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power. We need to know more about those views and activities.
Mansbridge's study also helps us better understand the distortions in the learning environment for political activists: the ways in which the transmission of
political information is skewed. She portrays the difficulties these activists had in
coming to grips with the concerns of elected officials, whose motivations and frame
of reference are necessarily quite different from those of volunteer activists. ERA
activists, she shows, got less information from state legislators than they should
have in order to plan-an effective strategy; the result was a less productive campaign
for the ERA. She notes the common tendency for intensely-motivated volunteers to
divide the political world into "us" and "them," to identify anyone who isn't one of
"us" as "them," meaning "the enemy," and therefore not a useful or acceptable
source for information.
Are these flaws in the learning situation of the volunteer activist inevitable?
Mansbridge seems to think not. She argues, for example, that the tendency for
voluntary organizations to misperceive their environment, and to emphasize
ideological purity to the exclusion of political compromise, can be remedied. Such
remedies, she writes, include the need for internal dialogue, small-group techniques
and formal representation. But she doesn't tell us much about how these remedies
might work. Given the vital role of political learning in the representative proc~ss,
these questions need more thorough exploration.
And the book leaves another important question only partly answered.
Illinois-the last state to vote on the ERA, and to fail to ratify it-has long been a
major focus of interest by students of the amendment. Mansbridge offers several
reasons for Illinois' failure to ratify; for example, that Illinois has resemblances to
the fundamentalist South in its political culture. Yet Indiana, whose claim to belong
to the Bible Belt is at least as viable, did ratify the ERA not long before.
Mansbridge's discussion of Illinois offers some helpful clues, but falls short of the
convincing explanation that I had hoped to find.
These are calls for more discussion, however, and not critiques of what is truly
a first-rate book. Mansbridge has accomplished the highly unusual; she has written
an important study that is also interesting.

-Marjorie R. Hershey
Indiana University

Miller, Warren E. and M. Kent Jennings, in association with Barbara G. Farah. Parties in Transition: A Longitudinal Study of Party Elites and Party Supporters. New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1986. Pp. xxv, 284, $22.95 hardbound.
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More than 25 years ago, Herbert McClosky and associates published a seminal
study of "conflict and consensus among party leaders and followers" that compared
opinions of delegates at the 1956 nominating conventions with public opinion
(American Political Science Review, June 1960). McClosky's article stimulated other
research on convention delegates, including Jeane Kirkpatrick's book, The New
Presidential Elite (New York: Russell Sage, 1976), which focused on the 1972
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slightly less for partisan reasons. On a number of measures of political involvement,
the 1980 delegates in both parties were closer than Republican and Democratic
delegates in 1976 and especially in 1972 (p. 92). Miller and Jennings conclude that
this finding suggests "a pervasive sharing of political cultures on the part of these
elites who, in turn, do so much to shape the course of national politics" (p. 95).
On the other hand, the parties moved apart over time on most measures of
ideology. The Republican cohorts became more conservative from 1972 to 1980 (p.
133), while the Democrats did not show any pronounced ideological drift over time
(p. 135). Miller and Jennings explain changes in the party elites' ideological attitudes
between 1972 and 1980 as resulting from two processes: "replacement" of the
disengaged by the mobilized and "conversion" of attitudes held by the continuously
active. They conclude that while the Republicans' drift to the right in 1980 was due
to both replacement and conversion, most of the ideological shift came from conversion toward conservatism among the continuously active Republicans. The subset of
panel data on the same delegates in 1972 and 1980 was particularly helpful in
documenting attitude conversion.
Part III concludes by exploring the systemic implications of the study for interparty conflict and mass-elite linkages. Although delegates in both parties became
more similar over time on motivations for political involvement, they grew further
apart in attitudes toward issues and groups. For example, the Republicans scored
virtually no liberal group above 50% on the feeling thermometer, and the
Democrats returned the insult for all conservative groups. Miller and Jennings
characterize this marked polarization of attitudes as "truly antagonistic" (p. 167).
Paralleling McClosky's findings of "issue conflict and consensus among party
leaders and followers" in 1956, Miller and Jennings found that the ideological attitudes of Democratic delegates in 1980 were closer to their followers than
Republican delegates were to theirs (p. 201). This finding contrasts with
Kirkpatrick's data for delegates to the 1972 convention, which showed more
ideological distance between Democratic delegates and their identifiers than between
Republican delegates and identifiers. Miller and Jennings note that this "gap" between leaders and followers seemed to affect the election in 1972 but not in 1956 and
1980. They simply observe, "Much more is involved in winning elections than
ideological proximity between particular elite cohorts and mass public followers" (p.
204).
Parties in Transition furnishes many important insights into presidential campaign elites, far more than can be mentioned in this review. The book does so
without using complicated techniques for statistical analysis. Except for simple product moment correlations in Chapter 8 to 10, all of the analysis is conducted by
comparing percentages and by effective graphing of differences by analytical
groups. Nevertheless, it is not an easy book to follow. Readers will have trouble
keeping the different analytical groups straight, and after a while the different
analyses (with similar results) will blur together.
Despite the effort they must exert to pay attention, serious students of
American political parties should read this book to understand points of continuity
and change in presidential campaign activists from 1972 to 1980. Its contribution to
the literature clearly lies in the longitudinal nature of the study, compared with the

