta were enalyzed in terms of
three broad hypotheses and eight narrower ones.

The first group of hypotheses were concerned with whether or
not lobbyists perceived environmental attributes and with the fremwe of
reference which determined salient points in the decision-making process.
It was hypothesized that:

Lobbyists will perceive differences between the constitutional

revision cycle and the state legislative cycle.

Two narrover propositions related to the content of the percep-

tions.

Lobbyists' regulsr activities during legislative sessions color

their perceptions of the constitutional convention revision cycle.

The most sslient features of the convention astage environment

are those most related to the functional needs of lobbyiats.

The date supported all three hypotheses. Lobbylsts' explana-
tions reflected a fairly sophisticated political assessment of environ-
mental factors affecting the character of the decision-sekiung system.
Their interpretations of the more genersl sand specific aspectes of the
environment were couched in terms of genersl and specific functional
needs. Thus, broad environmental festures such as unicemerslism and
nature of the cycle, were related to the genersl wediator/communicstor
role played by lobbyists within the decision-making structure. By con-
trast, the level of more specific decision-making access points was
perceived in relation to the menner in which the respondent lobbied.

When asked to meke a choice as to the similarity or diesimilar-
ity of the convention snd legislative cycles, 61% of the respondents

appraised them ap dissimilar. Latsr, answering questions on specific
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structural points, additional lobbylsts ssid one or another varied

from the legislative model. If these lobbyists are included as part

of 'dissimilar' perception category, 1t brings the total to 86% of the
ssmple, clearly indicating s perceptual congensus supporting the hypoth-
esis,

The most sirongly ressmbered sspects of the convention cycle
environment were features such as the absence of legislative continuity
or delegate influsnce and attitudes which creatad s unique convention
atmosphere. Interestingly, the idee of convention atmosphere was not
on the interviewer's check list, but lobbyists continually mentioned it
as an important differentisting characteristic. This suggests that lob-
byists do note intuitively the informel normws and relationships which
affect internal power relationships.

Additional features of the convention environment were per-
ceived in relation to the lobbyist'e role as mediator between ocutside
groups snd the decision-mmking spparstus. Convention purpose, scope and
agends were all seen in more concrete terss such as a cowposite product
and broader, permaneni issues, wvhich affected the form of lobbying com-
munications.

The more independent congressional style decision-meking role
of convention coamittees and the important role of floor samendments were
contrasted to the cipher-like legislative committees and the absence of
floor swendments or any similar forms of individual independence. Lead-
ership vas either perceived as identicel because of the physical trens-
ference of legislstive lsadership to convention leadership roles; or ae
different due to weaker lessder-led relationships, or the potential power

of the lesder in s unicemerasl power structure. All of these evaluations
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were explicitly comparative, contrasting convention features to the legias-
lature's. They also were interpreted in functional terms related to the
place of the lobbyist within that environment.

loLbyiste' assesament of the influence of various decision-
making factors reflected three sets of reasons related to three differ-
ent categories of factors: leadership posts, delegates and party discip-
line; committee chairmanships, staff and work style; and constituent,
media and intereat groip factore. The categories and accompanylng ressons
were then rfashioned into distinctive Judgments of the relationship among
those factors functionally important to each individual lobbyist. Since
each category may be perceptuslly independent, the lobbyist is free to
reinterpret only the parts oi the environment which seem changed to him.
Thus he might see party relstionships as similar but procedures and
constituent relations as different because his mode of operetion with
perty leaders was identical in both environments, whils his sctual actions
were modified to suit convention peculiarities.

These three categories are all comperative in the sense that the
lobbyists' ywrdstick for evaluation vas the tightly disciplined, leader-
ship-run legislature. 8Since the legislative leadership triumverate is
the important access point in thst system, it followed, as hyothesized,
that it wes wost salient for lobbyists in the new environment. Lobby-
ists relatad President Travia's power to his ties with the delsgatas,
the impact of lsgislative discipline 1In the nev context, characteristics
of the delegate body, unicamersliem, and Travis's personality. Such
explanations of the sources of Travia's strength suggest that lobbyists'
perceptions of the leader-led cstegory of decision-making factors were

related to their nsed to assess the fluidity of power before sslecting
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access points.

Committee related decision-making factors seemed to reflect a
differant set of perceptual referents since they were tied in more to
the policy-making role of the committee, per se, and less to the influ-
ence of leader pover, Committess were stronger because they wrote
articles, or veaker because they had less leeway in killing propositions
than legislative committees do.

The final category of decision-making factors: groups, constit-
uents, and media, were perceived in terms of delegates’ relationships
with outsiders or the kind of action opportunities provided by the con-
vention agenda. Thus, convention personnel were seen in terms of influ-
ence relationships, conmittee factors in terms of procedursl possibili-
ties for action, and other extermal factors in terms of possible rival-
ries or assistance.

