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contemporary associations live up to the Tocquevillean notion of the
cultivation of civic spirit through associative action. On this point,
the overwhelming majority of political theorists (such as Bobbio) write
in a deeply pessimistic tone.

Notes

1. As an East European observer has half-seriously hypothesized, the institutional
system of the ‘social market economy’ must have been in place for least ten years before
people get used to it and before it therefore can begin to unfold its beneficial effects,
The question, however, is what helps it survive this critical period of adjustment and
accommodation? To the extent the institutions in question are not adopted for the
intrinsic values and principles embodied in them, but just for the outcomes expected
from them, they enjoy much less of a counterfactual validity and will hence more easily
fall victim to some empirical evidence of failure. This in turn will tend to shorten the
lifespan credited to them, and it may even lead to their abolition at a point before their
desired side-effects have had a chance to unfold. Institutions adopted for instrumental
reasons are disappointment-sensitive.

2. References to Cohen and Rogers refer to the manuscript version of their
‘Secondary Associations and Democratic Governance’, Politics and Society 20 (1992),
no. 4, pp. 394-471, reproduced in this volume pp. 7-98.

3. Even that may not be true. The current East Central European efforts at
constitution-making and institution-building seem to provide ample evidence that, after
the total breakdown of the old regime, too few uncontested routines, identities and
widely shared values are in place which could serve as a reference point for renovating
the institutional structure.

4. This line of reasoning is also useful, in my view, to expose the illusory and
utopian nature of neoliberal proposals to abolish the pathological outcomes of a
‘bargaining democracy’ within the framework of a ‘bargaining democracy’ itself.

5. It is worth noting, however, that institutional patterns that are characteristic of
certain countries, such as contribution vs. tax-financed social security schemes, ‘make’
vs. ‘buy’ patterns of industrial organizations, banks vs. brokerage firms as the major
channels of the mediation of capital of share holders, or federalism vs. centralism, often
do exist side by side within the international political economy without one of them
(presumably the one less conducive to ‘efficiency’) succumbing to the competitive
pressure generated by the other. In these cases at least, stubborn path-dependency
seems to be stronger than quasi-biological mechanisms of selection.

6. AsIhave argued elsewhere about corporatism, it is a practice without a political
theory.

4

A Deliberative Perspective on
Neocorporatism

Jane Mansbridge

The political Left in the United States is suspicious of corporatist
thought because of the strong historical links between corporatism and
fascism. To moderate this view, I shall argue that bringing some
private negotiations among interest groups under some form of state
umbrella has two beneficial results. It can make power more equal
between participants in the negotiation, and it can interject into the
negotiation greater consideration of the public 588?‘ . A
Politics consists of persuasion as well as power. Empirically, interest
groups deliberate as well as apply pressure. They deliberate externally
with elites from other interest groups in an effort to create common

“interests and define areas of conflict, and they deliberate internally in

an effort to create common interests and define conflicts among theic
members. Their internal deliberations are both vertical - between elites
and ordinary members — and horizontal — among members within
different levels of information and authority. Normatively, any political
deliberation ought to draw its participants closer to ::annmﬁw:&:m their
interests, regardless of whether those interests conflict or coincide. The
quality of deliberation, external and internal, should be o:n.om the
major criteria on which to judge a system of interest representation.

Interest groups can also act as self-serving collectors of ‘rent’. H:.Hra
absence of governmental institutions designed to curb ‘rent-seeking’
they will often use power to seek benefits for themselves at the expense
of others rather than contributing to the common good by enhancing
productivity or justice. Attempts to improve systems of m:mon.nmﬁ
representation should therefore follow the advice: ‘maximize the delib-
erative benefits; minimize the rent-seeking costs.’

