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Abstract 

Governments around the industrialized world are inmeasiigbjr suffering from a lack 

of citizen confidence. There is increasing disenchantment not only with politicians and the 

policies they produce, but as well with the political processes by which policy is 

developed. This alienation between the state and the civil society is in part a product of the 

inadequacies of the pluralist system, the dominant paradigm in most industrialized 

democratic nations. Pluralist democratic theory, however, has done little to address this 

problem. Nevertheless, since the 1960s, certain states have increasingly adopted limited 

forms of what is today known as neocorporatism, veering away from the strict pllrralist 

approach. Neocorporatism provides for the inclusion of overarching interest group 

representation and intermediation in state policy formation. While most "corporatist states" 

have limited this form of policy participation to economic functional interest associations 

such as business and labour, some countries do incorporate at a very basic level other 

social-interest groups into their corporatist procedures. 

This thesis examines the democratic potential of corporatism within both the 

industrial-interest and the social-interest field for enhanced inclusiveness, participation, 

responsiveness, civic consciousness and versatility. By combining the literature on 

comparative corporatism (and related fields) with the new deliberative and associative 

democratic theory, this project will attempt to provide a framework for a corporatist theory 

of interest group democracy. 

The thesis begins with an introduction on the present ills afflicting modern capitalist 

democracies and how they are pertinent to democratic corporatism. Chapter IP presents a 

brief h i s t  concept&tion, and critical review of the Ijterame on corporatism and 

related fields. The potential fusion of corporatism with democratic theory and its inherent 

difficulties is explored in Chapter III. The theoretical gaps in the literature are addressed in 

Chapter IV with the intmduction of the theory on deliberative and associative democracy. 

This wiH be followed by a brief discussion of the viability of a corporatist deliberative 



democracy, and how corporatist structures should be adapted to incorporate both existing 

indnstrial-interests and more basic sociahterests. This thesis concludes that a deliberative 

corporatist scheme, according to the proposed democratic criteria, is both feasible anu 

preferable to the present plurdist inodel. 
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Chapter I- fntroduction: 
The Crisis of the Democratic State and a Window of Hope 

Crisis of the State and Social Alienation 

F o r  decades now a majority of non-Marxist political theorists have seen a pluralist 

democratic polity as the definitive answer to the problem of governing a modern capitalist 

nation-state in the twentieth century. This view no longer commands the widespread 

adherence the political establishment of these c~untries once triumphantly flaunted. Despite 

a temporary reinforcement of this view follewing the abrupt collapse of the Marxist project, 

it is generally recognized that the health of capitalist democracies is in serious condition. 

There are many symptoms of illness. They range from the crisis of the welfare-state and 

the ever-so-•’requent cyclical economic recessions, to the increasing specialization of policy 

issues and a growing sense amidst the population of the unaccountability of their political 

elites. All these indicators of ill health have a further and more critical repercussion: the 

alienation of civil society from established systems of governance. This political malaise 

should convey the urgency for a serious reconsideration of what it means to constitute a 

democracy, and what is required to effectively govern a country. 

This thesis will offer a proposal for a theoretical reorientation of political 

representation and decision-making procedures utilizing the theory of corporatism as a 

foundation. Corporatism integrates major societal interests into associations with policy- 

making authority, supplementing the traditional territorial electoral channels. Moreover, 

corporatist governance is not confined to a theoretical netherworld, it has been practiced to 



various degrees and at various times in several West-European states. Nevertheless, this 

has not prevented the persistence of the crisis. 

To adequately identify the problem at the source of the crisis, it is important to 

understand this prevalent social or societal alienation. Alienation s p ~ g s  in part &om the 

fact that there is little potential for citizen involvement in the activities that determine or have 

an impact GE !heir lives. The notion of societal alienation is similar to Durkheim's concept 

of "anomie" where there is a breakdown in the meaningful social interaction among 

individuals and consequently a collapse of any understanding of political community 

(Heme, 1985, 165). A more recent but equally relevant account of this social malaise is 

the more abstract "colonimion of the lifewmld" propounded by Habermas. The lifeworld 

is the complex of networks for social interaction that have been destroyed through 

processes triggered by the institutionalization of instrumental rationality as the driving force 

of socio-political projects @lyzek, 1990, 12).l Indeed, social alienation in part is a 

perceived inability to act. This has ominous repercussions not only for society but as well 

on the rules and procedures that govern it. It is a loss of motivation, a breakdown in the 

faith in an institution, in a process, or in the ability to achieve an ultimate desirable end. 

Such widespread beliefs do not tend to be the product of metaphysical dicta, or paranoid 

delusions. There is a tendency for these feelings to be rooted in material and procedural 

realities. To understand societal alienation one needs to go beyond the so&-psychological 

dimension arid examine the institutional bases for such pervasive popular disenchantment. 

Most citizens' political participation is confined to voting in elections once every 

few years. Frequently they become dissatisfied with the performance of their 

representatives, claiming that the latter do not adequately represent the interests of the 

ekcturate. Otherwise, their quarrel is one sf a question of the lack of leadership of their 

representatives. Many times, blatant incompetence or comption plzys a role in 

l~~h i l e  anomie and the cohnization of tt;e Hewodd are not identical ccmcepfs, their particularities will be 
f ~ € z ~ f ~ r e d  in Chapterm. 



discouraging faith in a system plagued with endless afflictions. Wi l e  these perceptions 

fluctuate according to a variety of factors, and may :.lot place into question the global 

legitimacy of the government, other symptoms ale more persistent a d  consequential. 

The growth of bmeaucracy and administration is a common element in almost all 

democracies (or any other r6gime for that matter!). Indeed, Weber's thesis of the 

technmtization of governments has been vindicated to a great extent. There is a tendency 

in government to depoliticize issues, and because of their technical intricacy, to relegate 

them to the workings of the civil service. Not only are citizens unaware of the policy 

options of certain more cryptic issues (or rather issues complicated by obscure terminology 

and alien frames ~f reference), but the legislators thzmselves normally lack the technical 

know-how to deal with them. At times popular hostility towards a government policy (and 

hence towards the party in office) stems from this mystification of political questions. Had 

there been societal consultation (or even some form of dialogue between the citizenry and 

the state) such legitimacy concerns would not have interfered so greatly with effective 

policy outcomes. However, according to political theorist Norberto Bobbio the paradox of 

the modern state is that participatory democracy is increasingly incompatible with a state 

augmented in size, functions and specializatioa (Bobbio, 1978,19-22). This increases the 

perception that government and the issues deatt therein are beyofid their reach. This is 

exacerbated when a society does have a cermin understanding of a deeply controversial or 

divisive issue but is denied a say in the octcome. At times, the legitimacy of the 

government may even be questioned Under such conditions neither ehe valid democratic 

concerns of a society nor the efficient management of the state will benefit. 

Popular disencfianmnt if increased when socio-economic issues are combined 

with these political and adrannrsa-atl - .  
've gripes. Indeed, the crisis of the welfare state is a 

miversal phenomenon in wesfern industrialized states. States a n  no longer provide 

unlimited social &ty as deficits have surged to unprecedented levels. At the same time, 

unemployment and m-fopent stre reaching serious levels as economic growth 



stagnates. Recessions are becoming a mainstay of the economic order. When the material 

aspect of citizen's lives is amcked, they are increasingly reluctant to tolerate the 

inadequacies of the politid liedm. 

However, the welfare state (prior to the dawning of the "crisis") was itself already a 

source for s d  alienation Rather than attempt to attain a lasting degree of equity through 

the redistribution of wealth and the opening of opportunities, and hence the means for 

political empowerment, the system of centralized universalized swid  services became more 

a symbol of a cold, distant, paternalistic provider. Even though the conception of the 

twentieth century welfare state may have originally been focussed on the elimination of 

major economic disparities, hm &e 2960s on its role assumed a more encompassing 

function of individud md coUdve  detenrrinations of destiny. While the mitigation of 

poverty is a necessary element in the equation for this enhanced notion of the welfare state, 

it was by no means sufficient. However, rather than being an authentic instrument for self- 

determination, often the social security system made people's potentially humiliating 

dependence on the system perpetual. Radm than addressing issues particular to certain 

m d t i w  in need, often it produced nothing more than generalized programs insensitive 

to focal needs. me welfare state now is characterized by many of the prob1ms it was 

A find mIKanie factor affecting this social disorientation is the increasing lack of 

eontmf that national governments maintain over their economic sovereignty, as a 

amsequence of ahe rise of the  on of the economy. increasingly, government 

ma~ecctnomiic policies are cc~strained by external market faces beyond their control. 

FCM such crucial policy areas to be beyond the m h  of states entrenches individual citizen's 

klieftIrat &ey are even more helplessy caught in the grips of a distant, insidious, and 



the economic woes suffered by these societies, provides a formula for a more vocal and 

active expression of this societal anxiety. The rise since the 1960s of the New Social 

Movements is a direct and early indicator of the disenchantment of certain sectors of society 

that yearn for an increased popular voice governing themselves and their environment. 

Unlike the traditional s&d movements, these social forces do not have material demands ar 

the center of their claims. They do not simply question the direction of the state, but as well 

the entire spectrum of relations governing society (Dalton & Kuechler, 1989). 

However, this is no longer an issue specific to certain beleaguered or 

disadvantaged communities. The frustration is also expressed by the citizenry at large in 

less conscious ways. Recent manifestations have taken on an array of incarnations: some 

logical, some irrational, at rimes ingeniously constructive, and often ndively regressive. In 

France, the United States, as well as in Canada the electorate expressed their dissatisfaction 

by ousting the incumbent party from office after many years in power (i.e.: voting against 

someone rather than for someone). In other countries constitutional change was demanded, 

k 0 f a ~ g  the electoral system as the key problem: in referenda, New Zealanders opted to 

throw out their plurality system in favour of proportional representation, while Italians 

opted for the contrary, a plurality system to replace their corruption-ridden PR system. In 

many cases referenda questions were defeated because of the support granted by the 

political establishment. The Maastricht Treaty in Denmark, and the Charlottetown Accord 

in Canada are but two of the most salient cases. The rise of extreme right-wing hate 

violence in Germany and other European nations is the most heinous expression of this 

social despair. Meanwhile in much of Eastern Europe there is a great deal of 

disillusionment regarding the Western-style systems they so promptly aspired to emulate in 

the wake of the fall of oommunisrn.2 Regardless of the character these manifestations 

assume, there is an unquestionable call for substantive change. 

21tcan be argued that s o d  alienation is too broad a phenomenon to link causally to these many distinct 
events. Indeed, there area multiplicity of parsidar factors which have triggered such social behavior in the 



The Problem of Liberal Democracy 

It is arguable that much of the social crisis identified above can be attributed to institutional 

defects in the political realm. While certain economic impediments may seem beyond the 

reach of political agency, this may not be as clear as it appears. However, let us set aside 

for a moment the more daunting economic factors contributing to the social malaise, to 

isolate what will be identified as the problem of liberal democracy. 

The political system in modern capitalist states has liberal individualist foundations. 

Liberalism arose as a challenge to absolutist dynastic r6gimes controlled by a privileged 

few, where laws were arbitrarily passed and enforced, and where the notion of individual 

rights was unfathomable. Liberalism also came about as a new mode of economic 

production began to take root across Europe supplanting the old feudal system. Capitalism 

found much of its philosophical justification in liberal theory. The tenet of the primacy of 

the individual stipulated not only the right to private property but the right to participate in 
I 

political affairs. However, because of size and complexity of the state, participatory rights 

of individuals were largely relegated to voting periodically for representatives. The 

authority vested in the individual was delegated to the elected representatives. Elections 

developed into a competition between different ideological factions under party banners. 

Despite its emphasis on the individual as the basic unit of society, liberalism 

nevertheless generally construed the objective of democracy as attaining the common good 

within a political territory. At the same time, there is a conscious acceptance that the 

primary underlying motive of the individual is self-interest. This allows individuals to 

choose the most appropriate path for the satisfaction of their needs. Self-interest is not only 

the driving force bekind the accumulation of capital, the cornerstone of the present 

economic system, but it also allows for governments to be loyal to the wills of the 

respective societies. Nevertheless, many of the institutional and economic problems raised at the outset ape 
centrai to the ex~lauation of these instances. 



electorate, since government offieids (both appointed and elected) are also driven by their 

own self-interest - to stay in power. This analysis is derived from a more madern 

incarnation of liberalism, often tamed public choice or rational choice. The common good 

can only be reached through the aggregation of individual wishes. Since the party that 

obtains a majority is granted the legitimacy to rule, a majority of individual wills determines 

the so-called common good. 

There is no consideration of collective rights to be represented in this facile formula 

for the determination of the "public good". Minority rights are at times entrenched in 

special protective constitutional clauses; however, minority input is most often 

overwhelmed by the "majority position". Depending on the structure of electoral systems 

and coalitions, a majority position can also be no more than a plurality position which may 

in fact be objectionable to another majority within the population. Nevertheless, there 

exists an avenue for indirect input from collectivities of individuals under the banner of the 

interest group. The influence attained by such groups often corresponds with their 

economic and at times numerical weight in society. They can be sporadic and even harmful 

to the effective functioning of the state. According to most democratic criteria, they often 

fail miserably as an alternative form of representation. Those with meager resources, little 

organization, or few numbers are once more under- or unrepresented in this system. 

Liberalism is very much a part of the Enlightenment and the Modern Age. This is a 

period where not only democracy and capitalism flourished, but also science. The quest for 

reason was of fundamental import. The precepts of positivism and the need for objectivity 

in the study of all things became dominant, and instrumental rationality the modus 

operum'i. instrumental rationaiity is defined as the ability to implement an effective means 

to realize a pre-dedl7eG objective. It was supposed to purge subjectivity, irraiiorrality, 

obscurantism, and traditions h m  social life. It was to herald a new era where all problems 

could be solved through purposive-rational means. Action would no longer be guided by 

social norms but rather by instrumental means for a further end (Elster, 1989). Capitalism 



was guided by instrumental rationality insofar as enhanced technical efficiency (purposive- 

rational means) would result in increased productivity from which profits would acme 

(distinct end). 

The logic of democracy is not obviously the same as the logic of capitalism. 

Nevertheless, since the development of democratic norms of governance was tied to that of 

an instrumentalist mode of production, instrumental rationality became the dominant logic 

governing capitalist nations. Democratic tenets such as liberty, equality and participation 

do not necessarily guarantee efficiency or stability. In other words, a state that provides for 

maximum participation can result in the most unstable and unworkable system possible. 

For a democracy to exist, there must be a minimum adequate standard of living (i.e.: 

economic efficiency)--the lack of which has often been the primary obstacle to efforts at 

democratization in the Third World (Sgirensen, 1993). Since modem democracies are all 

capitalist, the logic of instrumental rationality prevails. Even if in some of its theoretical 

origins (particularly Rousseau and the early socialists) the concept of democracy was not 

overly constrained by this functional tenet, in its modem practical incamation, instrumental 

rationality has taken precedence over the more fundamental democratic principles. 

This is the course most democratic states have taken over time. While many citizens 

are clamoring for change they do so without exactly knowing what to change and how to 

change that which is not functioning, aiming their frustration at times at innocent, easy 

targets. It is in this context that the symptoms of an ailing system as described above can 

be explained. 

Many schools of thought which challenge contemporary politics do not however 

provide for an adequate dternative. Mamist theory has incessantly called for the toppling 

of ;he system, s h i g  ~%rn a r a c d  transfo~matiotl of the mode sf production. However, 

Mamists recognize the incredible strength and not only the persistent but the expansive 

nature of capitalism (Wallerstein, 1976). While they offer a great many potential insights, 

their larger normative theory is neither clear nor popular in western democracies. Anarchist 



or anti-statist theories provide a less feasible working framework than the Marxist project. 

Other t'1miies such as "u5e elitist school spawned by Schmpter do not even accept the 

notion of an expanded democracy as a desirable end. 