The content of the lobbylets' perceptual explanstions contained
an "experience-apecificity” association which supportes the hypothesized
relationship between perception and functional need. Those factora
which lobbylsts could explain in most detail were the ones they actually
worked with during the convention cycle, For example, they could have
& general impression of gubermatorial impotence at the convention, but
few could give reasons for this perception since they had not worked
vith him, However, they could be quite precise about impressions of
delegates, leaders and other contact points used in the convention
seasion, Thus, lobbyists' reaction conform with their tendency not to
generalize from specifice. They prefer concrete explanations of one
committee rather than s sussary evaluation of all committees sxtre-

polated from axperience with one,
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The saliency of different decision-making points snd con-
sensus on their convention influence varied with esch lobbying style,
thus reinforcing the relationship between functionsl need and percep-
tion. Lobbying style was catagorized on the besis of the ratio of time
allocated to desk work to tiwe allocated to personal on-tha-scene con-
tacts. ‘Administrators' emphasized the formwer, 'contact men' the lat-
ter, and 'combinstion stylists' a mixture of the two.

Administrators, who tend to incorporate lobbying chores in
among their office routine, were most ewvare of Travia snd considered him
more influential in the convention. Contact men, wvho spend more time
on the acene, were agreed that committees, their chairmen and staff, had
more influence in the convention. Combination stylists were avare of
both leadership and committee access points, but they tended to feel that
the committee chairwen were legs influential at the convention, while
Travis and the individual delegates had more.

Io sumvary, the content of the lobbyists' perceptions established
that they consider environmental festures as important dsterzinants of
their behavior. Furthermore, they evaluated environmental attributes
in terms of thelr own previous experisnce and functional needs.

The second mejor hypothesis dealt with the relstionship between
perception and action, since in s perceptusl system both asspects must
be present. It wvas hypothesized that

Lobbyists' perceptions of their working situstion sffect the

allocation of their group's resources among the four stages of the con-

stitutional revision cycles, and the implemsntation of esch group's con-

vention period strategy.

A narrower proposition spelled out those features of the conven-
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tion enviromment that should affect interest group activity.

The most important differences betwesn the comvention and legis-

lative systems in terms of the effect on interest group activity are the

division of the constitutional revision process into four separste, non-

recurring stages as compared to the two stage legislative cycles, jnblic

expectations concerning the function of each process for the body politic,

the method of transforming decisions intc law, and the content of con-

vention and legislative session agendas.

T™wo other propositions concernmed group activities in the conven-

tion cycle,

Groups' goals, organizational resources and limitations determine

the level of interest group involvement in each of the four convention

Interest group policies reflect the nature of the group, vhile

their constitutional revision cycle strategies and tactics incorporate

sdaptations to meet the environmental conditions.

The data confirmed the hypotheses by indicating that lobbyists'
perceptions are used as modifie~s of group behavior patterns, the gen-
eral outlines of which are set by the nature of the group's goals,
resources and limitations, The level of involvement of Aany group re=-
flected & mixture of four factors: group goals, thelr organizational
charactaristics, their perceptions of key aspects of the situation, and
asseasments of the most advantageous points for their group to sct,

The lobbyist cannot mold his group to fit decision-mmking situ=-
atione; attributes of the group are 'givens' with which he must work.
Chief among these are group goals, generally created to answver intermal
membership needs., This was confirwed in convention data by the lack

of statistical correlation between similarity of convention and legis-
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lative goels and lobbylats' perceptions of convention and legislative
cycle similarities. The date also illustrated that groups with large

or heterogenecus wemberships and/or intangible goals tended to have
larger, more diverse programs and a less hierarchisl order of priority
than groups with small, homogenecus memberships and/or specific, tangible
goals.

Goals affected group activities in terms of the lobbyist's own
workload sand in terms of overall sctivity patterns. Lobbyists tended
to discuss workload in relation to the quantity of goels. For example,
744 of those with leas convention work attributed it to @ emeller con-
vention program,

The nature of group goesls affected oversll activity patterns
in the sense that groups with constitutional type goals, especially posi-
tive reforme, were motivated to call a convention, worked hard to in-
corporate their ldeag into the new document, and then worked hard at
ratification because their goels had been unfulfilled. The dats showed
that goverument and business groups with limited or status quo interests
ware generslly active only at the convention session, per se; while edu-
cation, citizen, church-humanitarian, and business assoclation lobby-
ists, all working for large programs of broed constitutional reform,
were generslly active at three or four of the convention stages.

Group attributes also set other limitations for lobbyists. For
exawple, legal limitations, statutory or by-law, kept many reform groups
from participating in the selection of convention delegates. lack of
medbership cohesion caused other groups to modify their behavior either
by playing down controversial issues or, in some cases, even foregoing

action altogether. In sddition, group characteristics affected
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activities in a wore basic way by favoring certain techniques. For
exauple, larges and heterogensous membership groupe tended to use all
mexber contact by letter or telegram to all delegates, and to emphs-
size the educational role of their leaders vigs-a-vis decision-makers
end the public. Smell, homogeneous groups with specialized interests
preferred to let their leaders act as spokeamen, in their contacts with
convention leaders--both party and committee positions.