Normative Considerations

Power! and persuasion? both play, empirically, an important role in
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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
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corporatism, it values interest groups as ongoing institutional mechan-
isms for representing interests not easily represented in the territorial
representative process. Again like traditional corporatism, it attempts
to bring the laissez-faire system of interest representation partly under
public control. Unlike traditional corporatism, however, it looks
beyond traditional economic and sectoral interests for the interests
that should be represented. As a system of interest representation
becomes more directly involved with state law-making and law-
enforcing processes, it more fully deserves the name of ‘corporatist’,
and to the degree that it recognizes non-traditional interests, it more
fully deserves the prefix ‘neo’. Cohen and Rogers make a strong case for
borrowing elements from European neocorporatism in order to make
the power exercised by different interests in US politics more equal.

In the United States, administrative agencies in the executive branch
have for a long time informally consulted groups whose interests they
affect. As a result, interest groups often ‘capture’ the agencies that
affect them. As these unofficial relations have become more formal, the
agencies have been required, by their own codes and by the courts, to
admit new and conflicting interests into the deliberative process. The
new public requirements that come along with formal democratic
recognition often specifically bring traditionally less well-represented
groups into the process of consultation and take some account of the
difficulties of organizing small, diffuse interests.

These developments, often incremental and judge-made, have
gradually transformed administrative law in the United States. The
new legal model, dubbed by some the ‘model of interest representa-
tion’, considers not only material but ideological interests. It requires
‘participation rights’ and ‘adequate consideration’ for the interested
parties through the formal participation of interest groups in decisions
by agencies in the executive branch.6

Such neocorporatist developments, which try to involve represen-
tatives of all affected groups in governmental decisions, do not, as
some critics claim, assume ‘that there is no ascertainable, transcendent
“public interest”, but only the distinct interests of various individuals
and groups in the society.”” Any particular negotiation among
competing interests may or may not involve the public interest. Often,
however, negotiations among private interests will involve features
that affect the nation as a whole or the public at large. To privilege the
public interest in such negotiations usually requires devising forms
of organization that moderate the exercise of raw power. It does not
require eliminating or delegitimating all non-legislative forms of
interest representation. In the US legislative arena, recent suggestions

JANE MANSBRIDGE 137

for restricting or eliminating political action committees, limiting
political advertising and providing public funding for o_nnﬁon.m_
campaigns all assume that the state must involve itself in some way in
associative arrangements in order to reduce some of the inequalities
that otherwise dominate the political market. Similar suggestions are
reasonable for interest representation in the executive branch as well.

European corporatism, however, is still tied heavily to an era when
only two great interests, capital and labor, dominated the interest
agenda. To expand the numbers and kinds of interests anomm:nm@ in
the system, today’s neocorporatists need new institutions and ﬂ_.:wo:o.m.
Philippe Schmitter proposes the strategy of establishing a semi-public
status for interest associations, financing these associations through
compulsory citizen contributions (e.g. taxes), and distributing
these funds by means of citizen vouchers (‘voted’ for, perhaps, through
check-offs and write-ins on the annual income tax form). The
semi-public status of these interest associations would derive mmoﬂ
their agreeing to a charter guaranteeing democratic rights for their
members, the expectation that public policy affecting the interests
of their members would be made in part with and through the associa-
tion, and the funding of the association in part through Schmitter’s
system of obligatory contributions from citizens, allocated Q:o:m.r
vouchers that allowed those citizens to distribute their allotments in
any proportion to as many or as few associations as desired. The
voucher system is designed to be flexible, open to new interests and
responsive to the variety of citizen preferences.?

Although no politically imaginable reform could n::::m:.m H.rn
great and unequal power of business interests in any amm:m_;m
polity, neocorporatist institutions begin to suggest partial solutions to
the existing problem of unequal representation of interests. A neo-
corporatism appropriate to the United States would not duplicate that
in Europe but would have to be tentative, experimental and incremental,
and to blend associational intervention in the existing laissez-faire
system of interest representation with pluralist concerns for openness,
public accountability and the variety of potential interests.