Modem liberal political theory has often ignored pressing problems. Pluralist 

theory was constructed in the 1950s in the United States, originating as a supposedly 

empirical descriptive theory with the pretence of positivist objectivity. Democracy as a 

concept took on a new meaning. Schumpeter, in his classic treatise, Capitalism, Socialism 

and Democracy limited the undemanding of democracy to a method for aniving at policy 

minimally constrained by certain pre-requisite standards of liberty and political equality 

(Pateman, 1970,4). American pluralists built on this foundation to create, among other 

things, a legitiwizing theory of democracy in the U.S.A. They went further than simply 

describing rnajoritarian electoral democracy, to actually just@ it using the criteria 

enunciated by Schurnpeter. The stability of the system became their prime objective, to the 

point that the resulting apathy within the larger part of society was deemed a valuable asset 

of democracy, since it prevented such dangerous perverse effects as systems overload or 

social chaos. While more recent pluralist accounts do not subscribe to such extreme 

apologetic analyses, they do not sufficiently question the normative foundations of pluralist 

democracy (Sartori, 1962). 

A Window of Hope 

Democratic theorists are coming to share a general recognition that conventional pluralist 

democracy no longer suffices when people are increasingly knowledgeable and demanding 

based i k m m c y  has exhust&xl its potentid for both substantiye democratic principles, and 

effective state administration. 

In quantitative terms, within the practice of political science there are few theoretical 

sources for the expansion or rethinking of democracy in advanced capitalist states. 



However, some pockets of dissent and originality provide starting points towards 

significant new perspectives on democratic theory and practice. 

One of these is corporatism (along with its myriad prefixes and qualifiers, neo, 

quasi, social, democratic, liberal...). Its pre-war intellectual origins are dubious given that 

its original raison d'etre had more to do with social order and economic efficiency than 

democratic notions such as equality or participation. Nevertheless corporatist theory after 

the early 1970s has provided a useful spring-board from which to examine an alternative to 

the present theoretical impasse. Ironically, corporatism, both in theory and as practiced in 

many European states, is also in crisis and thus shares blame for citizen alienation and 

democratic-institu tional atrophy. 

In the 1960s certain European countries began to experiment with new forms of 

social management. A political will emerged to bring major segments of society directly 

and openly into policy-making, spurred in part by pressure from powerful trade-unions and 

the continued strength of social-democratic parties. Such segments were predominantly 

confined to the two economic producer or social classes, organized business and labour. 

Undoubtedly, there was a more attractive logic behind the implementation of such 

measures: corporatism offered an alternative means of combatting the twin economic evils 

of inflation and high unemployment. It was in fact the resulting economic success that 

provided the momentum for the spread of corporatist arrangements at different levels of the 

economy throughout various countries. 

Corporatism was not immediately recognized as a means of enhancing democracy in 

most save perhaps the Scandinavian states where democratic concerns have been at the fore 

of national political agendas since the 1939s. This non-normative perspective on 

corporatism can also be explained by experiments conducted in the fascist states of southern 

Europe in the first half of the century. Authoritarian corporatism was utilized to co-opt 

primarily organized labour, and to mbue their dgimes with some semblance of social 

legitimacy. In its democfatic transformation, corporatism has been n m w l y  lib 1 with 





The concepts of inclusive functional representation, interest intermediation, and 

concertational decision-making make up the essence of corporatism. Functional 

representation is based on the notion that interests can be aggregated according to 

employment position; interest intermediation refers to the necessity to balance the needs of 

seemingly antagonistic groups; and concertational decision-making can be defined as a 

proeess of collective negotiation to achieve consensus on policy. These three standards 

provide the basis for a reconsideration of corporatism's potential and for a re-evaluation of 

both its theoretical construction and its practical application. 

The logic of corporatism is in many ways very much the opposite of that which 

fuels plwalism The first major difference is in the implicit assumption that individualism is 

no longer absolute. In certain cases there is a provision for collective representation, albeit 

most often a restricted one (the social classes are privileged to the exclusion of other 

interests). Nevertheless, these provisions are nowhere guaranteed since they are not 

constitutional agreements (although one could argue they have become de facto political 

conventions). Furthemore, the legislative chambers in "corporatist countries" do have 

primacy over agreements reached among the "social partners", hence re-investing the 

territorially-based individually elected institutions with the primacy that pluralist states had 

guaranteed (Rokkan, 1966). It must be reiterated that the corporatist state is nothing more 

than a plllralist political system with certain corporatist arrangements. Only a few countries 

have attempted to extend corporatist policy-making to non-economic policy fields. 

Nevertheless, corporatism provides some potential for enhanced democracy and a partial 

solution to the crisis of the liberal state. 

Funcdonal interest representation could well be expanded to provide for other 

interests which bvolve not merely occupation and other social-interest but also express 

notions of group identity through ethnicit)., culture, gender, sexuality, age, disability or 

other characteristics which do not have to do with the definition of the self (such as 

enviromentalism). This is one of the many unanswered questions: how is collective 



interest representation conceived? Consequently, one of the many issues corporatism 

forces one to exiiriie is the pmblem of political community. As stated earlier, much of the 

problem of liberal democracy is the disintegration of political community. Indeed, this 

poses a challenge to any democratic theory of the state. Without addressing this concern a 

corporatist democratic theory would be incomplete. 

Discussions of collective identity and political community have once again become 

prominent since postmodern theory has challenged the empiricism, positivism and 

universalism (among many ~Isings) propounded by the early pluralists. Postmodemism has 

also seized on New Social Movements as a liberating social force which has the power to 

question hegemonic conceptions of interests and goods. As mentioned above, the New 

Social Movements provided much initial momentum for the reconsideration of such 

pressing questions. They have also made prominent demands for collective participation in 

governance. 

Significant participation shifts the democratic paradigm from a separation of means 

and ends, to a unity of means and ends. In other words, the value of participation is more 

than purely procedural (purely functional-instrumental); it is a fundamental goal for 

fostering a necessary demomatic culture. Underlying the dynamic of corporatist structures 

is the notion of collective action. Unlike typical individual action in pluralist competition, 

collective action is not grounded exclusively in terms of self-interest. Democratic 

corporatism is at least potentially not confined by the absolutis~lf of instrumental rationality 

either. At the core of corporatism lies the notion of negotiation which is driven by the logic 

of a discursive social rationality. While this objective is shared by posttnodemists, they 

tend to bPr s~spicims of all foms of rztionzlity. However, castiq out rationality would 

Ieave om in the midst of an opp-wsive relativism which could delegitimize any project for 

collective representation based on consensual rules of process (Micheletti, 1991). 

Here the critical theory of Jiirgen Habermas will provide an alternative. He argues 

that the crisis of modernity is due to the excesses of instrumental rationality. Pluralist 



democracy's "take-over" by the logic of insmel?taJ action is a major facet of this erisis. 

However, the culprit is not "Western Enlightenment's notion of reason in its entirety. 

Habermas believes that social or communicative rationality was part and parcel of this 

tradition, but had been historically ignored. Communicative rationality assumes that 

rationality can be obtained through just processes whereby deliberation is upheld as the 

modus operandi. Within the context of corporatist democratic theory, Habermas' 

communicative rationality can establish some guidelines for incorporating collective action 

into democratic decision-making. 

Democratic corporatism provides a basis for an arrangement which could transform 

not only the political constitution of society and the means of social governance, but also 

regenerate and re-orient the genuine democratic values upon which modem day liberal 

states were formally established 

Structure of Thesis 

This thesis will essentially attempt to fuse insights fkom comparative corporatist literature 

and democratic theory. The fundamental question to be addressed is: Can the 

corporatization of economic and social policy communities provide for enhanced democratic 

structures and procedures as well as improved policy outcomes? 

Chapter II will examine the concept of corporatism in the existing academic 

literature, identify the historical emergence of corporatism, and propose a consistent 

definition. Schmitter's defhition will provide a frame of reference from which adaptations 

and deletions will be made to attain a workable concept. The various branches in the 

corporatist !iterame w8 be surveyed dong with other devaiii filii~mme. Fmm the 

intersection of corporatist literarurp- and organization theory, along wfh the insights derived 

from the policy community literature, it is possible to better appreciate the relations existing 

firstly within interest p u p s ,  and secondly between various collective interests in society 



and the state. This will allow for identification of a variety of options open for group input 

and poiicy formation. 

Following this, adaptations of democratic theory applied to corporatism will be 

analyzed in Chapter III. In this section, the concept of democracy will be considered in 

relation to collective interests in society. Pluralist individualist notions of democracy will 

be contrasted to collectivist conceptions of democracy. A critique of the pluralist theory 

will follow, dong with a discussion of socialist and syndicalist precursors to corpomtism. 

The philosophical origins of a modern corporatism found in G.D.H. Cole and firnile 

Durkheim, will be appropriated to help regenerate a contemporary corporatist democratic 

theory. The contemporary debate on corporatist democratic theory will be examined and 

critiqued. Finally, a new understanding of political community will be considered to 

address the issues of social fragmentation. The logic of instrumental rationality will be re- 

evaluated and contrasted with a conception of social rationality derived from the theories of 

comunicative ethics and  discursive democracy. This social rationality will be posited as 

the primary (yet not exclusive) logic in a democratic corporatist model. 

Because of the severe lacunae in the literature on corporatist democracy, Chapter IV 

examines another embryonic theory of interest group democracy that has surfaced from the 

unlikely milieu of American political science. This current distances itself from 

conventional pluralist interest group theory, with notions of deliberative and participatory 

democratic politics. This new scheme is often designated the associative democracy or 

deliberative associational governance model, and provides a foundation upon which a 

democratic fixmework can tse elaborated. The framework will utilize the fundamental 

versatility. Two conceptuztizations of corporatism, each with their respective logi~s, will 

be introduced to demonstrate how one might apply the democratic framework. The first 

consists of the traditional economic-producer model involving the state, business and 

labour, and has attracted virtually all the attention in the literature on corporatism. The 



second conceptualization of corporatism is more novel and controversial. It involves the 

state and other social-interest groups concerning policy which is not directly related to the 

central dynamics of the national political economy. \.Wile it will be termed non-economic 

social-interest corporatism, this is not to imply that there are no material variables involved 

in these issues. The economic aspects of social policy discussions are not necessarily 

always central to the political debates on these policies. For example, issues of gender may 

or may not have economic class factors attached, yet the social interests involved must 

invariably go beyond simple class lines of business and labour. 

This framework for conceptualizing corporatist intermediation will allow for a 

general application to particular cases (both real and hypothetical) in each of the two ideal 

types, the economic-producer (or industrial-interest) model, and the non-economic social 

model. There will be a discussion in the industrial-interest mode! of the problems inherent 

in capitalist democracies. The examination of the clout that each party carries will be 

considered to underline the different nature in the organization of capital on the one hand 

and labour on the other. Organizational queries will prevail in the examination of the 

internal governance of the functional associations. Furthermore, this section will also 

briefly address the issue of the globalization of the international economy. The following 

section on non-economic social-interest corporatism will initially tackle much more basic 

questions concerning the validity of such forms of governance. Of particular salience are 

the problems with the legitimate organizational constituency, or p~licy network, with 

respect to an issue-zs-ea; the authority of the various parties in terms of scope of jurisdiction; 

the difficulty of aggregating consumer interests; and the challenge posed by ethical issues 

and wide-ranging poiicy, 

In the conciuding chapter critical judgements and generalkitions regarding 

democratic corporatism will be presented. The proposed deliberative corporatist democratic 

theoretical model will be reiterated. Finally, the separate parts presented in the previous 

chapters will be assessed as an integral whole. In the end this thesis will attempt to provide 



an overall theoretical evaluation of corporatism and look at the feasibility of this model in 

inciustridized i i i i  states. 



Chapter I1 Tire Rise and Fail (and RebirQb) of Corporatism 

Carpmitisin, both in practice and in theory, has a long and at times even suspect history. 

ambiguity. It has been. used by a diverse group of social and political thinkers and analysts 

in ways that axe often con&- inasmuch as they are derived from divergent ideological 

ends. Much of the ambiguity is caused by the fact that the word "corporatism" has been 

used at times to identify mconnected phenomena spanning centuries. 

It may be more consistent to speak of curporatisms in the p l d  to more adequately 

a d h x s  its problematic mcepa diversity. If there are no links between the various 

b m e e s  that have bea  lafieHed cmporatism, why is the same term used to denominate 

dishc-t p h i f o s o p k ~ ~ e s ?  The strongest fink is probably etymologid. Corporatism 

is derived R-om the word cqpw sigdjring body in Latin. This presumes an organic 

conception whmby capome subunits function as vial organs for the body: separate but 

integral parts for the whole. For the eofpus to function, there is a m c i a l  need for 

instirudonaii- emopemion (as opposed to competition, or nun-competitive but 

indepenbt action) lxmeen the dhrinct, ~~tonomous yet related sections (Winkier, 1976, 

105). In most instances &is conception is applied either to Society or to the stare at different 

levels ofc0rnpIeIdty. Hence dae social and (a) the political realm are composed of typically 



This organic understanding was first expressed in Catholic social thought: 

corporatism was the expression of the effective balance in the terrestrial realm of the 

different estates of society that were ordered both hierarchically and vertically according to 

function.3 In the Middle Ages, the social relations existing in the feudal mode of 

production between serfs and lords were upheld by the Church as a harmonious corporatist 

model of society where tasks were functionally delineated and hierarchically constructed. 

The demise of feudalism and hence of the core of the material basis of a corporatist 

conception within its unique social fabric was caused by mother historical phenomenon: 

the growth of an embryonic market economy and the urbanization of European society. 

Despite its apparent obsolescence, the old corporatist terminology was reformulated to 

identify a new social conjuncture. Corporations (also known as guilds) of craftsmen and 

women, manual labourers and merchants appeared in the emerging urban conglomerates of 

Europe, precursors to the modem cities. The initial purpose of corporatioa was one of an 

insurance policy or a safeguard against damages incurred to merchants' products and their 

property in general. However, with time corporations became equivalent to unions in 

certain cases, and to marketing boards in others. Furthermore, in these burgeoning social 

and economic centers, such a division of society was entrenched in what may be labelled 

the first charters of rights (Mundy and Riesenberg, 1967,79). No longer were corporatist 

societal divisions determined by divine law, and the absolute rule of God and the feudal 

lord respectively. Rather, these documents gradually formalized in law a series of rights 

and obligations which were necessary for a consensual corporatist network to f~nct ion.~ 

Despite the awesome democratic advances, the social demands imploded and gave way to 

3 ~ o r  a thorough account of Christian corporatist philosophy see C.H.R. La Tour du Pin's Vers un Ordre 
Social Chre'a'en (1907). 
4Wh2e it is arguabIe to wbat degree sach arrangements were consensual, there is M e  doubt that this bgan 
r t p c e s  of medievat demogatization. The prince's power was slowly contained by such charters, and even 
Sf tfK cpiginal beneficiaries were a small sector of society (e.i: the up-and-coming merchant bourgeoisie), 
snch entitiemens were graddy extended to less affluent OF prominent segments of these urban 
commnnities. 



the rise of absolutist nationalist r&imes, hence terminating another chapter in the history of 

coipmatism 

From the late nineteenth century until the early twentieth, corporatist thought 

experienced another revival. However, this time it was a secular rebirth triggered in large 

part by the advent of industrialism. The rapid social and economic changes in Europe and 

America caused much distress among certain intellectual circles. Marxism was one of the 

theoretical forces to challenge the freemarket, laissez-faire, industrial capitalism, yet it was 

not alone. Certain theorists both of the aristocratic Right and the non-Marxist Left believed 

there was a "third way" to the problems bedeviling industrial democracies: corporatist 

representation. These theorists did not so much question the capitalist mode of production 

but rather the liberal theory that underpined it (Williamson, 1989,26). They were quite 

skeptical of majoritarian parliamentary democracy, and advocated the integration in the 

political system of the two main productive forces of the newly-industrialized society. 

They included everyone from French elitist, Auguste Murat, to British syndicalist, G.D.H. 

Cole.5 These were the precursors to the modern theoretical understanding of the notion of 

corporatism. 

Aromd the same time, throughout Latin America corporatism in its more medieval 

Christian incarnation was evoked to legitimize absolutist dictatorial hacienda dgimes. Such 

political systems were not only a throwback from the legacy of colonialism, but also 

retained many of the rural feudalistic assumptions that characterized such archaic corporatist 

relations in the past. The ubiquitous corporatism assumed an obvious authoritarian hue in 

this historical context. 