Within the context of all these group-created givens, the lob-
byist acts ap adaptor; indicating convention cycle opportunities to
his group and formulating strategy and tactics to utilize group resocurce
to maximum advantage within the decision-meking environment. This was
revealed initislly in an examination of the legislative and convention
registration dockets, which suggest that the impetus for registration
lies in the character of group goels not in written statutory thrests.
Thus, the legislative dockets are filled primerily with business and
professional groups interested in the statutory details affecting their
work. By contrest, business interests at the couavention represented
less than one-helf the docket, and humanitariar, church, citizen, and
labor groups, usually active but unregistered for the legislature,
represented approximately three-eighths of the convention docket. These
lstter groups also tended to register multiple lobbyists in anticipation
of goal related opportunities. The lobbylists' personal selactive per-
caption wes supported in instances where lobbyists with severasl clients
reglstered only those with constitutionsl interests.

Lobbyists' perceptions were also useful in adapting group goals
to the convention either through s resssessment of priorities or a

change in working allies. Priorities were modified either by putting
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structural reforms near the top as the business associations did, or by
sesking goals in their widest remifications as the Catholic Welfare Com-
wmittee snd other reformer groups did. Some lobbylists, especially for
government groups, modified their trsditionally defensive lagislative
posture, to gseek s few positive gosls. Finally, groupe redistributed
resources by creating internal convention committees tc guide their
activities, or Joined ad hoc sllisances, often with legislative competi-
tors, to push for specific constitutional goels.

The dsta suggest that the lobbyists' perceptions of their own
activitieo as similar or different in the two cycles reflacted a cowmper-
ison of the quantity of work both in terss of program size and personal
effort. Adjustmwents in perscnal lobbying petterns were made in terms
of lobbyists' perceptions of their relationship wvith the delegates,
differences in convention procedure, and the amount of tiwe “hey person-
ally spent in Albany during the convention summer. For example, many
lobbyists attributed more convention work to the greater number of con-
vention opportunities for goal progress.

The data also suggest that some perceptions while accurate from
the group's point of view could not be utilized effectively. For
exampls, meny reform groups had sccess pointa within the convention
vhich were of minioel sssistance because they were not in useful
decision-meking locations. Other groups were aided vhen key members
vere given convention staff positions.

The convention cycle differences hypothesized as significant to
groups were confirsed ss such by dats which also supported the broad
hypothesis that lobbyists affect the asllocstion of group resources and

the development of group strategies. The sequential, non-recurring
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aspect of the four stage cycle was particularly importent in that it
enabled groups to play esach stage as it arrived, and then meanipulate
the seguence to overcome previous problems without the worry of prece-
dents and promises built into the continuing legislstive cycle.

Public expectations that conventions sre apolitical, intellec-
tual bodles devoted to solving wejJor issues on their merits, led meny
reform groups to call a convention as a way to solve New York's appoint-
went and fiacal crises. Thege groups were legally limited in their
activities during the partisan selection of delegate procedures, and
ad hoc alliances vith specific goals and electoral clout dominated the
election stage. Consequently, a cross-section of the dominant political
cliguea, committed to certain specific goels such as repesl of the Blaine
Amendment, were elected as delegates, The reformers were active at the
convention atage because of the nature of the convention agenda but thelir
activities and sllocation of resources were slanted in terms of the lob-
byiets' perceptions of delegate bias.

The method of transforming decisions into law becawme crucisl at
the ratification stage becsuse it mesnt that the decision-mekers were
the elactorate not the politicisns. The shift in focus meant that the
reformers, who called the convention but lost at the convention session,
could work in their traditional elactoral informetionsal role to repudi-
ate the flawed product. This manipulation of cycle opportunities is
evidence of both the importance of these aspects of the convention
environment and the use of lobbyists' perceptions in adapting group
needs to decision-meking opportunlities.

The final set of hypotheses dealt with the relationships

between lobbyists' perceptions of their group's success and their use
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of environmental cues. It was hypothesized that

Lobbylsts' perceptions of the level of their group's convention

cycle success reflects their ability to use perceived environmental

attributes to their advanh__g.

Succeas vas self-defined by the lobbylst, and analyrzed in terms
of both the convention session {(stage three) and the oversll cycle. Two
narrower propositions referred to the content of lobbyiats' perceptions
of the convention stage success.

Lobbyists' estimste of their group's convention stage success 1s

based on a compsarison of the oumber of achievemsnts with the +*otal number

of goals.
Lobbyists who perceived their groups ms more effective in the

convention than in a legisletive session will also perceive their con-

vention stage success as better than in & legislative session and vice

versa.
A third proposition referred to externsal preconditions of succeas
which circumscribe the lobbyist's function.

The nsture of the convention cycle affects the possibility of

group success because the environment of each stage favors only certain

kinds of interest groups.