Neocorporatism as a Means to Better Persuasion

Much of US political science has been written from within a primarily
adversary political culture. Interest groups, consequently, have
generally been conceived primarily as vehicles for pursuing greater
power in a zero-sum conflict. This conception captures the primary
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goal of many actual interest groups, which are deliberately organized
to act as rent-seekers, using the unequal power they derive from their
organization and funding to wrest from the public treasury - or,
through the state’s police power, from private citizens — benefits or
‘rent’ for their officers, staff and members.® The rent-seeking account
of interest group activity is a transfer model, in which whatever I get
must be taken from you, rather than a productivity model, in which
you and I jointly produce extra gains through innovation or other
means. Yet the deliberation in which interest groups engage often
produces information, generates innovation and changes preferences,
creating gains that did not exist before the process began.

Negotiations among representatives of interests not easily
represented on a territorial basis can result in hard but fair decisions
which both sides honor. Unions and management provide one major
example, but so also do many smaller negotiations, such as those
between publishers and universities which resulted in the photocopy-
ing provisions of the 1978 copyright law.!° Bringing such negotiations
under government auspices increases the chances that diffuse interests,
such as consumer interests, will be represented and that the decision
itself will reflect a larger public interest.

In 1984, Richard Freeman and James Medoff gave to their much
cited book on the efficiencies of unions the title What Unions Do.
Asking whether unions serve productive functions or act as pure
rent-seekers, they concluded that unions served the important function
of finding out what workers wanted. American unions, hardly
models of a developed deliberative ideal, still provide a forum in which
collective ‘voice’ can instruct employers on workers’ needs more
efficiently than can worker ‘exit’, a traditional market mechanism.
Exit, or quitting the job, is usually more costly for both worker and
employer than collective voice. Moreover, voice can often produce
more complete information and more creative solutions than can
autonomous management decision-making. When their quantitative
research revealed that in the United States ‘unions are associated with
greater efficiency in most settings’,!! Freeman and Medoff attributed
that result primarily to what I would call ‘deliberative efficiencies’.
Interest groups perform deliberative functions similar to those
of unions. Yet social scientists have rarely studied those functions or
provided a theory for integrating the deliberation that takes place
among and within interest groups into a larger understanding of the
political system.

The standard textbook answer to the question ‘What productive
activity do interest groups perform?’ has been that they provide
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information to legislators. This model does not require preference
change among the interest group members. Nor do the groups
involved have to be ‘public interest’ groups. As in the economic market,
pure self-interest provides sufficient incentive for each interest to
invest in collecting and disseminating information that best makes its
case. Yet the model does require some public-spirited motivation
among at least some of the policy-makers and public. Some group
must act as the ‘jury’, using the information and arguments that
interest groups provide to weigh the costs and benefits of a policy to
the public as a whole. The model builds on the empirical fact that, at
least on some issues, both citizens and their representatives can be
influenced by arguments in the public interest.12

This simple adversary model cannot explain the actual functions of
interest groups at the level of either the elites or the rank and file. At
the elite level, political scientists have recently begun to look more
carefully at processes of preference change, including the ways the
mix of motivations among elites can begin to incorporate the public
interest. In international relations, political scientists have noticed the
effects on public policy of ‘epistemic communities’ — networks of
experts in a given field whose professional self-definition is partially
entwined with some conception of the public interest and whose
members reinforce one another in these public goals.!3 In the United
States, Hugh Heclo has concluded that public policy issues have
tended increasingly to be refined, debated and framed by members
of what he calls ‘issue networks’.!* For these policy elites, in his
view, ‘any direct material interest is often secondary to intellectual or
emotional commitment’, and they seek instead of power based on
force or the threat of sanctions, ‘influence commensurate with their
understanding’.!’

Some members of these elite issue networks are members of
administrative agencies; some are staff to members of Congress or
a congressional committee; some work for foundations; some are
academics with a policy specialty. Some work for interest groups.
Many influential members of the various issue networks are staff
or officers of the burgeoning number of ‘public interest’ groups. But
even within the ‘private’ interest groups, the staff, officers and
membership can have some public-interested personal motivations.
In the United States, for example, many lobbyists in state-level
‘anti-Reaganomics’ coalitions had jobs whose nominal goal was to
increase benefits for their constituents, but almost all also had some
personal commitment beyond their jobs to a larger progressive politics.
Much of the activity of these groups can be explained as simple power