Although its ominous origins can be traced back to the Middle Ages and are 

rerTiected in the Latin-American corporatist politicd cu1ture, its most infamous manifestation 

came with the Empean fascist r6gimes of the inter-war period (Schmitter, 1974,86; 

5 ~ o r  an assessment of G.DH. Coie8s work on modern corporatist democratic 
setting see Chapter ID. 

theory within a syndicalist 



Grant, 1985,5-6). This militaristic corporatism derived its moral foundation from Catholic 

social theory and fused it to the modem industrial conception of corporatism. The appeal of 

corporatism to this right-wing political force is two-fold. First, it provided both a pretext 

and a structure for an ardent patriotic nationalism. In other words, Christian corporatist 

thought ass~med the natural unity of the social realm through cooperative differentiated 

social segmentation; hence, fascists could oppose dissent and opposition to policies of the 

regime via the corporatist national unity pretext. Secondly, rather than enlisting the genuine 

cooperation of business and labour, the state often created puppet peak organizations which 

would serve the ideological interests of the party. This was primarily the case with labour 

associations, as often underground labour movements formed to contest the authenticity not 

only of the co-optive arrangements, but as well of the overall political rbgirne. Such 

structures served to create a false sense of legitimacy for the fascist parties that had typically 

come to power by usurping democratically elected governments. After the Second World 

War, few vestiges of the authoritarian brand of corporatism remained in effect.6 

It was not until the 1960s that the resurgence of corporatism took place, the first 

manifestations being the growth in certain central and northern European nations of 

producer-interest associations representing labour, business, and agriculture and their 

integration in the political system. Historically, corporatism has been conceived as a means 

for the structural-institutional regulation of society. While its origins begin with retrograde 

religious feudal relations, it eventually becomes an avenue of change in the medieval 

communes. Theorists of the past century saw it as an alternative to the unfettered market 

allocation of resources and services. Latin American caudillos and European fascists 

interpreted the reguiationist character of corporatism to serve their ideological and class 

purposes. Only in the latier part of the twentieth century can corporatism be conceived in 

h e  exceptions may be the dictatorial rtSgimes of the Iberian peninsula which lasted until the advent of 
parliamentary democracy in &e seventies. However, even in these cases, the authoritarian co~pratisrn 
advanced was not very central to the political system of these countries. Cerrain authors have attempted to 
cmceptualize a Communist Staie Corporatism. Some have utilized it to explain the Soviet system under 
Breznehv, while others have done the same for Eastern Europe (Ost, 1989). 



terms of a democratic system, even if certain pre-conditions must exist in each case to 

support such a contestable claim7 It is this particular form of corporatism and its present 

development that shapes the normative parametas of this thesis. 

Defining Neocorporatism 

Even in its latter twentieth-century fonn, what is typically called neocorporatism has myriad 

definitions. Nevertheless, it is useful to adopt a certain "ideal type of neocorporatism", to 

construct a working definition of corporatism8 with which to examine its modem 

conceptual development. 

Theoretically, the use of corporatism in its early modern sociological understanding 

can be traced to theorists such as Comte and Durkheim (Hem, 1985) (especially in terms 

of the context of the normative social appeal of corporatism)~. However, one of the most 

in-depth conceptual analyses of corporatism (and one of the least known) is Romanian 

scholar Mihail Manoilesco's Le si2cle du Coporatisme, published in 1934. Manoilescs 

utilized the concept of corporatism primarily as what is today known as state or 

authoritarian corporatism (equated with dictatorial r6gimes). While this may appear 

incompatible with democratic corporatist structures and procedures, he laid the groundwork 

for future theorization pertiflent to modem capitalist democracies. His theory will not be 

examined in detail because that which is relevant has already been appropriated by more 

recent corporatist theories. Little was wntten on corporatism following this until the 1970s, 

?This is especially the case with Marxist critiques of corporatism that see it as a further stage of capitalism, 
and where! labour's interest articulation is either coopted or severely campromised. For further discussion 
see the ii~rature review section. 
*The tern, corpmtirm, rather than neocorpr&, will be used throughout this paper to designate the 
present farm it assun~es. It is W r i d y  incorrect to speak of these recent wliticai arrangements ss "neo." 
hdeed* it would be just as valid to refeito them as po~-corporatism, or prdto-corporatis~ or devising some 
other linguistically absurd prefix combination. Why bother even keeping fie root, corporatism? There are 
several other appellations such as "tripartism", "social partnership", "codetermination", "corporate 
fiberafism","concertationH, however these are equally if not more constricting and even less common in 
usage. Coqmatism will be kept for now; it will only be in the construction of a nonnative democratic 
framework that a more theoretically sensitive replacement will be proposed. 
9 ~ o r  an mscssment of the justification fcr corporatism provided in Durkheim's sociology see Chapter III. 



with the long lull being attributed to the disrepute the concept had fallen into h u g h  its 

association with fascism (Schmitter, 1974,85). 

While there is evidence of the study of modern-day corporatism prior to this, the 

academic regeneration of corporatism in the 1970s can be attributed almost single-handedly 

to Philippe Schmitter with his article "Still the Century of Corporatism?" (1974). This is a 

response to Manoilesco's contention that while the nineteenth century was dubbed "the 

century of liberalism", the twentieth must be pronounced "the century of corporatism." 

Schmitter inquires into the recent phenomenon of corporatist structures in Western 

European parliamentary democracies, and attempts to theorize these developments using 

Manollesco as a point of departure. Schmitter's piece triggered a considerable amount of 

new work in this field. Much of the literature was driven by the concern that pluralist 

democracies were not capable of overcoming the "governability crisis" and of alleviating 

socio-economic tensions. Questions such as those of political overload from societal 

demands on the state figured quite prominently in empirical theory as did others tied to this 

conjuncture. Hence corporatism arose as a direct challenge to the pluralist theorization of 

the voluntary group-based articulation of interests to the state in liberal capitalist societies. 

Corporatism was conceptualized, both empirically and normatively, as a superior means of 

mitigating the interest-artidation generated contradictions of capitalism and democracy 

(Cawson, 1986, 26; Anderson, 1977, 140). 

It is useful to begin with Schmitter's original definition of neo-corporatism as a base 

from which additions or adjustments can be made in a revised typslogy: 

Corporatism can be defined as a system of interest representation in which the 
constituent units are organized into a limited number of singuiar, compulsory, 
noncompetitive, hierarchically ordered and funcuonaiiy differentiitcb categories, 
recognized or licensed (if not created) by the state and granted a deliberate 
repre~en~timz! rnonoply within &sir respective catgorim .in exchange for 
observing certain controls on their selection of leaders and articulation of 
demands and supports. (Schmitter, 1974,91) 



Schmitter emphasizes the aspect of corporatism which concerns "interest 

representation". While this may seem at first glance to provide for a participatory model of 

corporatism, representation in the "representational monopoly" is lacking in substantive 

significance. Indeed, in a subsequent revision of his ideal type model, Schmitter replaces 

"interest representation" with "interest intermediation" (Schrnitter, 1979,65). His mode of 

interest intermediation provides for a "buffer" between society and the state, rather than 

establishing a substantive link between the two sectors. Furthermore, Schmitter's 

definition posits corporatism primarily as a static structure. It is primarily a description of 

the interest aggregation within such intermediate social spaces. There is reference to the 

"constituent units", its articulated composition ("singular, compulsory, non-competitive ... 
categories..."), and its status ("recognized or licensed by ... the state..."). With respect to 

its function, all that is stipulated is the "representational monopoly" of the corporatist 

association without reference to any power or jurisdiction. Moreover they are 

conceptualized with built-in internal imperatives of membership "control" and other 

measures of internal governance. 

This definition, as Schmitter identifies further in his analysis, involves interest 

intermediation between two or more groups with potentially conflicting agendas on the 

same issue. The most common example of this is negotiations between labour and 

management on socio-economic policy (primarily incomes policy). There is no set form 

assumed by these concertational arrangements. At times the state is involved as a mediator, 

while at times it is a third party altogether with its distinct position to negotiate (often 

A major critique of Schmitter's definition is his unwillingness to elevate these 

;twan&;ments PO full decision-making structures. One of the iirst critics was Gerhard 

Lehmbruch. In Lehmbruch's revised conceptualization of corporatism, 

Corporatism is more than a peculiar pattern of articulation of interests. Rather, 
it is an institutionalized pattern of policy-formation in which large interest 
organizations cooperate with each other and with public authorities not only in 



the articulation (or even "intermediation") of interests, but - in its developed 
forms - in the "authoritative allocation of values" and in the implementation of 
such policies. It is precisely because of the intimate mutual penetration of state 
biow~cmcies md h i e  inteest ~ i g ~ k i t h ~  ~WL hie i-iaitional concept of 
"interest representation" becomes quite inappropriate for a theoretical 
understanding of corporatism. (Lchmbruch, 1979,150) 

Corporatism in its ideal type can be seen essentially as a form of representation 

within policy making circles since it guarantees the association not only a defacto vote on 

policy related to its interest field, but also the exclusive privilege of full participation in the 

debate on formulation and implementation of policy. Hence a liberal fsaliarnentary policy- 

making structure is what corporatismreplaces, or more appropriately complements. 

Lehmbruch's definition is no longer static as it provides for a reasonably delineated 

function in the debate and establishment of policy options. However, while he rehabilitates 

one of the major contentious elements of Schmitter's original notion, he relegates the issue 

of intermediation as secondary to the essence of corporatism. 

The problem of whether to conceptualize corporatism as a form of policy making as 

opposed to interest intermediation was quite central in the early literature. To adequately 

define corporatism, neither of these two aspects must be overlooked or overemphasized. 

Corporatism must be seen as a combination of modes of interest intermediation and policy- 

formulation. According to Alan Cawson, "[wlhat makes corporatism distinctive is the 

fusion of representation and intervention in the relationship between groups and the state" 

(Cawson, 1986,39). Corporatism rejects a priori a zero-sum equation involving opposite 

factions in the interactive process (i.e: the interests of labour do not have to be antithetical to 

those of management and vice versa in the long run) (Cawson, 1986,23).10 Hence, for 

policy formatiofi to bc feasible, a necessary fist step is concerted intermediation, through 

state recognition of each group, and the acceptance of long term compromise to the benefit 

of most parties represented 

lk a theoretical description of the logic behind cooperative efforts and positive-sum outcomes refer to 
Chapter ID. 



Because corporatism should not only be regarded as a form of interest 

intermediation, but as a public policy-fomtion process as well, the organizations involved 

must implement and enforce the decisions upon which they have agreed. This 

responsibility ensures that each respective group that holds a monopoly on representation in 

a specific policy-field will not renege on their obligations in accords. While there is strong 

pressure among the various groups to implement the policies they have collectively 

formulated, the system can nevertheless collapse. 1 1 If all goes as expected, the state 

relieves itself of an additional administrative burden. The corporatist state should be 

classified only as indirectly interventionist (with respect to public policy in corporatized 

policy areas) as its responsibilities in the corporatist h e w o r k  are limited to facilitating 

group-formation, intermediation of negotiations, and monitoring the outcomes (Grant, 

As Schmitter stipulates in his defition, interest representation must be 

amalgamated into "umbrella" groups (whether at the meso or macro-corporatist levels) to 

facilitate both processes of negotiations and implementation of decisions. From the 

perspective of a defensible democratic theory, the definition must be altered to remove the 

possibility of the state actually creating the interest organization in the absence of one. 

Interest association must emanate from below.12 Their emergence may be facilitated via 

incentives and organizational aid to encourage collective interest constituencies that face 

daunting obstacles of aggregation (such as consumer associations). Nevertheless, that 

should remain the extent of state intervention. This adaptation is necessq because the 

norm in authoritarian state corporatist dgirnes was to "mate" the participating interest 

associaiions. Government creation of recognized groups ensured the cooptation of official 

I lThm have been cases where tensions may have been exacerbated after the collapse of corporatist 
negotiations because of increased comparative expectations. 
 his adaptation tends toward the pluralist end of the conceptual spectrum according to Schmirter, 
nevertheless the facilitation of group formation would definitely reposition this definition in the corporatist 
fied 



interests.13 Interest organizations created autonomously within civil society are granted 

piivikged mnopoly staius by the state (due to their strength, ibllowing, sociai imperative 

or other criteria), in exchange for the organization's institutional support of the system (Ost, 

Another influential definition of corporatism came frorn Jack Winkler two yem 

after Schnitter's preliminary analysis. He viewed corporatism essentially as an economic 

system distinct from capitalism and socialism (Winkler, 1676, 103). There ai e two faults 

with this definition. Fbi,  it reduces corporatism to the realm of the economic when, as it 

has been argued, it is above all a concept which deals with political intermediation and 

decision-making. While economic policies are the most sdient in such arrangements, they 

are not the exclusive focus. Corporatism is primarily a political tool, whether serving 

economic ends or not. Secondly, Winkler raises it to a metatheoretical level, characterizing 

corporatism as a global systems alternative to the other two major modes of production. 

The ideal type postulated for the thesis will maintain corporatism's compatibility and 

complementarity with a modem capitalist political economy. 

Corporatism must not be considered a unique political system unto itself, either 

different from, or equal in status to, other r6gimes such as democracy or authoritarianism. 

Social corporatism should be conceived as a subsystem completely compatible with, and 

complementary to the larger system, in this case capitalist democracies (Lehrnbruch, 1983, 

153). As mentioned above, corporatism arose as a theoretical and practical alternative to 

pluralism at a subsystemic level. The framework employed here will incorporate Alan 

Cawson's thesis of dualism which rejects the exclusive character of corporatism. Dualism 

while other sectors or associations participate in a pluralist scheme of interest intermediation 

(Cawson, 1986,139). A certain amount of competition between non-corporatized interest 

1 3 i s ,  however, did not eliminate a more authentic yet unofficial spokesgmup for a certain interest 
Nevertheless, these groups were often driven underground and their activities rarely went b e p d  the 
clandestine. This was particularly the case with rival labour organizations in Southern Europe. 
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groups is, in any case, necessary to ensure democratic challenges to the status quo. It also 

allows for the same interest area to *be involved in corporatist and pluralist modes of interest 

advancement at different times or even s i rnul taneo~sl~.~~ 

It is difficult to create an ideal type that accommodates corporatist experiences in all 

countries, all policy sectors, and levels of interest aggregation. Schmitter's initial ideal type 

may have provided a useful base, but it no longer suffices; (Schmitter has adapted it 

throughout more than twenty years). The changes proposed above offer a more useful 

ideal type. Nevertheless, the historical development of corporatism demonstrates that one 

must assess national and cultural contexts prior to making cross-national comparisons. 

Extent of Neocorporatist Literature 

Research on corporatism has been substantial since Schmitter's 1974 article. Schmitter 

pursued his work in this field independently, or with others such as Wolfgang Streeck and 

Gerhard Lehmbruch. As more and more political analysts grew interested in this emerging 

field, it was labelled "a growth industry" by one of its prominent critics, Leo Panitch 

(Panitch, 1980). 

The earlier literature documents negotiations between labour, business, and the state 

on socio-economic policy which began in the 1960s in Europe (Schmitter, 1974; 1982; 

Anderson, 1977; NedeIman and Meier, 1977; Winkler, 1976; Lehmbruch, 1979; 1983; 

Jessop, 1978, 1979; Panitch, 1980). The initial literature was driven by a need to identify 

these new procedures, and understand where they were to be located in the political system. 

Should they be seen as a challenge to pluralism as a particular but not vital element of 

modem demwmcies? Or did they challeiige de~i?.=mcy Mui cmn? Shudd it be conceived 

as a subsystemic variant in @icy-making prcdure,  or should it be classfi& as an 

altogether independent social order (Streeck and Schmitter, 1985)? 

can be e x m e l y  problematic, with the potential to undermine and destroy corporatist negotiations, 
since it allows for a potential shift in the balance of influence of each group. 



While there was no universal consensus on how to approach the corporatist 

phenomenon, most analysts adopted Schmitter's definition in its many transformations 

throughout time. Others used his definition as a basis for their own re-conceptualization 

(Lehmbruch, 1979; Crouch, 1983; Cawson, 1986). Corporatism is generally considered to 

compete against the explanatory model of pluralist interest group lobbying in certain limited 

sectors of policy (i.e.: econsmic/social). Different views as to the relation of corporatism to 

pluralism emerged. Schmitter conceptualized corporatism as a replacement to pluralist 

interest intermediation (Schmitter, 1979). Crouch, on the other hand, placed corporatism 

and pluralism at two ends of a continuum (Crouch, 1983). Gradually a loose consensus 

grew that this phenomenon was not a new r6girne type, and is completely compatible with 

modern democracies, if not co-existing along parallel forms of interest p u p  pluralism 

(Cawson, 1986). 