The data showed that lobbyists evaluate thelr success in quanti-
tive terms, but that the loss of positive goals 1s weighed more heavily
in the balance than the loss of negative goals. In addition, lobbyists
who felt more effective et the convention slso felt more successful in
the conventiaon environment and vice versa.

The distinctive features of each stage of the convention cycle

and the non-continuity of the cycle made it posaible to assess the role
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of group legitimacy in creating group success. The data showed that
environmental features of each stage favored particular kinds of groups,
lending them the advantage of legitimecy wvhen speaking to decislon-
mskers. Thus civic and social reform groups hsd sr advantage in the
two referendum stages where their prestige with the public enabled them
toc lobby for their position. At the seleaction stage, groups tradition-
ally effective in electoral politics--the church and labor--manipulated
the opportunities to secure certain goal guarantees. During the con-
vention stage buainesses with status quo interests and government groups
lobbying their cronies had the moet legitimacy and the greatest success.
By recognizing these situational features and capitalizing on them 1in
their development of group strategy, lobbyists were able to add an im-
portant component to the formuls for their group's success.

These findings relate to the body of existing interest group lit-
erature and policy-making studies in that the hypotheses are based on
general assumptions in the litersture regarding the rols of lobbyist as
knowledgeable group agent, an expert in meintaining and using sccess
points, and the role of groups es rationsl meanipulative actors in the
decision-making system. The study also borrows assumptions from the
few books on lobbyists as political actors.

However, it differs from the litersture in two ways. Inter-
sgt-group literature and policy studies usually view the group as one
of the meny factors influencing the final policy. Lobbyists are seen
a8 communicators of group power, and the proof of lobbylng expertise
is the production of policies beneficial to the group. When lobbying
and lobbyists are discussed, ". . . the focus of evidence shifts from

lobbying to ita context, and it is the context that circumscribes the
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lobbying mnction."l This study reverses the dependent and independent

variables since it focuses on lobbylists as the dependent veriable and
their use of environmental cues in their own participatory role. Aow-
ever, the study parts from other lobbyist studies in that it does not
create idesal role types or patterns between legislators and lobbyists,
but rather it cooeiders the lobbyist's perceptions in relation to his owu
group's needs.

The study 1is important at the elesentary level becsause the axiow
of lobbylst expertise needs further exploration. Even in books on lob-
bying 1t is assumed rather than snalyzed. In addition, 1t i1s significant
because the lobbying function es mediator/communicstor is increasingly
importsnt as more groups seek redress of grievances through governmental
participation. The way the lobbyist perceives the system will affect
the mannar in wvhich he explaina group policy and the access polnts he
aelacts. This, in turn, affects the content of the final policy which
will be seen by those the lobbyist represents as an indication of govern-
mental reaponsiveness to them. In this sense, the lobbylst as coumuni-
cations broker plays a role in cresting a feeling of legitimacy between
government and governed.

Furthermore, research into lobbyists' perceptions of the declsion-
making process can illuminate the locil of power most sensitive to organ-
ized economic and social power, since the lobbyist tends to relate power
pointa to his functional needs. It can 8180 show the actual details
{nvolved in cresting political power from economic and social power.

The area of lobbyiet perceptions has been berely tapped. Addi-

1
Heinz Bulsu, "Lobbyists--The Wasted Profession, “Public Opin-
ion Quarterly XXVIII (8pring 196k}, 35.
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tional repesrch could be done on the relationship between perception,
lobbying style and groups; between perception, activities end the status
of a group; between perceptions snd the decision-makers' reaction to
lobbying sasessments. Case studies could trace the perceptual cycle
in precise detail. The internal group relationahips between lobby-
ists and other group lesders need more research in order to assess the
kind of contact among leaders and between leaders and members,

In summary, this study was designed to 1lluminate aspects of the
relationship between decision-makers and their operating environment by
studying actors whose Jjobs are defined in terme of their cognizance of
such factors. The dats supported hypotheses that lobbylsts do perceive
envirommental varistions in a functionsl and comparative context. Fur-
thermore, they utilize these perceptions in the development of group
strategies and tactics deeigned to accommodate group givens to policy-
making peculisrities and opportunities. Lobbyiste' perceptions of their
wiOUp'Ss success were assoclated with their views of their own effective-
ness aend the number and kind of goels they could implement. However,
Jorrect perceptions alone could not produce success. External condi-
tions create a group's legitimecy which is generslly a precondition of
SUCCeBB. The lobbyist can maximize the impect of this legitimacy, he
cannot creste it. Thus, perceptions account for a small but necessary
amount of flexibility in group approaches to declslon-making centers.

To me the convention cycle was an expensive sham, vitiated as
a true modernizing vehicle by the partisan election process. The lob-
byists' real policy-meking service appesrs in their accurate perception
of the cycle and their snnouncement of thepe evaluations first, in the

form of threats to convention decision-makers, and then as advice to
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the elactorate.

