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that are to be delegated to associations — and to evaluate the substan-
tive results of associative policy-making and implementation. The
essay also notes the more indirect and less explicit impact of political
institutions and policy choices on the structure and organization
of groups, as the conditions for group formation ‘are themselves in
part a product of opportunities and incentives that are induced by the
structure of political institutions and the substance of political choices,
and so can be changed through public policy’.

Thus the political system is to exercise three separate functions in
their scheme: it serves as a counterbalance to the interest group system;
it sets the conditions for group representation and evaluates the results
of group negotiation; and it subtly shapes the background conditions
for the organization of interests and their expression in politics. This
third aspect - the ways in which political institutions and policy
choices shape associational life — indicates interaction rather than
complementarity, however. These interactions should be explored in
more depth because they could inadvertently undermine associative
democracy in practice. The implicit effects of political institutions
could even countermand the explicit decisions taken within those same
institutions.

Political institutions are important not just for establishing the
contours of associational representation, but they also affect the
behavior of associations during negotiation processes. The willingness
of association leaders to cooperate and their ability to impose compro-
mises on their membership (more broadly, the ability of both leaders
and members to see the interdependence of their interests on those of
others) depend on the availability of alternative channels of political
influence that can be used to overturn the decisions made by asso-
ciation negotiations. That is, if interest groups can veto the results of
negotiations at a different point in the system, they will not be pre-
disposed to cooperate during the negotiations. Moreover, as the results
of negotiations will not be final, the negotiation process itself will lose
credibility.

For example, in the United States the courts provide this kind of
veto opportunity. This is one of the factors that has hampered the
effectiveness of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA), to name but one example. Legal recourse has slowed the
process of setting standards, has considerably raised the requirements
of scientific proof necessary to establish a standard and has exacer-
bated the effects of US adversarial industrial relations. Because neither
employers nor unions have faith that regulation is imminent or will be
enforced, neither is particularly cooperative during the negotiations
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and hearings that are already part of the OSHA standard-setting
process.! Given that cooperative negotiation requires association
leaders to impose significant costs on their members, increasing
associative democracy in this area will not work unless territorial or
other political institutions (1) provide positive pressure to ensure that
agreements are reached (such as a time-limit on negotiation, after
which an arbitrary standard will be used), and (2) do not provide
associations with the hope of later veto of the negotiated outcome.

The impact of political institutions on associative democracy is not
uniform across issue areas, however. For instance, although the courts
have constrained OSHA, they have broadened environmental protec-
tions, thereby aiding the work of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). Moreover, even within the area of occupational health and
safety, the threat of legal action on the part of employees has undoubt-
edly improved workplace conditions independently of OSHA.

Thus the exact effects of political institutions on associative
democracy are complicated. Nevertheless, the point here is that the
institutions cannot be put to the side for the moment because they
may determine the extent to which associative democracy will bring
positive results.

In working out the necessary institutional conditions for associative
democracy, two subsidiary points should be kept in mind. (Both are
standard criticisms of civic republicanism.) First, in the essay a great
deal of weight is given to the party system. It is equally important to
consider the interrelationships among and between different political
arenas and different levels of government. The party system means
very different things at the local, state and federal levels, and the impact
of political parties is constrained by interactions among the executive,
legislative and judicial branches. Second, as the party system is riddled
with interest group influence, supervision of associational life by the
party system may reinforce rather than provide a counterweight to
the problems of faction. The same considerations apply to the other
political institutions that various advocates of civic republicanism
stress as the locus of deliberative decision-making, such as the Congress
or the courts.

Inclusiveness of the Group System and Conditions for
Cooperation

The impact of political institutions on associational democracy is one
aspect of the more general problem of how to combine democratic