Once the conceptual debate had lost its initial momentum, subsequent research 

focussed on sketching the institutional relationships between interest associations and 

parliamentary government, and identifying policy outcomes as a consequence of these new 

processes. The new research took the form of sectoral studies of corporatist policy-making 

(Helander, 1982). This was followed by individual country studies (Kriesi, 1982; 

Johansen and Kristensen, 1982; Trader, 1985). The study of comparative corporatism 

was not a very popular area of research (Katzenstein, 1984) since the national variations in 

corporatist arrangements, the differences in terms of the participant organizations, and the 

variance of breadth and depth of participation were too great to generalize in most instances. 

This can be illustrated by the discrepancy in the degree of corporatization per country found 

in different empirical typologies (See table 5.2 in Cawson, 1986,99). 

Critics of corporatism came from all sides of the political spectrum. Adherents of 

both pluralist politics and Manrist theory attempted to discredit the challenge posed by 

corporatist productivity and social peace (Therbom, 1988) by arguing there was no 

significant difference in economic figures between predominantly pluralist states and 



corporatist states.15 Marxist analysts questioned whether corporatism should be 

conceptualized as the end of class conflict (as certain champions of corporatism originally 

postdated), or as a development in advanced capitalism where dass compromise was 

articulated as the "selling-out" of workers to the owners of the means of production 

(Jessop, 1978; Panitch, 1980). Others have attempted to show the distinctive patterns of 

influence manifested by business and labour in corporatist processes, rejecting the pluralist 

characterization of interest group/sme relations without taking the traditional Marxist 

ideological hard-line (We, 1985a). The Marxists were also at the center of another related 

debate which concerned the lclcus of corporatism. The debate persisted between those who 

adopted a class-theoretical approach (the Marxists: Jessop, Therborn, and Panitch; along 

with non-Marxists such as Winkler, Cawson, and Coleman) and those who proposed a 

more flexible group-theoretical orientation. Among the latter was Schmitter, who used a 

class-based explanation to account for the development of corporatism while not making it 

central to his definition of corporatism (Schmitter, 1979). 

Much of the literature on corporatism takes an excessively econornistic orientation 

(Therborn, 1988; Grant, 1985; Katzenstein, 1984). However, specialists on corporatism 

in the Scandinavian countries were increasingly drawn to questions of interest articulation 

and representation within these now-institutionalized structures (Rokkan, 1966, 

Christensen and Egeberg, 1979; W e ,  1981; Olsen, 1983; Pestoff, 1983; Micheletti, 1990; 

Rothstein, 1990). Most of their analyses adopt a group-theoretical approach rather than the 

more prevalent one that focuses on industrial-interest tripartite structures. These studies are 

typically imbued with concerns that go beyond those of social stability and the question of 

weKm rediftribution. From the very beginning (Ruin, 1974) corporatism was viewed in 

Scandinavia as an extended fom! of governance whereby the private and the publis realms 

increasingly became interrelated, and boundaries more difficult to draw. 

l%s is a major issue which is essential to the feasibility of corporatism for democratic themy. For an 
assessment on the debate of wh* tmqxmbn matters io a political economy refer to Chapter N. 



Most of the Nardic countries experimented with corporatist decision-making 

beyond the traditional economic producer model involving employas and the workforce. 

Their broader meaning or more flexible system of corporatism included limited consultative 

and administrative functions of interest group participation. It allowed other social p u p s  

to extend these limited responsibilities to more effective roles in policy making. These 

arrangements included the remiss and committee systems of roundtable negotiations, along 

with other regulatory agencies' arrangements for mediation (Heisler, 1974; Kvavik, 1974). 

This channel of policy-making is comprised of a series of bards and committees which 

deal with specific issue areas and incorporates an array of participants ranging from 

politicians and civil senram, m representatives sf interest organizations. There exists a 

clear division of labour among the committees. Some function for policy proposals, the 

most important c o d e e s  determine poky, and the rest are concerned with policy 

application. The remiss nerworlc of policy serves as a last measure in the policy process. 

After policy has been developed, it p d  to interest organizations which are directly 

related to the issue-area in question. The representatives of the participating organizations 

then submit their approval or revisions to the policy (Christensen arid Egeberg, 1979,252). 

Accessibility was conferzed to p u p s  with everything from environmental preoccupations, 

educational concerns, consumer qualm7 cul& demands, to native claims (Christensen 

md Egekg,  1979; Ofsen, f 981). This wider network of corporatist i n m i a t i o n  

broadened how m q d v i s t s  conceptualized corporatism. The Scandinavian experiments 

pushed the issue of functional and political intenst representation to the center of corporatist 

momis t ic  orienmtion) aiso inci& a lnore thwreticai analysis of the democratic political 

dynamics sfcxqmakm However7 English language litemme in this field is scant. The 

p d t  of a. nunwive democratic theory of corparatisrn would not have been possible 



Without the Scandinavian empirical smdies. A critical assessment of the scant literature on 

cofpofatism and dem~craey wili be presented in the following chapter. 

Must of the aimst mamial on corpaarifm takes an emphatically skeptical if not 

altogether fatalistic line on the merits and viability of these structures and procedures. 

Much of the recent limahne is imbued with an "end to corprrrrttifm" line (Schmiaer, 1989; 

Erikson, 199fE., Rdstein, 1991) if not proclaiming its outright failure (Therborn, 1988). 

In p w  this loss of prestige em be attributed to a poststrucauatist analysis, and to the 

apparent incapability of neo-rxlrparatism to respond to the claims of New Social 

Move~ents (Sstinsbmy, 1988; W h n ,  1W, Wcheletti, 1990; 1992). These reservations 

frrirrrarily concern the fixed aMf rigid character of corporatist participation, and the 

exclusivity of gmup mtrazIce inta the system They will be addressed in a normative 

dcrrp).Ocratic model in which a mcne flexible and expanded curporatism will be sought. 

While research in corporatism has not ceased, it seems to have assumed a more 

skeptical emphasis. Fcn those who sti l l  hold to the promise of cofporatism, namely 

S - c h m i ~ ~  the almost deqxmm m e  in their work calk for pgressive ms fora t ion  

Curporntism and the Prrtr'qr Cummuniges 

CmcepRtal and comparative ccxpudst theory has not had the exclusive rights on the study 

of instim~onaf inmesf p u p  guvt-=nrance. Another separate (but related) field of literature 

that has off& some insights on its stntcane and dynamics is organization theory which 

extends from business admummi 
- - 

'an, to psychology, to SOGio1og-y. With the decline of 

c x f r p d s t  theory, d tfie distxpditing ofpIuraJiSt theory, there was a demand far a 

difkzmt -on dhow interest paps  functioned in society and related to the 

state. This niche is b g  6 B d  by &e p E c y  comdtiies literam which has s p r i g  from 

pIurintist atndysis. This Kterratme will help clarify some conoeptual ambiguities that still 



One of the areas of corporatist theory that had considerable shortcomings concerns 

Much of the literature generafized the arrangements as to state-business-labour negotiations, 

However, as indicated earliert there is ambiguity as to whether the state played the role of 

interlocutor, or whether it was an independent party to the negotiations. Furthermore, what 

of negotiations without one of the producer groups (Pempel and Tsunekawa, 1979)? Can 

agricultural marketing boards be considered participants in corporatist processes? Can 

groups which serve a pudy  consultative function be lumped under this definition? This is 

what the policy community literature intends to redress, by disentangling the various 

configurations of interest association relations with the state; 

The policy community school is really a disparate set of analyses with diverging 

foci and at times conceptual contradictions. Most of the literature is predicated on the idea 

that the state is a relatively autonomous actor which can be influenced by other social 

groups with an interest in certain policy areas. Their most substantial contribution has to do 

with the introduction of the concepts, "policy communities" and "policy networks". A 

problem encountered by analysts attempting to operationalize these terms is the lack of 

agreement as to their accurate meaning. According to Atkinson and Coleman (1992) a 

policy community refers to " a commonly understood belief system; code of conduct, 

established pattern of behavio ur..." (Atkinson and Coleman, 1992, 158). However, Wilks 

and Wright define it as the group of actors which have a common interest in a policy area 

dong with a shnilarpficy focus. A policy network, on the other hand, is the interaction of 

a a m  within a policy community fWilks and Wright, 1990,299). Policy network for 

Wi&s =d Wight seems similar te p k y  mm'rfrqiq amm&ng to Atkinson md Cdman. 

The Wiks md Wright's &GAfion has gained the upper hand in t a m s  of widespred usage, 

but related concepts have yet to be fully developed. Wilks and Wright recognize that the 

so-dled "rules of the game" in the policy network have yet to be conceptualized as cross- 



national and cross-sectoral comparisons have proven problematic (Wilks and Wright, 1990, 

305 j. 

While the policy community literature arose in part as a challenge to the corporatist 

model of explaining interest group/state relations, it does not necessarily invalidate it. The 

policy community literature has introduced a more sensitive conceptual language of use to 

comparative corporatism, especially where different policy-areas are discussed, outside of 

the conventional tripartite structures. The more participants and issues included into the 

policy process through integrated institutionalization, the greater the need for a more 

accurate nomenclature. 

Conclusion 

The theory and the practice of corporatism has experienced a rich, diverse, and turbulent 

history. The main thread of continuity over time has been a vague organic conception of 

society divided into corporate sub-units. The relevance of this term has to do with its 

incarnation as a form of collective interest policy making that became entrenched in Europe 

over the past few decades. Much of the modem corporatist literature has struggled with its 

conceptualization. 

In this chapter, a working ideal type has been identified using the contributions of 

Schrnitter, Lehmbruch, Cawson and others. Some of these will provide illustrations into 

the logic and the dynamics of corporatism in relation to democratic theory, despite the fact 

that few have established this ?ink. To complement the corporatist body of literature, policy 

theory provides insights into the internal processes in the represented groups and their 

i?teraetim with aha g m i s  md the state. The ie&ioiogy u~~ by the poky 

c0mwJdes s(=hcof suppfe=~,cts the conceptual flexibility of corporatist theory. This 

theorerid amalgam can serve as the basis upon which to construct a democratic theory of 

corporatism. 



Chapter 111 Democratic Theory and Neocorporatism: 
Compatibility and Contradictions 

Corporatist research has primarily focussed on questions concerning political economy, 

industrial relations, or other structural-institutional issues in national or sectoral case 

studies. What has been for the most part ignored is the development of the democratic 

theory of corporatism. Questions central to such a theo~y would include how corporatism 

fits into a democratic system, understanding the democratic processes existing in corporatist 

structures and its organizational components, the allocation of representative status to 

existing organized interests, and the process of tripartite or multipartite (inter-associational 

and governmental) policy development. 

To assess the relevance of this literature to the thesis it is important to begin by 

examining the context in which this gap is situated. This context includes an understanding 

of the normative concept of democracy, an inquiry into the notion of representation, 

identification of deficiencies in pluralist theory, and consideration of how previous pseudo- 

corporatist options offer a basis for a normative corporatist democratic theory. 

The foundations for a corporatist theory which will be examined are those of Ernile 

Durkheim and G.D.H. Cole. These will provide a contrast with the limited post-war 

discussions of the normative implications of corporatism for demmtic systems of 

governance. The recent literature is unfinished, poses more questions than it elucidates, 

and at times seems overwhelmingly driven by the logic of instrumentality. The final section 

of the chapter will examine certain issues of social theory which will provide a partial 

explanation for the inadequacies of the modern literature on corporatist democratic theory. 



These deficiencies are based on more gened shortcomings of existing corporatist 

arrangements in particular, and present political systems in general. By re-examining the 

nature of social rationality, citizenship and the concept of political community within a 

corporatist context, a new direction can be set for the elaboration of a normative democratic 

theory of corporatism 

The Dearth of Literature on 
Corporatist Democratic Theory 

The paucity of research in these areas can partially be explained by the fact that 

corporatism's recent historical application is anything but democratic (Panitch, 1979, 120). 

It did not seem logical to use traditionally authoritarian models to devise democratically 

enhanced systems of governance. I3 y the time neocorpmatism gained widespread 

recognition as legitimately distinct from its antecedent, another obstacle arose. In the 

countries that had conducted experiments in corporatist policy-making, recessiorrary cycles 

were not being overcome, and social and economic tensions were on the rise. 

Corporatism's efficacy as a mode of political management of the economy was now being 

put into question. The stability and efficiency that were once synonymous with corporatist 

countries was breaking down and the corporatist links loosened. So why bother assessing 

the democratic worth of something that is apparently in decline? The "century of 

corporatism" was, after all, soon coming to a close. 

Other factors hindering the development of a corporatist theory of democracy 

include the overwhelming acceptance of the pluralist status-quo among non-Marxist 

political theorists (Schmitter, 1983,886). Many democratic theorists were content with the 

way interest group politics functioned in a territorially based majoritarian democracy. 

Critics of the pluralist paradigm were most often Marxists with little tolerance for "class- 

compromise corporatism" as an alternative to pluralist capitalism, 

The meagre output of corporatist democratic theory came from those working 

within the field of corporatism itself. Once more, Schmitter's influence is pivotal, perhaps 



not so much with initiating this discussion, but certainly with advancing it, if not keeping it 

alive altogether. In "Democratic Theory and Neocorporatist Practice" he sets out to 

examine the impact that neocorporatist arrangements have had in the practice of democracy, 

and to propose how they could be adjusted so as to accommodate them to the "enduring 

principles of democracy." (Schmitter, 1983,887). Schmitter's more recent work 

demonstrates his commitment to the democratic theory of corporatism as well as his anxiety 

over its decline (Schmitter, 1988, 1989, 1990). This is best illustrated by his 1988 draft 

article with the quirky title, "Corporative Democracy: Oxyrnoronic? Just Plain Moronic? 

Or a Promising Way Out of the Present Impasse?" 

Prior to Schmitter's work on democratic theory and neocorporatism, a key piece 

appeared in 1977 by Charles Anderson. His article, "Political Design and the 

Representation of Interests," set the stage for a re-evaluation of interest group politics, 

contrasting the pluralist model to the emerging neo-corporatist paradigm. Anderson's main 

priority was to establish a legitimate link between democratic theory and corporatist 

arrangements. His work was followed by Alan Cawson's attempt to incorporate functional 

representation in democratic politics (1983), followed by his influential Corporatism and 

Political Theory (1986), where he provides a more comprehensive analysis. Corporatism 

is taken up at a very general level in overviews of democratic political theory (Held, 1987; 

Hirst, 1990) and other works on corporatism in select countries (Coleman, 1988). It 

appears as though corporatism has been deemed inadequate for democratic theory. The 

intent of this thesis is to prove otherwise. 

Much of the problem with attempts to fuse democratic corporatist rehtions with a 

pluralist parliamentary context is the ~ h s d  by such analysts to accept any substantial 

erosions on the latter to enhance the democratic potential of the former. For any democratic 

paradigm to succeed, there must be a coming to terms with the inadequacies of the status 

quo, and a flexibility within the existing system that will allow for alternatives to fit into a 



future democratic project. However, before proposing such an abstract system; a viable 

notion of corporatism must be grounded in a pragmatic understanding of democracy. 

Representative Democracy: 
Liberal and Corporate 

Demczcracv: The Viabilitv of a - 
Concept for Cornoratism 

Establishing the democratic validity of corporatism begins with several basic questions. 

Firstly, is corporatism compatible with the present modern liberal democracies based on a 

territorial majoritarian competitive electoral system? Secondly and more essentially, can 

corporatism be conceptualized as a system of democratic governance? 