The lobbyist emerges as an intuitive, sensitive, political mem-
ber of government decision-making teams. He is not the omnipotent
power broker, not the impotent beggar of favors, but rather a pregmmtist
dealing with the opportunities in each situation. HEis value within
the process rests on his ability to influence policy=-meking outcomes by

the way in which he represents his public,
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APPENDIX A

Lobbyist Interview Schedule

Code Number
Name
Name of Organizatiorn
Date Place of Interview —

I em interested in your views concerning the constitutional con-
vention held last year. I would like to know your attitudes towvards
the convention itself, and the convention as -capared to a New York
State Legislative seasion, especilslly the 1967 one. ] am also inter-
eated in the gosls your orgenizstion sought st the convention and the
technigques you used to pursue your goals.

I hope you will be completely frenk in your answers. Everything
you tell me will be kept in the strictest confidence. I would like to
use ny tape reccorder so I don't misinterpret your answers lster.

1. NYS membership of organization
nuober of members
. number of chapters

o>

2. Type of orgsnization {check spplicable one)
church
civil rights
educetional or achool
humanitarien
business
governmentsl group (town, city, county, etc., organizations)
sarvice or vetsrwns
large menmbership citizens
farm shrge mexbership - over 50,000)
farm (smell membership)
labor §hrgu membership)
labor (small membership)
trade sssoclation {(large membership)
trede association (smell wembership)
special group formed to sct during the convention
other (specify)

|

3. Respondent's position 1o organization
A, 8ize of lobbying staff

1 full-time part-time

2. paid volunteer
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L, Would you plesse tell me how you spend most of your time as & lobdbyiast?
wvorking in own office
talking to lagislators
appearing before legislative coumittees
reporting beck to owvn organization
other (specify)
A. In genersl), what are the most important things a lobbyist should
do 1in order to be mosat effective in his Job?
B. Do lobbyists develop speciaslties in lobbying techniques or sub-
Ject metter? yes no.
If yes, vhat are your specialties?
C. What aspects of lobbying do you enjoy the moat?

5. Was any member of your orgsnizsetion affiliated with the 1967 consti-
tutional convention as & delegeste or ataff member? yes no
If yes, please give name(s) end position(s).

6. On this sheet sre listed some of the major issues considered at the
convention. Would you plesse rate the genersl categories in terms of
their importance to your organiiation. Plesse use 5 for the most
important scaling down to O for issues of no importance to your group.
Under each category you vill note breskdowns into specific topics.
Any topics your orgsnirsation supported plesse werk with an "s”; sny
you opposed please mark with an "o". Plesse feel free to add any
iesues or topics I have left off the list.
see CARD A

CARD A Convention Topics of Discussion

A. REAPPORTIONMENT

1) guidelines of reapportionment

2) reapportioning agency other thap legislsture
B. THE LEGISLATURE

1) unicamersl legislature

2) increased size of legisleture

— 1) longer legislstive terms

L) legislative procedures
c. THE JUDICIARY

1) consolidstion of the court system

2) appointment of judges

3) crestion of new edwministretive courts

L) stete assumption of court costs
D. THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

1) increased powers of the state Comptroller
2) creation of a Department of Law

3) removal of reorganization restrictions
4) creation of an ombudsman

5) public control of suthorities
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BILL OF RIGHTB

1) rights of eccused revised in light of recent court
decisions
limitations on viretapping and/or eavesdropping
trial by jury in civil cases
grand jury indictment
right of citisen/taxpayer to sue the state
extension of snti-discrimination categories

v W
ot et e st g

CONSERVATION
1) loosening "forever wild” provisions to permit grester
recrestional use of forest preserves
2) extension of “"forever wild" provisions to include
vaters, etc.

CHURCH-STATE PROVISIONS

1) repesl of Article XI(3)

2) dropping religious requirement for adoption of
children

1) constitutional status for State Univ. and City Univ,
2) free higher education

3) apportionment of aid t. locel school districts

4} control of the Board of Regents

5) guarsntee of equality of educational opportunity

ELECTORAL MATTERS

1) smintain 21 year voting age limit

2) steate-wide primaries
3) #dd initistive snd referendum provisions
recall of elected officisls

1) eliminstion of referendum requirement for housing bonds

2) removal of specific requiremsnts for permiasible types
of atate-aided housing

3) re-definition of areas eligible for slum clearsnce

1) bergaining rights of public employees incressed
2) labor bill of rights

3) extension of civil gervice to other branches
k) elimination of vetersns' preferences

5) modifications of competitive examinations

LOCAL GOVEREMENT

1) increased finsncial home rule

2) right to levy texss without state government o.X.

