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politics. Normatively, both also play an important role in democracy,
as legitimate coercion and legitimate changes in preferences among
political actors are the most effective means of solving collective action
problems.> Democratic politics, including the politics of interest
groups, must find ways through which the exercise of both power and
persuasion can meet democratic norms.

What makes power and changed preferences legitimate? In brief,
most democrats usually consider it legitimate, so long as individual
rights are protected, to allow some people to coerce others (to threaten
them with sanctions or use force against their interests) when
the power that produces this coercion is divided equally . .. one
person, one vote. We usually consider it legitimate to change prefer-
ences through persuasion when the new preferences are in the
actor’s interests (e.g. suggesting more effective means to a given end).
Although it is never possible to achieve absolutely equal power on
any decision and although what is in anyone’s interests is always
contestable, democratic institutions are usually designed to try to
make power more equal than it otherwise would be and persuasion
more likely to serve the interests of those persuaded.*

In the United States today, interest groups are designed in large part
to make the votes of some count more heavily than those of others
whenever possible. The resulting deviations from the ideal of one
person, one vote are usually justified on three grounds: respecting
freedom of association, registering intensity of preference and
providing information for deliberation.

The first argument is the most powerful. The First Amendment to
the Constitution guarantees freedom of assembly in a way that might
seem to legitimate any resulting inequality of power. Yet an argument
for pure laissez-faire works no better in the modern polity than in the
modern economy. In the economy, monopolies and oligopolies are
sometimes necessary, but their immense power must be regulated to
limit intolerable distortions of the market. In today’s polity, the most
powerful organized interests look no more like the textbooks’ citizen-
initiated concerns than General Motors looks like a ma and pa store.
The oligopolistic power of the biggest interests in the ‘pressure group’
system needs some regulation to prevent too great a distortion of the
wishes of the citizens.

The second argument is that in a utilitarian calculus intensely
felt preferences deserve greater weight than weakly held ones. This
argument is debatable even within the utilitarian framework (in one
view, everybody should ‘count for one, nobody for more than one’,
regardless of intensity). But even if we accept the intensity argument,
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the relatively small deviations from equality that would recognize
legitimate differences in individual intensity could never account for
the large inequalities in political power that interest groups presently
produce in US politics.’

The third argument justifies inequality through the increased
information that unequally powerful groups provide. It fails as a
justification, however, if groups more equal in power could provide as
good or better information. Although one could argue that concen-
trating resources in a few hands enables more thorough 5<mm:mm:o:9
spreading resources more equally produces more diverse information.
At least in experimental small groups facing questions with a correct
answer, procedures that empower the minority increase the chances
that a group will discover the right answer. In addition, Emrim
power more equal among participants can, especially in dyadic con-
frontations, result in a balance of powers that reduces the effect of
sanction and force in the deliberative process, giving arguments ‘on the
merits’ greater weight. This aim of balance between forces may
help explain why many deliberative groups are constituted with equal
representation from the opposing sides (e.g. management and labor),
even when this equality between sides fails to reflect proportionally the
number of individuals each side represents.

Neocorporatism as a Means to More Equal Power

As Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers point out, a laissez-faire market in
interest representation gives different interests very unequal power
in the negotiations that take place both in and out of the formal
governmental arena. In the United States, huge disparities in political
contributions affect the relative power of the rich and poor. Moreover,
groups whose interests are intense and concentrated, like the potential
beneficiaries of tariff protection, have far greater power than groups
whose interests are dispersed, like consumers. Because the members of
groups with concentrated interests get a greater individual payoff from
organization, they are more likely to pay the costs of organizing in
time, effort and money. Large groups, and groups whose members’
needs are not easily quantifiable and negotiable, are much harder
to organize.

Neocorporatism advances democracy when it requires the contest
for power among interest groups to take place in conditions that
redress to some extent the imbalances of the laissez-faire war of
all against all. “‘Neocorporatism’ has three attributes. Like traditional