In defining democracy does one use the modern liberal definition? Is one 

constrained by the narrow interpretation given by p l d s t  theorists? What of the Marxist, 

anarchist or libertarian variants? It is obvious that certain constraints would automatically 

eliminate the validity of certain variants. The existence of a state eliminates the anarchist 

perspective, and the fact that one is dealing with capitalist economies would practically 

invalidate the Mamist option. This does not constrain a viable alternative to the traditional 

liberal line. Indeed, according to democratic theorist Giovanni Sartori, 

... political systems pose a problem of choice; that choice presupposes 
comparison between better and worse (not between good and true or 
between bad and false in the absolute sense); and that dativity of values 
d s  precisely for their relative (comparative) weighing. Hence it is 
perfectly possible to warrant preferences. Political choices do allow a 
rational argument, and political alternatives are --even when value 
related and value hinged- subject to warranted advisability. (Sartori, 
1987,274-5) 

W e  he is i i e f e ~ g  specifically to political choices, choice must also be fundamentally 

applied to policy processes. A corporatist model of democracy must be considered a 

legitimate option if it satisfies certain criteria of democratic performance. 



Most theorists trace the development of democracy to the Greek city states of the 

fdth century B.C. This premodern conception of democracy whereby all citizens wefe 

involved directly in a highly participatory fonn of governance cannot easily be applied to 

the modern era. It was based on a notion of citizenship highly distinct from that known to 

us now. Only male citizens (a privileged minority within a minority) could participate. The 

citizen typically had the option to participate in politics due to his slaves' (or non-citizens') 

labour. The citizen had to abide by the will of the collectivity whose expression was faund 

in the polis, and incarnated in the notion of civic republicanism. Because there existed no 

notion of individual rights, if the citizen was in disagreement with the polis, he could easily 

be legally stripped of his citizenship, ostracized and even persecuted at the whim of the 

collective (Sartori, 1987,285). 

The concept of democracy did not arise again until the dawn of the liberal age (with 

certain ambiguous exceptions). Its philosophy was quite distinct from that of the Greek 

system. No longer was the polis supreme; the state only acquired its legitimacy through 

recognizing the inherent political equality of citizens and more importantly the freedom of 

the individual. These rights were only formal in nature, and often still serve to mask 

discriminatory practices based on gender, race, class and other ascriptive characteristics. 

According to Schmitter and Karl, citizens are unique to democracies since citizenship is the 

criteria for inclusion in the state (Schmitter and Karl, 1991,7). All citizens are granted the 

"legal entitle men^.. to participate in the determination of the policies to be executed by the 

state in its capacity as sovereign legal subject" (Jessop, 1978, 13). 

It is this "legal entitlement to participate" which becomes the subject of debate. 

Because democracy is a system of governance it automatically involves a structure with 

delineated procedures. What form will this structure and its underlying prscedures take? 

One option is direct democracy as in the Greek city states. The arguments opposing such a 

form of governance are well known. According to Sartori, individual direct participation in 

government is fine for what he labels microdemocracies (small scale hodies to be 



governed), but quite unfeasible for the macrodemocracies with which we are concerned 

(Sartori, 1987,234). Hence if direct democracy does not qualify in the quest for a working 

definition, representative democracy is the only remaining viable alternative. 

The Conce~t of Remesentation 

Since there is no one procedure to attain democracy via representation, it is necessary to 

establish some parameters for determining who or what is represented and how they zre to 

be represented. The concept of representation demands then two levels of analysis. 

Representation can be conceived according to the type of constituency (i.e.: territorial, 

economic, demographic, cultural, functional...), or according to the relationship between 

the constituents and the representative (i.e.: delegate, trustee, mandate...), often termed the 

role definition (Johnston, 1985, 108). Both are fundamental to an analysis of 

representation. It is convenient to look at the most common form of representation first: 

liberal representation according to pluralist theory. This will be followed by consideration 

of alternate corporate forms of representation. Prior to examining liberal and corporate 

representation, it is necessary to see how the concept of representation pertains to 

democratic politics. 

Examination of the two analytical types of representation is fundamental to an 

understanding of any democratic theory. The notion of representation did not emerge 

politically either in practice or in theory until the Middle Ages. In political theory a general 

pattern of polarization can be found with respect to the conceptualization of representation. 

The two interpretations are commonly labelled the independent "mstee representative" and 

the "mandate representative." The former can be attributed to Burke, who believed that 

interests were not linked specificalIy to individuals, and that representatives had the 

responsibility and the prerogative to act according to what they saw as the constituents' 

"best" interest, regardless of articulated interests. The mandate representation on the other 

hand can be traced to John Stuart Mill. This particular role definition is founded on the 



notion that a representative has the duty to actively consult the constituency and reflect the 

interests faithfully according to each issue of import. This form affirms the involvement of 

the populace in politics to the degree that a representational procedure permits (Pitkin, 

1949, 13). Hence the trustee and mandate models are at two extremes of the democratic 

participatory spectnun. 

A more common type in Western political systems involves a constituency voting 

for the representative according to their political (independent or party) platform. There is 

an implied recognition that the mandate representative adequately reflects the views of the 

represented, however this is not out of any explicit design. It is the responsibility of the 

electors to match their general political orientation with one of the available options on the 

ballot. This role definition will be labelled "platform representative" l6  for lack of a better 

term. A fourth, less prevalent variant of representation binds the representative to a set of 

instructions derived at the outset of election from the electors. This is often termed delegate 

representation (Cole, 1920b, 1 lo), and forbids the "delegate" autonomy when the need for 

compromise arises. 

While these are ideal types and therefore do not describe real scenarios, there are, 

however, discernible tendencies among representatives (albeit these are not a fortiori 

determined according to the political system). Nevertheless, many liberal democratic 

systems tend to produce platform or 5ven trustee type representatives. Corporatist 

representation is compatible with both types of representation. Nevertheless, according to 

Paul Hirst, 

In fact the critique of 'representation' proves one thing, that there is no 
'true' form of representation of the interests of the represented. All schemes 

161n modem popular political parlance this notion of representation would most likely be identified with a 
political mandate. A mandate is u: fly granted to a political legislator or party by citizens who 
consciously opt for the political representative they feel is most apt to satisfy their individual or collective 
objectives. However, the use of the term mandate representative is most common in political theory as 
defined by John Stuatt Mill. Because of a lack of an academic conceptual consensus on the role definitions 
of representation, ihe original concept of mandate representative will remain intact, and the one described 
herein will be referred to as platform representative. 



of representation involve some element of substitution, and all such 
schemes have distinct political effects. (Hirst, 1990,12) 

Forms of representation can still be deemed more desirable according to specific 

criteria. The mandate and thc delegate types of representation correspond to criteria 

appropriate to normatively enhanced democracy. What is essential to recognize is the 

implicit link between democratic participation and representation. While the purpose of 

representation is to supplant unfettered direct individual political engagement, participatory 

democracy and representative democracy are not incompatible (Pateman, 1970,109). 

Liberal democracy has tended to shun the participatory element in political representation, 

while corporatist representation carries the possibility of reinvesting representation with 

participation. 

Pluralism and Liberal Remesentation 

It is the legacy of liberalism that has determined the course of the democratic systems of 

governance in the industrialized world. Liberalism heralded the primacy of the individual. 

Since direct participation has been deemed unworkable, individuals delegate their 

sovereignty to a representative. The function of a representative in liberalism is to 

aggregate the wills of individuals. To obtain this aggregation, a competition among 

factions takes place in periodic elections. There are various procedures to tabulate and 

translate votes into representatives (the merits of one over the other are not of major import 

to this paper)17. In many countries the procedure for aggregating individual interests 

is important to note, however, that almost all countries which are considaed highly caaportized have a 
proportional representation electoral system for their legislative assemblies. This seems a more adequate 
form of translating individual representation than the first-past-the-post mechanism which delivers 
majorities to a party that has obtained no more than a simple plurality of the vote on most occasions. The 
more accurate individual representation k obtained through PR., the more a collective form of 
representation provided by corparatist structures seems more relevant and complementary. Nevertheless, 
this is not the reason why such a linkage between the P.R. system and corporatism came to be, even if it is 
not coincidental. The causality can most likely be explained through the development of a political culture 
of cooperation caused by the need for coalition building in an electoral system which does not frequently 
produce majority governments, and the advantage given to labour parties in this system and their platforms 
for a co-operative social-democracy. 



grants more or less equal number of individuals in a territorial unit one representative. The 

only explicitly shared value among the designated aggregation of individuals is geography. 

While geographical proximity in the case of a riding may be one valid criterion for 

representation, electoral maps rarely reflect social communities. In many upper chambers 

or senates, a fixed politico-geographical subdivision (such as a province or a state) 

detemines the criteria for representation (not even the number of citizens per constituent 

?:nit!). The rationale behind this latter form of representation is that individuals particular to 

~ecific geo-political subdivisions manifest distinct social or cultural needs which can only 

oe satisfactorily addressed via this alternative representational procedure. Therefore, the 

unit of representation departs from the individual (aggregated by geography nevertheless) 

and becomes explicitly geographical. 

So far the discussion has been limited to official institutional procedures. But 

representation in a liberal democracy is not limited to elections and parties. Competition 

among factions takes place in the civil society among interest groups, voluntary 

amalgamations of individuals with a specific common interest. The groups mobilize 

support among citizen voters, and more commonly lobby elected officials and bureaucrats. 

They attempt to persuade voters to favor certain parties or certain policies, while 

concentrating most of their efforts directly where the power is wielded, by pressuring 

politicians and government officials to introduce, modify, or kill certain pieces of legislation 

or regulation. Hence, "civil society provides an intermediate layer of governance between 

the individual and the state that is capable of resolving conflicts and controlling the behavior 

of members without public coercion" (Schmitter and Karl, 199 1,80). This is the main 

thrust of the pluralist paradigm, as advocated by most democratic theorists and to which 

most modern defbitions of democracy are connected. 

Territorially-based electoral systems do not adequately reflect individual interests 

since they subsumes individuals to geography. Much of the justification for a corporatist 



democratic practice18 is thzt there are certain "individual" interests which are shared due to 

certain common traits among a de facto "collectivity of individuals". Individual interests are 

not all distinct and.unique. The pluralist paradip already implicitly recognizes that 

individual interests are aggregated territorially (via a constituency or federal senate), and 

functionally (through competing pressure groups). Hence, a territorial collectivity and a 

functional interest collectivity is tolerated under the guise of the reducibility of all complex 

units to individual wills (Alford and Friedland, 1988,88). 

This lack of emphasis on political community and collective entitlements has been a 

concern of many political theorists. While pluralists contend that parties provide for the 

efficient collective unification of wills at the institutional level, their argument has been 

exhaustively refuted. Elections do not reflect particular policy preferences of voters, but 

rather only a general tendency. These interests are lost in the "promised package" of the 

specific party through platform representation. Moreover, minority interests tend to be 

overruled by the privileged majorities produced by the party and electoral ~~stems.19 In 

any case, parties are no longer the primary intermediaries between citizens and the 

government (Schmirter, 1983,916 Olsen, 1983,32). 

Pluralism assumes the existence of two political spheres: the electoral market place, 

the domain of parties; and the private political market place, the arena of pressure groups. 

The public realm is also responsible for the intermediation of the demands from pressure 

p u p s .  This naively assumes the neutrality of the state in the face of antagonistic pressures 

(Cawson, 1986). If the government mandate is favored by the majority or the plurality that 

elected them, then how can the state-cum-government satisfy the role of neutral arbiter 

when they are bound to their mandate? While it can be assumed that the govement was 

181t must be kept in mind here that colrporatism is never conceptualized as a replacement to electoral 
democracy, rather as a supplementary and equally valid sub-system. This is discussed in Chapter II. 
19~luralist theorists assen that minority-group interests are guaranteed constitutionally through the 
entrenchment of minority protections within a bi i  or charter of rights. This is not always the case; 
however, let it be assumed &at it is a normative ideal among p l d s t s .  Whai they do not recognize is that 
them is a substantive diffexence tbetween the protection fiom discrimination and the advancement of minority 
group demands., the latter are precarious in a majoritarian system. 



elected on the basis of a neutral procedure, and that the implementation of policy is 

overseen by a de juris neutral civil service, it is difficult to maintain that the political party in 

office can act in a non-paaisan fashion vk-d-vis all of the interests of society. 

Pluralist democratic t f i q  also contends that political equality (of opportunity) 

exists in both private and public spheres, and that demands are regulated through invisible 

mechanisms of social intmdon. Interest groups compete for political resources such as 

finances, information and members. While economic inequalities are acknowledged, their 
. .  . impact is In Robert Dafil's early work, an unequal distribution of political 

resources is claimed to be not cumulative; and counterbalancing forces tend TO emcrge 

which mitigate against the influence of oligarchical interests (Dahl, 1965; 1956'). This 

wodd ensure that representational equality in the private sphere of interest groups is not 

undermined in the long-term. 

Can competing pressure groups affect this interest amalgamation democratically, 

and make up for the Iack of satisfactory intermediation between individuals and the state? 

Contrary to the pluralist p d g m ,  the answer is clearly no. Schmitter sums up the anti- 

pluralist argument concerning pressure groups well: 

... tfte fact that where the M o m  to associate is equally accorded 
but the capacity to exercise this freedom is unequally distributed, those 
that most need to aa ~IIectivefy in defense of their interests are the 
least likely to be able to do so. (Schmitter, 1983,916) 

It is umeawnat,Ie to assume that an interest p u p  will $ways have an oppositional 

eqrdvdent which will act as a e k k  and adequately voice the alternative position ori an 

individuals, Thm are nrare than simply m n ~ c  or political resome obstacles as cited 

above; then= are also argarri2ationafprivilegm inherent in catah intmst types. While 



influenced by the division of labour and the modes of production and exchange. It is not 

difficult to conceive that some interests lend themselves to the formation of a collective 

pressure while others m ~ s t  overcame major barriers. According to Cawson, 

The mugn&m that intemss are struc-, and not vulmtary, and ihat 
prordrtoeas can more easily conlbine to exercise power than can 
constrmers, has played an imprm~t part in discredihg pllnatist 
theories and preparing the ground for a more satisfactory alternative 
theory. (Cawson, 198649) 

Moreover, pluralists do not tend to focus on issues which question the democratic nature of 

liberal representation Rather than attempting to increase participation within 

~presenmtional limitatims, they justify the actual reduction of participation within society. 

Most of the concerns of plufafists were driven by the fear that increased involvement of the 

 pop^ in politic& would lead to pcfpulism, demagoguery, and ultimately 

ta&tari;nnism (Sitttori, 1989,27). The need for cultivating a consensus on political norms 

fi@ prominently in their d v e  prescription for democracy. However, rather than 

reducing individuaf politid padtipation and increasing the prerogative of representatives 

(as conceptualized in the tmtee modef). Pluralists, among others, typically are skeptical as 

zo the ability ofindividuaEs to nrle themselves and to contribute to their mflecrive 

governance (Pateman, 1970,18). Th;: extreme emphasis on consensus and the 

preoa~upatiun with crtntahhg participation does not completely overshadow other 

d m c  concerns, but it terids to reduce the democratic process to a set of determinants 

fm the m&ility and SUrYiVal of its structure* This leads to the conclusiun that the notion of 



"normal" and acceptable in moderate pluralist theory (Almond and Verba, 1965). This is 

justified by arguing that most citizens do not have a rational grasp of most political issues, 

and the sufficient cognidve ability to tackle them (Schumpeter, 1943). According to 

saltori, 

... we can only really understand, and take an active interest in matters 
of which we have personal experience, or ideas that we can formulate 
for ourselves, neither of which is possible for the average person where 
politics is concerned. (Sartori, 1962,87) 

This is assuming politics does not concern any part of an average person's personal 

experience, and that an average person cannot formulate any coherent ideas regarding 

politics. Sartori is partially correct in saying that citizens do not possess the ability to 

address all political issues at all times. However, that is not to say that all citizens will not 

have an educated psition OR certain political questions some of the time. This is 

increasingly true when these citizens have direct personal experience or interest in certain 

policy fields. The argument against increased participation through individual-based 

territorial representation leads to the need for examining other forms of representation 

which do take into account personal experience and interest. 

Corporate Representation 

Prior to tfie &vent of pst-war pluralist theory, a non-liberal model of democracy was 

propod that encompassed an alternative Daode of representation based on functional 

interes Two of the most prominent theorists of this group-interest representation are 

G.D.H, Cole in the early twentieth century, and prior to this, French sociologist Emile 

Cole's theory is founded on the modified Rousseauian premise that a representative 

cannot substitute for an individual or even a series of individuals (Cole, 1920b, 107). Each 



citizen has a multi-faceted will and interests. The reproduction of such a complex and fluid 

individual may be possible but very impractical and not extremely useful. However, a 

representative has the duty to convey the will of a whole constituency of individuals. The 

faithful reproduction of the wills of the territorial constituency is not only impractical but 

irnpossibie because a constituency will tend to gather a group with diverging interests on a 

whole slate of issues. This common form of representation within liberal polities fails on 

most of the basic democratic representational standards. 