3) increesed tax and debt limit

} taxation of state and public authorities real property
; development of regional end metropolitan governments
)

consolidstion of local sarvice districts
reapportionment of local legislative bodies
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SOCIAL WELFARE
1) stete sssumption of welfare costs
2) ebolition of Board of Socisl Welfsre
3) establisghment of "right" to certain standard of living

STRUCTURE OF THE COMBTITUTION

1) two parts instead of one

2) short rether than long constitution

3) form of submission to voters for ratification - one

package

——————

TAXATION AND FINAXCE
1)} revenue sources
2) eliminstion or modification of voter approval require-
ments for bond issues
3) removal of gifts and loan restrictions
4} removal of prohibition against taxing intangible
property
5) revised budgetary system
6) abolition of Governor's item veto
MIBCELLANEQUS
1) correction - permit work release programs
2) remove gambling restrictions
3) other - please specify

- L » » »

A. Do you pursue the same kind of goals during regular legislative
sessions? yes no
l. during tm lagilhtive segsion? yes no
2. If the goals were differeni, please give examwples using the
1968 legislative session.

B. How would you compeare the amount of work involved in following
your convention gosls to the smount of work involved in pursuing
goals during a legislative session? more work the same
less work Why?

Some eay that s convention and s legislative session are identicsl
processes; others say there sre significeant differences. Do you
think they are the same or different? same different
Why?! (Probe: structure, method of proposition pessage, type of
issue, powers, accountability, delagate body, etc.)

A. 1If respondent thinks they are different, ask him if the differences
had any effect on the effectiveness of his organization.
more effective the same less effective

I am going to name 8 few factors which could influence both conven-

tions and legislative sessions. Please sanswer two questions for me:

1) Do you think the factor influenced convention proceedings?

2) If so, would you say its irpact was grester, the same, or less
than its iwpact on a legislairive session?

I wvould eppreciste any i1llustretions you cen give mpe,
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Factor

:
4
;
;

Convention President (cf. Speaker)
Ma jority party leadership
Minority party leadershilp
Governor

role of the individual delegate/leg.
committee chairman
compittee starf

the Rules Committee
subject matter commlttees
activities of lobbying organizations
constituent pressures
ness medis

formal rules

informal rules of the game
party discipline
other (please specify)

3. The activities related to s convention can be divided into four sepa-
rate time zones: the call for a convention, selection of delsgates,
the convention itself, snd rstificetion of the product. How involved
was your organizstion at each stage?

Stage vary moderately a little very little none

call for a convention
selaction of delegates
convention itself
ratification

A. Why 414 your organization concentrate oo those periods? (Probe:
goels, organizetion's by-laws, resources, etc.)

o

10. Several possible techniques for bringing home & point to an officiel
are listed on this card. Would you plssse evaluste these technigues
es they work far you?

Plesse rate them on s scale running from 5 for very effective to O for
not effective st all.

see CARD B

'z

ARD B Techniques

personal presentation of arguments

presenting research results

testifying at hearings

having an influential constituent(s) contact the officisl
entertaining the officlel for sn evening

glving & party or dinner

contributing msoney to a politicel cempeign

contributing work to @ political campeign

inepiring a letter writing or telegram campaign
publicizing voting rerords

T
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CARD B (cont'd)

T

bribery

offering personal favors and assistance to officials

obtaining sassistance from other organizstions

drefting sctual bill language

having en officisl introduce your bill langusage

demonstrations, merches, other extra-legal politicel activities
inetituting » public vrelations campeign to canvince the general
public aof your orgsnization's point of vievw

other (please specify)

l.

- » » » »

Now let's discuss the way you used the various techniques in work-

ing oo one issue in particular (use Blaine, selection of gudgu,

intangible property tax ban or their most important issue). Could

you plsase recall for me the actions your organizetion took at the

various stages of the convention process to promote your gosls in

relation to ( )7

(Checklist of key points to elicit:)

type of gosl - legislative? constitutionsal? old? new?

timing of effort - stages of convention, uses of various hearings,
states of proposition passage, importance of the time of the
year vhen convention was held

targats - assessmant of influsntial men and access to them, success
after access, choice of committees to approamch, concentrstion of
resources in terms of delegate targets (friends, neutrals, enemies)
and stages of the process

utilization of sub-divisions of organization - wvhen! how? why?

nature of the opposition

concessions made - when? how? why? to vhom?

legislative history of action on this item - before convention?
after?

A. Would you ssy your orgsnization's activities concerning this itema
vere typical of your organization's activity et the convention in
gensral? yes no
1. 1If no, eprnin the main differcuces.

B. Would you say your organization's activities st the convention
vere gimiler or different than your legislative activitiss?
similar different

There are slwveys conflicting opinions in a body such as a constitu-~
tiomal convention. How would you rete the conflicts listed on this
card in terms of their effect on (issue discussed in question 11)}?
Plesse rste them on a scals running from 5 for most important to O
for absclutely no importance.

see CARD C
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CARD C Opinion Cleaveges
Concon legislature

Republicens vs. Democrats

urban vs. suburben

Catholic va. non-Cathollc

liberels vs. conservatives

Governor's supporters vs. his opponents
New York City vs. the rest of the state
urban vs. rural

Labor's friends ve. labor's opponents
Business' friends vs. business' opponents
reformers ves. those wvho want the status guo
Judges ve. non-Judges

academician's spproach ve. regulsr politicisn'se approach
other (please specify)

T

T

>
.