research snapshots of convention delegates that were previously available. Readers
will probably agree with Miller and Jennings that even their eight-year time span
"now seems too brief for the mapping of the dynamics of mass-elite linkages through
national party politics" (p. 249).

-Kenneth Janda
Northwestern University

Parker, Glenn R. Homeward Bound: Explaining Changes in Congressional
Behavior. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1986. Pp. xxi, 206, $22.95.
Sam Rayburn once said "To serve his constituents at home, he must serve his
colleagues here in the House." Until the late 1970s, students of Congress followed
this view and gave disproportionate attention to activities on Capitol Hill. In his
book Home Style [Little, Brown, 1978], Richard Fenno urged Congress scholars to
pay more attention to how congressmen interact with the other constituency-the
folks back home.
Glenn Parker's study of congressmen's "homeward" travel is the first booklength examination of a component of home style. Based on an analysis of travel
vouchers submitted by senators and congressmen, Parker claims that time spent at
home increased by more than ten-fold from 1963 to 1980. The increase is explained
by members' desire for electoral security, leeway on policy, and improved constituency service and by institutional accommodation (increased travel allowances and
scheduling flexibility). At the individual-level Parker finds no impact of redistricting, marginality, geographical proximity, or impending retirement on district attentiveness. Aggregate changes are explained by increases in the travel allowances in
the House and Senate, and by generational replacement in the House.
Parker does not provide a general analysis of home style; time spent in the
district reflects a small part of Fenno's rich discussion. As Fenno says, "[EJven if we
could calculate the change in home attentiveness over time, we would still not be
able to conclude much about stylistic change in general. The allocation of resources
to home is but one aspect of a congressmen's home style. Presentational practices are
equally, if not more, important in the final analysis. Studies in the allocation of
resources provide important clues, but only clues, as to just what is going on between a congressmen and his supportive constituency" (1978, 209-210). But Parker
does not claim to be testing a broad concept of home style (p. 38), so the book
should be evaluated on its own terms.
Why should we care about home attentiveness? Parker argues that electoral
security, representation, and institutional capabilities may all be affected. If
representatives are going home more now than they used to, they may be buying
electoral security and policy leeway at the expense of legislative homework and
more time on the Hill. Parker does not find a general relationship between attentiveness and electoral success (only marginal incumbents from politically atypical
districts become safer) and he does not provide systematic evidence on the questions
of representation and leeway, thus additional research is needed to answer the "so
what?" question. Parker has identified an important research problem that when