For a political agent to adequately represent a constituency, according to Cole and 

Durkheim's functional representation, this unit must be comprised of individuals with a 

similar general set of interests or objectives. This is not possible within the strict 

parameters of a territorial electoral system. Rather than depending on a majority of 

individuals within a territory opting for a representative which most closely approximates 

the tendency within which their interests are oriented (a liberal "pla$orm representative"), 

constituencies should be conceived a priori with a functional commonality. The political 

motto would change from one person one vote to "...'one man [sic] as many votes as 

interests but only one vote in relation to each interest"' (Cole, 1920b, 115). This would 

imply that certain individuals may carry more weight on a particular policy outcome than 

others. Those that do are justified insofar as they have a legitimate link/claim with the 

political issue in question. 

The criteria for such legitimacy can be found in the natural social divisions provided 

by industry. Industry is comprised of various producer groups each with an interest in 

their particular manufacturing sector. Cole adhered in part to the syndicalist conception 

whereby workers would assume all responsibilities of managing their local factories.21 

However, We considered that functional representation would be unbalanced were the 

%dike n e a m v t i s n ,  COWS brand of G d d  sodalism did not include bushess as a functional group. 
Since wrrrkers were to replace maoagement, "business" as a differentiated representational category would be 
efiminated. lhis is neither feasible nor desirable in neocorporatist designs within capitalist political 
economies. The problem irrctmed by capitalist relatiom within corporatist social processes will be 
emmined in Chapter IV. 



interests of producer groups to be conveyed but not those of the consumers. Hence his 

criteria for inclusion in the collective process of governance were common vocation and 

indirect link of shared interest (Cole, 1920a, 25). This allowed for goals and objectives 

within society to be put forward without the interference caused by territorial aggregation of 

wills; the aggregation was complete prior to the election of political agents for that gotip. 

Durkheim opted for a more neocorporatist approach with respect to the represented 

constituency. He believed that not only labour, but also business should constitute 

legitimate functional groups within a democratic space (Durkheim, 1957,39), but there is 

no mention of consumer interests. 

Cole believed that such a corporate representational system should not supplant 

altogether territorial modes of interest aggregation. He also devised a system of local, 

regional and national communes which would act as a safeguard to mitigate any perverse 

effects incurred from functional representation. However these communes remained 

explicitly a secondary representational mechanism (Cole, 1920a, 103). This went flatly 

against what Durkheim conceived as the contradiction between collective-interest 

representation and individual territorial representation. Durkheim went to an extreme where 

he not only advocated the introduction of functional corporatist arrangements, but 

suggested they altogether replace territorially defined constituency representation 

@urkheim, 1957,39). 

Despite the fact that the case for functional representation is pitted against territorial 

representation, it does not attempt to quash the individual wills comprised in the corporatist 

constituencies, nor isolate the individual against the collective. Ratner, what these 

nonnative representational W e i s  advanced by Surkheirn and Coie are intended to produce 

founded on. According to Durkheim, 

...if that collective force, the Srate, is to be the liberator of the individual, it 
has itself need of some counter-balance., it must be restrained by other 



collective forces, that is, by those seconby gro~ps ... And it is out of this 
conflict of social forces that individual liberties are born ... F e s e  groups7 
usefulness is not merely to regulate and govern the interests they are meant 
to serve. They have a wider purpose; they form one of the conditions 
essential to the emancipation of the individual. (Durkheim, 1957,63) 

This goal was also integral to the logic behind Cole's Guild Socialism. Functional 

representation was incomplete in Cole's prescribed paradigm without reference to a role 

concept of representation. Cole believed that various relationships could develop within 

this system, although only one could do justice to the normative democratic intent of the 

venture. In electing a representative a functional group may opt for any of the four 

representative roles delineated earlier. Both the trustee and the platform representative are 

possibilities; however, the nature of the collective standpoints in such functional groups 

militates against such an autonomous form of representation. Trustee and platform 

conceptions of representation lend themselves to constituencies that do not manifest a 

distinct interest-objective: aggregated wills are most to reproduce in these cases, 

and the representative is responsible for determining the political direction for the 

represented. 

The two remaining ideal types are delegate and mandate representative. These are at 

the increasingly participatory end of the representational range introduced above. 

Functional representation is intended to prevent policy conflicts and enhance cooperative 

behaviour through functional collective deliberation. In a negotiated process, 

representatives need to place on the table the political options expressed by their functional 

constituencies with respect to particular policies. The logic behind a deliberative negotiation 

demands the adjustment of the respective party's positions, due to new previously ignored 

informaton, other unsuspecting viable alternatives, or the simple need to compromise for a 

consensus to be attained. The delegate representative is bound by a set of commands or 

directives written up by the constituents. This form does not allow for much 

fp:p~~~eno.tiond ~~~aneureing,  and negotiations do not go very far when the parties assume 



a rigid "all or nothing" stance. Hence, Cole specifically called for the mandate form of 

representation to permit some degree of representative autonomy. At the same time, it 

would bind the representative to frequent periodical consultation with the functional 

constituency, hence increasing constituent representation, in order for the latter to respond 

to the developments of policy concertation (Cole, l92Ob, 1 1 1). 

Carole Pateman's evaluation of industrial functional politics sums up the 

participatory potential for this corporatist representational alternative: 

... where a participatory industrial system allowed both higher and lower 
level participation then there would be scope for the individual directly 
to participate in a wide range of decisions while at the same time being 
part of a representative system; the one does not preclude the other. 
(Pateman, 1970, 109) 

It is constructive to begin with the notion of the interest group as a viable form for 

creating collective standpoints, but corporatist democracy would differ significantly from 

rugged interest group pluralism. A group-based democracy would reinvest individuals 

with viable political alternatives, and grant a stronger, more focussed voice to citizens than 

in the majoritarian pluralist representation. It would permit a narrowing between the private 

and public spheres (as opposed to pluralist separation) insofar as representation would be 

more sensitive to private individual concerns by their identification through collective 

constituencies. Moreover, it has the means to substantially deliver on political equality 

insofar as it could advance equitable resource distribution, mandate associational 

expenditure caps, allow for preactive organizational incentives, provide a deliberative 

forum, and guarantee inclusive accessibility to this process of governance. This range of 

potential advantages reveals the existence of political contradictions in the pluralist 

paradigm. As well, it lends credence to the possibility of, and need for, alternative forms 

of representation, especially in a constructive adaptation of the existing system through a 

conscious corporatist political design, 



Corporatist Democratic Theory 

An Embryonic Cmoratist D e w t i c  Theory: 
Sketchv. Skeptical. and Instrumental 

Before constructing a framework fur evaluating corporatist democracy it is relevant to look 

at the fragments of corporatist democratic theory elaborated by Charles Anderson, Alan 

Cawson and Philippe Schmitter. This review will point out their inability to provide a new 

conception of democracy which neither centres on the primacy of territorial politics, nor is 

driven principally by the logic of instrumentality. 

Charles Anderson was one of the first theorists to tackle the issue of the 

compatibility of corporatism with liberal democracies. He found that the only way to 

just@ "interest group process" (as he labelled corporatist governance) was a) if the final 

policies derived through this process are in the larger interest of the public; b) if the 

inclusion of groups in the process of representation is in no way biased or discriminatory, 

preventing the supremacy or dominance of one or a roster of groups or interests; c) if it 

supplements rather than replaces individual sovereignty based on electoral constituency 

representation (Anderson, 1977,134). It is taken for granted that if such groups are to 

have a say in policy-making their internal structures must be subject to some degree of 

democratic accountability. Hence, periodic elections within the functional groups 

themselves are considered a necessary but not a sufficient condition for political legitimacy. 

Anderson raises a more critical and basic question: 

... it is extremely hard in democratic theory to find grounds for 
investing the interests of capital and labor with the authority to make 
WWL are in effect pubiic decisions. is the r%w of any corporate 
theory of representation. How can one legitimate the legislative 
authority of pow& a d  contending interests ova popz?lu consent? 
(Anderson, 1977,143) 



This tendency to reify popular consent, to imbue it with absolute authority, and to 

resist any alternate conjigurations of the public will underiying it is perhaps one of the most 

daunting obstacles facing normative democmic theory. The essence of corporatist 

representation is about moving away from such rigid and inaccurate measures of public 

choice. Are the interests of capital and labour (to use Anderson's example) not a distinct 

and integral component of that theoretical popular will? The functional interest groups of 

capital and labur, that are vested with such authority, resolve conflicts and legislate niles 

and regulations within their own interest arena: they represent a segment of the popular will 

acting within a deiineated field in the political space. The remaining individuals or 

collective groups within the larger political space do not participate in this process because 

they do not posses an interest or a concern in this field. Because popular consent is not 

theoretically required for such decisions (although the ratification of such decisions by 

legislative assemblies is very much a common practice in corporatist states, due to the fact 

that corporatist processes are rarely constitutionally enshrined), Anderson finds it difficult 

to legitimize. Would it not be more to legitimize the overruling of a political 

decision obtained through certain specific parties (i.e.: functional groups) affected by it, by 

a different larger party (i.e.: the popular will) that was not affected by their political choice? 

The problem that Anderson most likely intends to underscore is the fact that many 

policy-areas may be dominated by certain groups, yet at the same time other collective 

interests may be affected by the policy outcome. Indeed, excluded groups must find a 

means of expressing their concerns for corporatism to be democratically validated. At the 

moment, the secondary ratifying procedure within the nationally elected legislature is the 

only recome. 

Most countries with copratist arrangements have justified the institutionalization 

of business-labour-state policy-making on the basis of its complementarity to territorial 

representation, as well as on the basis of instrumental reason (i.e.: it is functionally 



S U ~ V ~ I Z : ~ .  

Alan Cawson, on the other hand, identifies the problem in reconciling traditional 

democratic procedures with corporatism in the existence of two distinct logics. The 

territorial electoral fusion of individual demands provides for determination of the "public 

Anderson's three factors for democratic legitimacy. However, even if the motives for 

groq representation were based on some principle of distributive justice, this would not 

legitimate its democratic pretensions (Anderson, 1977, 144). He argues that the only way 

to defend such a process is through the electoral legislative stipulation of the public 

objective. Corporate processes must be the public's a priorn' aim before its inception. 

Indeed, not only must corporatism as a process be ratified through the legislature, but so 

must the goals of such group concertation (Anderson, 1977,148). Hence, the participating 

groups would not have a determining say in their overall objectives. 

By granting supremacy initially to individual electoral representation in the 

determination of corporatist ends, much of the raison d'etre of group participation is 

distorted. Anderson's first democratic criterion, the need to satisfy an elusively synthetic 

"common good" is not acceptable. Rather than viewing a "common good as something 

which can only apply to a larger collective, the logic behind corporatist theory as advanced 

by Cole and Durkheim, suggests that smaller collectivities can be the recipient of a good 

without it doing harm to a larger societal good The argument is similar to the one used to 

refute the need for popular consent. Negotiations among various groups with an interest in 

the outcome establish a good which is in accordance with their particular constituencies; 

hence making this good (or bad) not as pertinent to those constituencies which are not 

directly affected, as well as to the national populace. Anderson's liberal conception of the 

"common good", or will of the people, which can apparently only be discovered through 

traditional competitive electoral systems is based on antiquated notions which have masked 

prevalent discriminatory social relations. It is only in the achievement of democratic 

collective repwen~itoa, where a goup logic is h 7 h e n a ,  h i  such relations can be 



interest" via a "legal-rational" basis. By contrast, corporatist procedures are based on a 

"p~-iiposive-miJomd'' criterion that is uphekd insofar as it delivers the desirable end-resuit 

effectively. Unlike Anderson, Cawson believes that the purposive-rational basis for 

corporatism is not only an acceptable norm of governance but an absolutely necessary one 

for the proper functioning of a modem capitalist democracy. This necessity is derived from 

the fact that parliamentary stmctwes have limited means of obtaining expedient outcomes 

(Cawson, 1983, 179). Here, Cawson is referring exclusively to socio-economic producer 

groups while Anderson does not specifically make this distinction (even if his examples are 

limited to business and labour). Therefore, Cawson does not require the legitimacy of 

corporatist structures to be derived from the territorial parliament, nor that their course be 

delineated or their objectives circumscribed by this primary representative institution. 

The greatest challenge for Cawson lies in the pressing need to accommodate two 

potentially antithetical democratic provisions. The first has to do with extending democratic 

control over the private sector of the political economy, while the second entails the 

preservation and promotion of civil liberties and fundamental freedoms (of particular 

relevance being the freedom of association). 

But concentration and centralisation within the economy have given to 
corporations a public character and a public purpose. The challenge for 
radical democrats is to give them a democratic character and a democratic 
purpose, not to undermine, but to underwrite liberal democracy. 
(Cawson, 1983,183) 

Cawson does not provide a comprehensive argument which could underwrite 

status-quo democracy. All that is proposed is what Anderson already advanced as the sine 

qua non for democratic legitimacy -internal democracy within each official participating 

association. However, Cawson maintains that the original justification for corporatism 

does not primarily come from any democratic claims (neither distributive, nor more 



generally justice-centered) but rather a functional prerogative which cannot be adequately 

d&es& in a mri~fiai legislature. 

Schmitter developed a more elaborate conceptualization of the demmtic dilemma 

in corporatism which goes beyond Cawson's logic and is more sensitive to non- 

individually-based interests than Anderson's argument. He centers his argument on the 

premise of the inviolability of citizenship and establishes two standards which must be 

upheld for any democratic procedures to be valid The first calls for the equality and 

freedom of individual citizens to act and participate in accordance with their volition. The 

second standard requires that citizens' acceptance of the collective choice detemhed by a 

majority of elected representatives should not be undermined. This, then, guarantees the 

inreplaceable function of parliament (Schrnitter, 1983,895). 

Schmitter conceptualizes association at another level. Not only does he 

acknowledge the importance of the associative order in pclitics (Streeck and Schrnitter, 

1985) but he stresses the need for its regulated incorporation into existing democratic 

structures. Schmitter's framework is heavily influenced by the writings of French liberal 

theorist Alexis de Tocqueville. De Tocqueville argued that freedom of association is not 

only a fundamental teriet of liberal democracy, but that a positive relation existed between 

the two. He recognized that freedom of association and the notion of freedom of individual 

electoral expression are nevertheless two antagonistic concepts embudid in liberal 

democratic theory (Schrnitter, 1983,908-9 13). Hence if the concept of individual 

citizenship should be entrenched as the basis for democracy, and the notion of association 

in itself constitutes a legitimate form of "secondary citizenship" (Schmitter, 1983,9 12), 

&en insthtictralizer! zfsoci&or, codd be justified in a dema2y. This justification would 

gc, fuuth.er than the phdist apology for intersst group competition since associations 

formally take on the status of "pseudo-citizens". 

How are these two forms of citizenship mnciled if they originate in potentially 

contradictory principles? There are ineluctable democratic antagonisms in corporatism. 



Nevertheless, one mus ,t keep in miiid that all plitical schemes, including the parliamentary 

The problem, I believe, is not the organization of interests per se, but 
their skewed patterns of systematic under- and over-representation. The 
answer lies not in eliminating the organizational component in interest 
politics -any more than it lies in wing to encourage individual 
participation in decision-making- but in trying to make associations 
behave like better citizens. (Schmitter, 1988,15) 

By subjecting corporatist procedures to a set of democratic rules, such practices 

need not be incompatible with either the principles of liberal democracy, or existing 

parliamentary structures. Schmitter's two levels of citizenship can be met and individual 

citizen participation can be enhanced through this secondary mode of interest articulation. 

Whither Commtist Democratic Theorv? 