Plaase keep the card send mars in the other column of spaces your
reting of the importance of these conflicts 1f this issus had
been considesred at a typical legislative session. Please use
the same 5 to O scale.

=

3. There was much discussion after the coovention regarding the strength
and importance of party discipline. What do you think the effect of

discipline was on (issue discuased in question 11)°?

deterwining factor

one of main factors considered

one of seversl jmportant influences

not much effect

no effect

3
"1
34
~

]

=

Would party discipline have had the seme effect if the l1ssue had
been considered during a typical legislative session?
the sawme different

1f different, ask why?

4. In compering the distribution of power in the legislature and in the
convention, which had a more concentrated distribution of power?
the convention the legislature

?

g

15. Some people say the kind of issue you are working on affects your
organization's chances of success; others say it mekes no difference.
Would you plesse rate these issues in terme of their inhibiting effect
onh your chances for success?! Plesse use 5 for most inhibiting
scaling dovn to O for meaking no difference at all.

see CARD D
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Types of Issues

patronage issue

broad policy isauve

proposals changing the governmental structure

issues of interest only to a fev arganizations

issues of interest only to your organization

issuse on vhich the elsctorate is divided

issues on vhich the perty 1is divided

issues on vhich the coovention leadership had a position opposing
yours

» - - » »

How iwportant wes intergroup cooperation in furthering your group's
convention aims as cowmpared to furthering legislative interests?
more important the same less iwmportant

A. Did you cooperate with the ssme or different groups?
same different

What groups do you generally consider to be your opponenta?

At the and of the convention your organizsation had s record of success
based on the number of objectives you accomplished as compered to the
total number of objectives you had. Without considering the subse-
quent defeat of the proposed constitution, how do you appraise the
record of your organization's success st the convention?

failure good resulte

poor results sstounding success

moderate results

A. Of the nusber of items your corganization opposed, how many werw
killed in convention?
number of ltems opposed oumber accepted

B. Of the number of items your organization favored, how many vere
incorporated into the final convention propositions?
number of ltems favored number accepted

C. How does this record of success coapare with your records of
success at typical legislative sessions?

much better a little worse
better vOI'se
equal such worse

D. Did you get any of your unsuccessful convention objectivea pessed
during the 1968 legislative session? yes no
If yes, vhich ones?

To your mini, which lobbying organizetions were the most successful
at the convention?
A. the least successful?
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This ends the interview. Thenk you very much for talking to me.
Your comments have been very helpful.

If 1t would be possible, I would like to have copies of the msterial
you used during the convention period, sent to delagates, sent your members,
etc. May I have copies or look at your files?

Thank you again for giving me so such of your time.

POST-SESSION EVALUATION:

Length of interview Completeness
General receptivity of respondent Lo interview:
Rapport and cooperation throughout the interview:
Impressions of responses:

sincere?

wvell-informed?

open-minded?

resentment or resistence?

fluency?

reliability?




APPENDIX B

List of Respondents, Their Organjization Affiliation,

and the Classification of Orgenisations by Type

Business Associations, Cnsubers of Commerce

Buffalo Area Chamber of Comuerce
Herbert L. Berry

Commwerce and Industry Asaociation of MNew York, Inc.
Arnold Witte

Empire State Chamber of Commerce
Welles A. Gruy

New York Chamber of Commerce
Leonard Lund

Businegs Cocsporations

Blue Cross/Blue Shield (Fifteen groups)
Mr. Straub

Consolidated Edison of New York, Inc.
John R. TMtus

Ford Motor Cowpany
James Timmis

GCenersl Electric Company
A, W, Halverson

Mobil 01l Corporation
Everett Schultheis

Mev York Clearing House Associstion
Frank McNamee

Nev York Stock Exchange
Williem Sanford

New York Telsphone Cowpeny
John M. Walsh
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Church, Humsniterisn Orgsnizations

Citizens Committee for Children
Lea Marks

Comsunity Service Soclety
Karl Zukerman

New York State Council of Chapters, Netional Association of Socisl Workers
Janet Oliphant

State Charities Aid Association
Beekxman H. Pool

Newv York Btate Catholic Welfare Committee
Charles W. Tobin, Jr.