This paucity of literature on corporatist democratic theory demonstrates a lack of confidence 

in corporatist procedures, and very little innovative normative insight into how existing 

arrangements might be reformed to more adequately meet the challenges posed by the crisis 

of the liberal state. Schmitter was the only one to tackle these issues in depth when, several 

years later, he once again attempted to rekindle the corporatist democratic debate with his 

unpublished piece "Corporative Democracy: Oxymoronic? Just Plain Moronic? Or a 

Promising Way Out of the Present Impasse?" (1988). While he is still hopeful for an 

overhauling of the present system of governance using corporatist-inspired arrangements, 

Schmitter has become more skeptical as to the democratic potential of such a scheme. To 

salvage the framework he has v i m d y  given up on the individual participatory capacity of 

corporatism and, it will be argued, even on the collectivist representational tenas found in 

the original works by Cole, Durkheim and their contemporaries. 

Schmitter's recent argument is focussed primarily on a new scheme of political 

support to corporatized associations by way of economic resource distribution through a 



preferential voucher system. -His innovative procedure is based on an extension of what he 

more prudential, "other-regarding", and "self-regulating" manner" (Schmitter, 198 8, 13). 

His intent is to mitigats the inequalities of voluntary collective action so frequently the target 

of theoretical attacks on the pluralist paradigm. However, the solution he offers ends up 

redirecting these inequalities back into the system of governance, and undermining the 

democratic foundation of corporatism. 

Many of the democratic constraints are: introduced by way of what he labels 

"requisite rigidities" (Schmitter, 1988,17). He establishes certain reasonable guidelines, 

for example, the acceptance of common rules and norms of conduct, or the need to imbue 

organizations with a conception of e~compassingness to encourage other-regarding courses 

of action. However, with his demand for a professionalization of representative negotiators 

for the various organizations, his model begins to veer away from increased participation at 

intermediate levels. 

In effect, the intermediation of interests becomes a sort of service industry 
for politics, rather than a site for personal participation and seKexpression 
in politics, as it has heretofore been conceived in democratic theory. In 
the process, it certainly loses in individual appeal and heroic stature, but it 
can gain in collective efficacy and equality, both of which may be more 
important for advancing democracy and compensating capitalism in the 
longer run. (•˜chitter, 1988,27) 

It seems Schmitter is more concerned with the instrumentalism of corporatism than 

its democratic procedure. To what extent his corporatist governance procedures would 

increase equality is doubtfid in itself. Nevertheless, while distributive justice is not the 

excEwive masiie fix a demmtic system, it is still k m i c  that Sckrrnittef seems so 

co~?med  with "comp~sating ~pitdism", as if the Iwts for &sbbutisnd imbalance was 



Schmitter identifies the main problem in the way interest groups function within a 

disparities in economic resources among organized interests. Indeed, most of his article is 

a discussion on his proposed voucher system for resource redistribution. 

The voucher system would grant each citizen the right to allocate a nominal 

monetary contribution to a limited number sf organizations they desire to support, chosen 

every two years on a list of major monopoly interest associations (Schmitter, 1988,42-50). 

Lndividuals would not have to belong to any of the organizations, let done participate in 

their internal decision-making process, nor would they need to have any functional links to 

their preferred choice. This destroys the logic behind functional representation as 

formulated by Cole and Durkheh. While citizens still have the right to join any 

organizations they choose, their main source of participation is through monetary allocation 

since a "service industry" elite is already in place to establish functional positions and 

organizational decisions. While Schmitter speculates that empowering citizens with the 

voucher system would encourage them to join corporatized organizations (Schmitter, 1988, 

471, he offers little evidence to support this. 

Simple numbers of individuals cannot be a satisfactory criteria for establishing the 

legidmacy, and hence the influence, of a particular interest collectivity in national decision- 

making. Schmitter uses the individualistic majoritarian-based system to determine the 

"electability" of interest groups. One of the initial purposes of corporatist governance was 

to empower undeqxh2eget.l social groups, which include minorities. Minority interests 

wudd obviuusty be outweighed by the alfocation of greater resources and salience to the 

interests of various plufalitia. 

Furthefm~re* Sciurriaa factors in &e need to allow (as a basic democratic fieedom) 

volmtary contributions, in &tion to the voucher idlocation, from citizens to associations 

of&& preference. He justifies this with the argument that because &e voucher system 

w d d  be &cient to adequafefy kaace  all "representative" groups, additional 



contfibutions would nut have a serious skewing impact (Schmitter, 1988,43). His 

"evening-out of resources" strategy is doubtfd since business would structurally have 

access to a larger capital base than labour despite the latter's greater numbers. 

Schmitter predicts that, "eventually, the logic of competitive appeals for vouchers 

wouM have the effect of either revivifying moribund groups or displacing them by more 

authentic others" (Schmiw, f 988,48-49). He does not attempt to prove this claim. If any 

indivibud's voucher is s u b j a  to interest competition, then the demand for vouchers will be 

inmeasingly competitive. Gorporatized groups will aim at attracting support fiom the 

largest subportion of the d O f l i i l .  population to which they can appeal, Schmitterts logic 

goes Ml circle reverting back to p i d i s t  politics where parties compete for the votes of 

inditiduds. In an extreme scenario, associations wiU tend to become less functionally 

specific to attract more votes (vouchers), and minority groups and the interests of the 

m c d y  disadvantaged wilt remain marginakd. In effect, he applies a slightly 

~mpered version of the logic of the marketplace for the distribution of (economic influence 

which he directly tinks to) political power. 

Despite these inm&,ctencies with his  vamped model, Schmitter is genuinely 

struggling with the problem of public support for interest aswktions. This is a central 

question p e d  by carporatism to d e m t i c  theory-, there must be safeguards for insuring 

&at a publicly invested p u p  is r e p w m r i v e  c# the overaft interest constituency within 

dety .  And if this is not the case, the state must be able to identify the existence of such a 

conzxituency and facilime cfeation of groups far constituents with inherent organizational 

disadvantages. W e  these are o w d i n g  questions which corporatist theory does not 

adequately address, some suggestions will be examined in Chapter N. 

So to answer Schrnittds question: no, a carporatit democracy need not be 

~w;trSts orher areas, and yetitprwides a SemMance of greaterpoEticai accessibility where 



in fact few inroads are guaranteed to those groups most in need. A democratic corporatism 

should accentuate the participatory input found in the analyses of Durkheim and Cole, and 

should reorganize  presentation on the basis of substantive collective interests, while at the 

same time providing for a more efficient means of political decision-making. 

Corporatism, Citizenship, 
Community, and Social Rationality 

Associative Citizensb and 
the Problem of Anoo2ie 

At the basis of a democratic corporatism are two concepts not yet fully elaborated: political 

community and citizenship. These notions have been for the most part neglected in the 

corporatist democratic literature. The cardinal component in corporatism is the group or 

association. This association is one which functions within the realm of politics, hence it is 

more than a loosely defined collective unit with little or no articulated ratson d'etre -it is a 

political community, contrary to what Schmitter stipulates in his limited democracy model 

(Schmitter, 1988,34). Because this association has a legitimate and justifiable role in the 

articulation of its gods and rhe raising of political claims, it is entitied to rights of secondary 

citizenship (as mentioned above in de Tocqueville's writings). These two notions of 

political community and citizenship need to be overhauled to imbue corporatism with a 

&m&c imperative. 

It is in Durkheim &political community was first related to corporatist measures. 

I)mkheim identified a rupture in the fabric of society which begat a loss of individual 

direction md s d  purpose to institutional political action (Schmitter, 1988,18). 

The crisis of om time is a mod crisis, Durkheim mainpained, and the 
state of mrrmfessness or anomie from which this crisis originates is a 
pathca@cd soeiat fkt which impedes both the harmonious uperation 
of society and individnal fXeedom, (Heam, 1985,164) 



This so-called anomie was a direct result of alienation triggered by the breakdown 

of individual social interaction (Durkheirn, 1957,63). According to Durkheirn the only 

means by which anomie can be eliminated is through direct interaction among citizens. Due 

to the large populations of modem countries, this interaction would have to take place 

through the state, through indirect interaction among representatives. Because the state has 

developed into a faceless bureaucratic machine, neither individuals nor their distant 

representatives can constructive'ly relate with such an apparatus. To correct such perverse 

effects, it is necessary to prompt a "coUective nomos" by some other means. Durkheirn 

advocated making the occupational corporation the axiom for a new concept of community 

whose members in tac t  frequently with one another and which provides a sense of 

co'llective identity (Ddcheim, 1933,397). 

While Durkheim conveys an authentic desire to create a more receptive notion of 

political community and conception of citizenship, it is limiting since a) he believes that it 

must be arranged according to the division of labour, and b) that parliaments which 

represent individually-based interests should be abolished altogether. As will be shown in 

Chapter IVY there are interests which extend beyond simplistic lines of occupation, and 

certain national needs can not be met though interest group deliberation. 

The Malaise of Modernity: Rational Choice, 
hstrumentd Rationality, 
and the Pursuit of SeIf-fnterest 

It is usef3 to look at another mafe recent critique of modem society which highlights many 

of h e  points raised a century earlier by Ddheim. Political philosopher Charles Taylor 

identifies what he M s  as the three "malaises of modernity". The h t  maraise is the direct 

product of fiberalism, the omniscience of individualism. The individualism he criticizes is 

based on the notion of a dfcentered, self-inmst seeking individual who has obliterated 

any ottter-n:ga&ng hokmm- The second source of anguish can be attributed to an 

oks ive  fixation an insrrumend reason as the mtrdcls operandi for societal ventures. 



Projects are measured on the basis of an economic model of high efficiency and 

maximization of productivity output. There is a growing neglect of other criteria based on a 

more humanistic compass. The third social ailment is the product of the previous two set in 

the domain of the political. When one combines an atomistic, self-regarding individualism 

with a cost-benefit rationale to all forrns of action, the consequence is a tendency to 

disengage oneself from an increasingly unresponsive state machine. This self-induced loss 

of connection results in a decrease in political participation which in the end is detrimental to 

the basic individual freedom such societies were founded to pursue (Taylor, 199 1, 10). 

One of the critiques of pluralist democratic theory, as described above, was its 

theorization of individually based interests as the foundation for the establishment of a 

common will through territorial channels of representation. A complementary theory to 

pluralism, which negkcts many of the disturbing effects in Taylor's critique of modernity, 

and which centers specifically on social action and the individual determination of public 

options, is rational choice theory. 

Rational choice theory, first introduced by Anthony Downs in his Economic Theory 

ofDemocracy in 1957, is, in essence, a theory of democratic action based on the premise 

&at individuals seek to maximize their particular interests through a rational cost-benefit 

assessment process. Hence, it is based on the assumption that al l  individuals act rationally, 

that their overriding motivation is self-interest, and that they will achieve this via the most 

effective practical (is.: domat) route. Hence the two pillars of rational choice, self-interest 

and instnrmentd rationality, are in in the focus of a modern communitarian critique of the 

democratic order. Rational choice theorists attempt not only to justify, but eulogize such a 

demoefatic analysis, The failings of sac6 a theory are ultimaaely h e  same shortcomings of 

our present system. critique of rational choice will seme to etucidate why such a 

paradigm is illogical, if not detrirmnd, to a healthy politicat system. 

Rational choice shares withp1lIfaliSt hmry a common belief that the individual 

pmszfit of self-interest in pIi6d d o n  win mast effectively achieve a common goal, or at 



least efficient policy . It is a market driven process transposed onto the political realm (Sen, 

1990). It is rational for citizens to maximize their demands regardless of their needs. Self- 

interest was deemed the predominant force behind the determination of a public choice. 

Recently, much empirical political psychology research has been conducted to identrfv the 

motivations behind different types of social action. These studies refuted the view that self- 

interest was the sole or even the predominant determinant, and contended instead that 

principles had more to do with the rationale behind voting and other political activities 

(Mansbridge, 1990b, 15). Moreover, the data suggested that individual decisions were 

often taken on the basis of affective and normative inclinations (Mansbridge, 1990b, 17). 

Even the premise that a rational choice is necessarily a self-interest motivated 

decision has been debunked. While there is little doubt that all behaviour is not driven by 

the desire to maximize personal gain, and that other factors such as sympathy and love or 

commitment and duty are equally present, it appears that under certain conditions, non-self- 

interested forms of motivation will indeed provide for personal gain. Through the use of 

game-theoretical typology, Mansbridge is able to conclude that cooperative forms of social 

action, encouraged by a sense of duty, will produce the ultimate mean pay-off if 

cooperation is reciprocated Were the two (or more) players to defect, the payoff would be 

at its lowest. On the other hand, if only one were to defect, the defector comes out with the 

greatest advantage. However, cooperation from the loser would not be secured a 

subsequent time mund, hence delivering the lowest pay-off for both players. The rational 

atttcmne can only be achieved consistently through cooperation (Mansbridge, 1990a, 14 1- 

m 43). 

Self-interm and duty or love can and do co-exist as prime motives in social choice. 

This nor only piaces m i d  choice riieory into doubt but mates a rationale for the natural 



behavior. Arrangemerits that make unselfishness less costly in narrowly 
self-interested terms increase the degree to wRich individuals feel they can 
afford to indulge their feelings of empathy and their maral commitments. 
(MansbGdge, IS%, 137) 

Corporatist structures may not necessarily require the initial disinterested commitment of 

participants to the process, but in the end their commitment through an eventual payoff may 

foster other-regarding inclinations. This is supported by empirical claims that corporatism 

delivers results precisely because many issues which had been thought to be zero-sum are 

not. Furthermore, the critique of corporatist representation, that functional or social-group 

interests are nothing but factional interests with no concern for the need to establish a 

common-good, is easily refuted. In other words, self-interest and a commitment to 

cooperation will in the long term establish political choices which are acceptable and 

advantageous to the various groups in society. 

The second pillar upon which rational choice theory rests is instrumental rationality. 

It is also one of the Cornerstones of the Enlightenment, and according to Taylor and other 

theorists, an illness which permeates all institutions, public and private. It is its presence 

within public processes that is relevant here. Instrumental rationality is a mode of action 

which entails the capacity to produce and implement an effective means for a further 

identified end. It is a logic that will deliver the most effective results through a rationalized, 

technical process. Jiirgen Habemas identified this malaise as the colonization of the 

Iifeworld. He conceived the problem as the obliteration of the Aristotelian concept of 

praxis, in favour of a c h e .  h other words, it moves away from the "realization of 

practical goals" towards "the solution of technical problems" (Habermas, 1989b, 252). 

l3kbemm break dawn the concept of ;ictivity into purposive-rational action (or 

labour), and social interaction for communicative action). Instrumental rationality is 

foe-rtssed on the former. The problem with political systems (whether present pluralist or 

even corporatist pcedmes] is that the purposive-rational predominates over 

m d c a t i v e  action. This prevents the development of a sense of self and of community, 



and especially of desirable and desired political objectives (Dryzek, 1996,5), as well as a 

reestabiishment of the bond between means and ends. Tihe logic of instrumentalism in 

political terms is to achieve the most effective technical policy outcomes. But without social 

interaction, the process will be devoid of the social concerns that surface in the exchange of 

collective standpoints. Habemas insists that "political emancipation cannot be identified 

with technical progress" (McCarthy, 1978,23). Taylor's third societal dysfunction is what 

Habermas previously labelled the colonization of the lifeworld: the hegemonic power of 

instrumentality in the relations between society and the state, causing a withdrawal of 

citizens from politics. 

[The technacracy thesis] can also become a background ideology that 
penetrates into the consciousness of the depoliticized mass of the 
population, where it can take on legitimating power. It is a singular 
achievement of this ideology to detach society's self-understanding from 
the frame of reference of communicative action and from the concepts of 
symbolic interaction and replace it with a scientific model. Accordingly 
the culturally defined self-understanding of a social lifeworld is replaced by 
the self-reifidon of men under categories of purposive-rational action and 
adaptive behavior. (Habermas, 1988,253-254) 

The theory of rational choice not only legitimizes but promotes the existing 

tendencies of individual self-interested motivation via purposive-rational means. This 

theory epitomizes the problem of existing political systems and is at the heart of problems 

in most institutional procedures in democracies, especially those producing depoliticization 

of &e citizenry. Indeed this final malaise, the loss of individual political motivation, is 

related to the anomie Durkheirn spoke of in his critique. While Taylor does not advocate a 

fonn of corporatist representation, it is useful to keep thesc pressing problems in mind with 

respect to an assessment of corporatism. indeed corporatism's concertation model of 

poiicy-making should amnuatp; excessive self-regarding individual interests. in terms of 

the third m a k e ,  corpcrrarism has the potential to instill an awareness of the need to 



participate through structures which create smaller, more reasonable, units of interest 

aggregation, and public fora of engagement. 