Nev York Stats Council of Churches
Rev,. Theodore L. Conklin

Not registered but interviewed:

Agudsth Iarael
Rabbi Scherer

Civil Liberties Organizations

Citizens Committee for Constitutional Liberties
Mirism Priedlander

Rew York Civil Liberties Union
Neal Fabiricant

Americans United for Sepsrstion of Church snd State/Protestsrts and Other

Americans United
Gaston Cogdell

Educstional, School Groups

Columbia University, Bew York University, Fordham University, Syreacuse
University, Univers:ty of Rochester, Cornell University
Jay O'Brien

Council of Supervisory Associstions of the Public Schools of New York City
Albert Morrisom

Ewpire Stete Sunday School and Baptist Treining Union Congress
Bertha Warmer
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Long Island Conference of Religious Elementary and Secondsry School Admin-

istrators
Thomee Ford

Massau-Suffolk Classroom Teachers Assoclation, Inc.
Jack T. Weber

New York State Federation, Citizens for Educational Freedom
Thomas A. Glbbons

New York State Teachers Aassocliation
J. Howard Goold
Not registared but interviewed:

Aperican Jewish Congress
im0 Plfeffer

City Univereity of New York
Julius C. E. Edelsateln

Teachers Comnittee to Preserve the Public Schools
Jack T. Weber

United Parents Association
Florence Flaast

Research Institute for Catholic Education
Msgr. Edgar McCarren

Public Education Association
Fred Mclaughlin

"Good Government,"” Taxpayer, Large Membership Citizen Groups

Citizens Public Expenditure Survey, Inc.
Anthony Rudmann

Citizens Tax Council
Abraham Lindenbaum

Citizens Uniaon of New York City
Willian Dean
George Hallett

Committee for Modern Courts
Roger Hunting

Five Counties Taxpeyers Defense, Inc./United Home Owners snd Tenants
Williem Quirk
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League of Women Voters
Bettye Schack
Marion Ames
Martha Greenawalt

Governmental Groups

Civil Service Employees Association
Seth Towse

Mayors Joint Municipal Survey Coumittee of North Shore Villages
Robart Clark

Nassau County Village Officiels Association
Harold Weidner

New York Stets Sheriffs' Associstion
Edward Dillon
Not registared but interviewed:

Aasociation of Towns
William Sanford

Conference of Mayors
Don Welsh

New York City
Peter Piscitelii

Miacellaneous

Nev York Recrestion and Park Society/New York State Recreation Society
Vincent Fowler

New York State Bar Assoclation
Dixon West

Onelids Retion of Indians
George Shattuck

New York Farx Bureau, Inc.
Robert Van Slyke

New York State Grange
Augustine Marvin
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Specisl Constitutional Convention Orgenirations

Civil Service Council on the Constitutional Convention
Henry Fehling
Joe Collins

Commpittea of Constitutional Issues
Bill Scott

Committee on the Constitutional Convention of the Association of the Bar
of the City of New York/Association of the Bar of the City of New York
Howard Kalodner
Rogwell Perkins

Conatitutional Council of the Forest Preserve
Arthur Crocker

Council for a Sound Rew York Constitution
Bill McCutchan

Not registered but interviewed:

Citizen's Comnittee for a Constitutional Convention/Citizens Committee
for an Effective Constitution
Howard Samuels

Committee for Public Education and Religious Liberty
Adriene Kivelson

Inions

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, District
Council 37
Clarise Danjielson

Court Clerks Benevolent Assoclation/Uniforwed Court Officers
John D, English

New York State Employees Council 50, AFL-CIO
Joseph 0'Sullivan

Socisel Service Employees Union
Edward Perloutter

United Federation of Teachers
Alice Marsh

Brotherhood of Railrosd Trainmen
RHoward Xoch

Empire State Federation of Teachers
Iarael Kugler



Internations]l Brotherhood of Teamsters
Johnt R. Herold

Rew York City Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO
Moe Smith

Nev York State legislative Education Board. Brotherhood of Locomotive

Firemen and Enginemen
F. B. Boardman

Trade Assoclations

American Insursnce Assoclation
wWilliawm L., Martin

American Mutual Insurance Allisnce
Robert Ljittlefield

Council of Engineering Laws
Allenn Beamish

Eopire Stete Marine, Inc.
John C, Tobin

General Bullding Contractors of New York State, Inc.
Paul B, Richards

New York Hailroad Assocliation
VYictor Condello

New York State Association of Hesl Egstate Bosards
Frank J. Lasch

New York State Bankers Assoclistion
John LePerovich, Jr.

New York State Bullders Assoclation
Frank J. Lasch

New York State Canners and Freezers Association, Inc.
W. D. Tyler

New York State Council of Retall Merchants, Inc.
Clifford Allanaon

New York State Mursing Howe Association, Inc.
Joseph Rose

Rew York State Mutuasl Insurance Associstion
Lewis Aronowitz
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Rew York State Petroleum Council
Charles Matthews

Real Eatate Board of New York
Eugene Rubin

Savings Association League of New York
Richard Steinhaus

Savings Banks Association of New York Gtats
Lawrence Costiglio

Fireman's Association of the State of New York
Fred A, Williams

Associated Industries
E. Gwyn Thomas

NOTE: All respondents let me see sowe of their convention papers, letters,
etc., but the following lobbyists gave me free access to convention files:

Awericang United for Separation of Church and State
Civil Service Council on the Constitutional Convention
Commpittee for Modern Courts

leaguse of Women Voters

Nev York Chamber of Commerce

State Charities Aid Association
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