Taylor's second source of disenchantment, the primacy of instrumental rationality, 

seems to prevail in writings such as Cawson's which limit corporatism to socio-economic 

producer groups due to economic imperatives. Habermas proposed reinvesting politicai 

action with communicative rationality, while at the same time attenuating insmental logic. 

This prospect will be examined in Chapter IV. While neither Cole nor Dwkheim use this 

reasoning, the latter advocates a similar corporatism based on strict occupational interest. 

Political community must go beyond occupation to be democratically legitimate, for there 

are legitimate social spheres that are not covered in such a narrow framework. 

Comoratist Associations: Dynamic 
Political Communities of Interest 

The school of "radical democracy" may offer a working definition of political community 

which could meet the democratic criteria that would legitimize corporatist participation. 

The concept of citizenship should presuppose more than an intangible formal legal status, 

and embody an actual political identity. Chantal Mouffe rejects the two generic forms of 

citizenship found in modem societies: the instmentalist-individualist configuration which 

she associates with the development of liberalism; and the pre-modern, civic republican 

inspired view, which sets forth a notion of the common good over individual wills, and 

which she links to the communitiuians (Mouffe, 1992b, 227). There is a need to escape 

such entrenched dichotomies, between the liberal and communitarian conception, the 

former emphasizing the primacy of individual will over collective needs, and the latter 

... what we are looking for is a way to accommodate the distinction 
between pubk and private, morality and politics which have been the 
great cantribation of liberalism to modem democracy without 
renoUflCiElg the &cal naftlre of the political association. (Mouffe, 
1992b, 231) 



Mouffe finds inspiration in the mediaeval concept of societas which designates an 

association lirked not by common goal or purpose but rather by a formal acceptance of a 

code of rules. In other words it is "...a relation in which participants are related to one 

another in the acknowledgement of the authority of certain conditions in acting" (Mouffe, 

1992b, 232). Therefore the community would not have a predetermined or fixed identity, 

but rather a flexible and dynamic organization. Both the individual %and collective 

irnperative can be preserved by establishing a form of political community which simply 

requires the determination and adherence to a procedural minimum. By limiting the stable 

bond to rules of agency, &e individual subject positions and social relations are guaranteed 

the possibility of open allegiances without the burden of collective constraints (Mouffe, 

1992b, 236). 

This concept of citizenship and political community responds appropriately to 

Taylor's malaise of modernity. Mouffe's normative concept would eliminate the amoralism 

of hyper-individualism by providing for an adequate forum for political participation. While 

both Mouffe and Durkheim s h d  a common goal in the reconciliation of the individual 

with the community, Mouffe's conception of citizenship is much more sensitive to the, 

individual than is the proposed strictly occupational arrangement of corporatism advanced 

by Durkheim. 

Mouffe would most likely be averse to the idea of any form of corporatism which 

m k s  of rigid insti tution~tion of fixed artificial communities, let alone of Durkheim's 

socio-economic functional corporatist construction. Nevertheless, Mouffe's notion can be 

p h d l y  adofled to justify certain corporatist arrangements. There is no doubt that the 

democratic %-~;tporari.cm envisaged must go beyond functional criteria. Corporatism's 

institutionalizatim, mGertation and intermediation would constitute the procedural rules 

that would have to be &&to by cihns. The confipration of the political community 

would  lot necessarily be restricted to complex units of individuals with a fortiori a multiple 



set of common attributes. When utilizing the term political communitqr there is an 

understanding that there exist certain shared bonds among the members of the collectivity 

but no total overarching commonality. It is more appropriate to speak of dynamic political 

communities of interest, where membership was flexible, and individuals manifest a 

multiplicity of decentred standpoints. Furthermore, individuals would be eligible to join 

such. political communities not exclusively on an occupational basis, but rather according to 

their particular "subject po~itions".2~ For corporatist structures to be practical and 

applicable, they must incorporate certain collective constraints. The challenge for a 

normative democratic theory of corporatism is to be effective and still satisfy a series of 

criteria beyond how these would fare in existing pluralist polities. 

Conclusion 

There are numerous reasons why corporatism has not been the preferred home for a new 

democratic paradigm. While in their present incarnation in most Western European 

countries corporatist structures provide a valuable secondary forum for decision making, 

there are certain theoretical obstacles which militate against such a normative design. 

Nevertheless, corporatism is not apriori incompatible with a democratic politics. It 

provides a different representational approach, but one equally valid (and more accurate), 

than pluralist territorial represenration. 

The few instances of cozporatist democratic theory, however, provide limited 

insight. Anderson is caught up vainly trying to square pluralism with corporatism. 

Cawson validates the "democfaric" in corporatism via an instrumentalist justification. 

%Me Schmitter origin* provided a valuabie discussion on the advantages and 

=The team "subject positions" does not naturany correspond to collective interests based on identity 
( func t i d ,  ctdhml, biological, or otherwise). As Mouffe explains, "...the social agent [should not be 
conceivedl as a unitary subject ~ E U  as the artbllation of an ensemble of subject positions, constructed 
within specific discmms and atways precafiousty d temporarily subxed at tbe intersection of those 
subject positions. This Eeqtrires abandoning tbe reductionism and essentialism dominant in the liberal 
h tqmmiom of pfmalism, a d  acknowledgigg the contingency and ambiguity of every identity, as well as 
the constitutive character of swkd division and antagonism" (Mouffe, 1992b, 10) 



shortcomings of a demmatic corporatist theory, his latest piece appears as a desperate 

attempt to salvage corporatism in the face of pluralist attacks. Hence, he goes full circle to a 

corporatism that is driven by a similar market logic of influence to that of pluralism. The 

original functional group democracy propounded by Durkheim and Cole provides a more 

adequate foundation (even if it is dated and in need of considerable transformation) for a 

corporatist democratic theory. 

Much of Anderson's, Cawson's and Schmitter's analysis is constrained by 

obsolete notions of self-interest in political choice, an obsession with instrumental 

rationality, and a lack of a conceptualized pkiricd community, which is an integral part of 

any group-based process. Despite these theoretical impediments, corporatism should not 

be abandoned altogether. However, it is necessary to look beyond the corporatist model to 

other fidds of democratic theory which have recently grappled with establishing a more 

effectual and sensitive framework of collective-interest governance. 



Chapter IV- Politics, Associations and Deliberation: 
A Corporatist Deliberative Democratic Framework 

T h e  practice of corporatism in many Western states has illustrated the potential for an 

alternative means of political decision-making which is congruent with the fundamental 

principles of their democratic constitutions. However, corporatist theory, while having 

delved into such concerns, has scarcely explored the democratic implications of such a 

model of collective interest governance. 

If corporatist theory in its present state of disarray does not lay claim to all the 

answers then necessity dictates looking elsewhere. It is in the school of deliberative 

democracy that the roots of a similar approach to democratic governance can be discerned. 

Deliberation among individuals as a cardinal tenet of democracy can be traced as far back as 

Aristotle. And it is successful deliberative designs in conflict resolution that participatory 

democrats tend to exploit in legitimating their "classical" approach to politics. Such modern 

designs have been proposed using a combination of Hannah Arendtfs conception of 

political discourse and Jiirgen Habermas' communicative ethics. The most notable example 

is found in Dryzek's Discursive Democracy. This form of deliberative democracy is not 

merely another procedure for the establishment of some common will, but more specifically 

p r i m  facie that there is no way such an individually-based participatory politics can 

converge with a collectivist, functional and representational scheme like corporatism. Yet 

corporatist associations need not be antagonistic to political deliberation. 



Recent re-evaluations of interest group politics in the United States have produced 

several frameworks which emphasize the importance of the role such social units play, and 

which call for their further (regulated) integration into the policy process. One such novel 

proposal is that of an associative democracy propounded by Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers 

(1992). It is in essence an American theoretical version of a more comprehensive 

corporatism. While its authors do not explicitly espouse a deliberative approach in their 

discussion of interest group governance, it is implied. Moreover, Joshua Cohen has at the 

same time, but independent from his work on interest groups, been at the forefront in 

rekindling the notion of a deliberative democracy (although this he has done primarily in the 

context of a socialist project). 

The "jump" from an individually-based to a collectively oriented deliberative format 

is more explicitly established by Jane Mansbridge (1992). It is this formal "deliberative 

associative democracy" that resembles the democratic corporatism proposed in Chapter III. 

Indeed, the logic of deliberation has always existed in corporatism since the core procedure 

within such structures is the negotiation itself (both within organizations and among them). 

Hence the insights derived from these recent group political paradigms (along with others 

such as the policy community, and policy learning literature) will help fill the gaps of a 

corporatist democratic theory. This will assist construction of criteria derived from pluralist, 

corporatist, and the new deliberative interest group theories that can provide foundations of 

an expanded corporatist democratic model. 

Tke Concept of Deliberation and Dentocr~cy 

Politics and Deliberation 

At the core of the concept of deliberation lies the notion of interpersonal communication 

intended to realize sorue form of collective decision, Politics always involves deliberation 

(even absolute monarchs and dictators do not formulate decisions without consultation of 

some sort). Yet despite its pervasive character, the concept of deliberation does not take a 



prominent position in most theories of politics; rather, it is often taken for granted as a 

minor procedural characteristic with little inherent value. This is true of political theories of 

both the Left and the Right, Many Marxist theories are still burdened with scientistic 

methods of determining the welfare of society. In liberal democratic theory, which comes 

from a staunchly positivistic tradition, there is a proclivity to shun the (deliberative) 

participation of the subject, the citizen, in the determination of the object, political choice. 

Since most of these theories relegate deliberation to elite representatives, professionals, and 

bureaucrats, arguably a positive relation between a more participatory form of politics and 

an expanded notion of deliberation can be established. 

Deliberation finds its source in Aristotle and the Greek polis. According to Aristotle 

a genuine politics was based on practical reason which in turn originated in collective life. 

Within a social environment, reason could only be achieved through the medium of free 

discourse: persuasion, argumentation, pondering, and judgement (Dryzek, 1990,9). If 

practical reason can only be delived through deliberation, and an authentic political will 

must be imbued with practical reason, thcn individual volitions cart only stern from a 

process of reasoned discussion, This link has often been misinterpreted in political theory. 

According to Bemad M&nin, Rousseau (and other contemporaries) equated deliberation 

with choice, hence Rousseau's notion of a preconceived will in each individual. Manin 

interprets Aristotle's conception of deliberation as consisting of "the particular moment that 

precedes choice, and in which the individual ponders different solutions before settling for 

one of them" (Manin, 1983,345). This line of thought, when given emphasis in modem 

democratic theory can result in the self-transformation thesis which affirms &at the concept 

of the self is not px-politidly constimed but rather dialogidy developed through social 

and co~unicative interaction fiJvfiJvarren, 3i992,1 I j. 



Authentic Politics, Goznmunidve Ethics, 
Deliberation and D e v  

Therefore it is essential to resurrect the classical meaning of deliberation for a consistent 

theory of deliberative demamq. The r&ationship of democracy to deliberation lies 

primarily in the fact hat an open discursive process can constitute the means of resolving 

social disputes through some firrat compromise on conflicting interests or norms existing in 

the concerned constituency (Miller, 1992,55). Assuming that all interested 

individdslparfies are granted the right to participate k e  from coercion to establish the 

"collective will"23, the source of legitimacy is not derived from individuai wills but rather 

from the process of deliberation ifself, which democratically shapes such wills (Manin, 

1983, 352). 

What distinguishes deliberative democracy from traditional pmcedurally-based 

political systems is that it is not only the process of deliberation that is significant but rather 

the mtent  of the decisions derived from such procedures. Participants, de jure, do not 

simply agree on a p d u r e  but more significantly, they are party to the outwme which 

hey cfeate col1ectively and ratify independently. David Miller distinguishes between two 

bmad conceptions of modern politics: interest aggregation (which he associates with 

pluralism), and diatogrre (which he links to a socialist tradition). fn the fomrer he criticizes 

the inequality of interest repmenation, the in&f%erence so the quality of interests, and the 

impossibility of accurate aggregation (Miller, 1989,256-257)- fn the latter he advocates an 

hcof#:lusive participatory system which paradoxically elevates the interests of individuals 

over hose of p u p s  as a basis for politics as dialogue (Miller, 1989,266).3 Such an 



individualist deliberative notion, it must be argued, would be irreconcilable with the most 

flexible conception of corporatism. What is important here, however, is to identify some 

common roots of deliberative democracy which are often founded on individualist notions, 

and at whose core lies the concept of dialogue as both procedure and end. 

While certain modern theorists have obfuscated the notion of deliberation in polities, 

two philosophers often credited with its renewal are Hannah Arendt and Jiirgen Habermas. 

Arendt conceived the political realm as one in which individuals could fully realize their 

own identities through the disclosure and the formulation of their interests and positions as 

political subjects (krendt, 1958, 180). Her notion of m authentic politics, which heralded 

the plurality of individuds, was set in a specifically discursive context. Speech and the 

public confrontation of conflicting ideas was the essence of politics (Miller, 1987,262). 

Furthermore, communication had the purpose of holding individuals together. However, 

according to Margaret Canovan, Arendt did not believe in the attainment of an ultimate end 

or the development of a common will, let alone the establishment of universal truths, 

among those engaged in political discourse. Political disputes cannot be resolved by purely 

rational means (Canovan, 1983,108-1W). Arendt's authentic politics (which actually 

excludes socio-economic issues) in the end had more to do with a process of deliberation 

&an with political choice: "Indeed, it is not clear that Arendt regards politics as having an 

outcome at a& the debate itself is what matters" (Miller, 1987,261). 

Jiirgen Habermas was influenced by Arendt's writings, but has adopted a strikingly 

mti&etid position to her authentic politics of deliberation. His theory is founded on the 

prank that present industrial democracies suffer from the phenomnon of the colonization 

of tfie Ueworld due to the hegemony of instrumental rationality in the means and ends of 

the body politic. The lifewodd can be metaphorically equated to that public space in which 

society and the state interact. These p m e t e r s  of political exchange are "colonized", or 

dysfunctional, because purposive-rational criteria (based on efficiency and technical 

expedience) prevail over social or orenmunicarive rationality (based on a discursive social 



exchange) in the determination of courses of action. In other words, there is a breakdown 

of meaningful communication between the state and the various players in society 

(individual and collective) (Habemas, 1989). 

H m a s  developed a nonnative theory of communicative ethics since his primary 

concern was establishing legitimate moral norms. It is only subsequently that other 

thinkers have extrapolated his theory on the consensual determination of a code of ethics on 

procedures of pditicaf choice. In his comunicative ethics, the ideal speech situation 

e n ~ l  s a dialogue among equal participants whereby each individual proposes alternatives to 

an issue at stake and justifies such a course through reasoned argumentation. There should 

exist no coercion in such a deliberative process, and a consensus must be reached based on 

the best argument and only that (l%-ibas, 2984). Arguments should address the 

concerns of other participants, not just defend the legitimacy of one's own interests. 

Hence, Habermas is in the end aEfirming that a common position based on generalizable 

vaiates can be attained if id& speech is guaranteed (Canovm, 1983,111; Miller, 1987, 

263). 

While Habennas and Arendt's theories do not seemprimafacie reconcilable, they 

temper the extreme assumptions ctf each other's model. Arendt is skepticd as to the 

patential for any c o m n  pufitid goal among a plurality of individuals, while Habermas is 

formally utopian in his deliberative logic of rational, consensual communicative action. She 

espouses deliberation as end, while he adopts the position of deliberation as means. As 

will be damnstrated below, in the partial fusion of an authentic pollitics with 

such fom ofpoliticd negotiation Moreover* d6s blend aids attempts to reach agreements 

ikameworks which aim not at remating some ideal philosophical scenario, but at attempting 

to strive reaIiSticaafy toward the acfiievemeat ofthose archetypal means and ends. 



These means and ends should be constituted around democratic criteria of political 

evaluation. There are five basic criteria which will be elaborated throughout the deliberative 

theory and, in the en& wirhin the corporatist democratic framework. The first concerns the 

internal participation of the membership of the institutionalized associations. The second 

refers to the accessibility of such associations to the corporatist schemes of decision- 

making. The third criterion is the responsiveness of the elite representatives of these 

associations towads the needs and conscious demands of their membership. The civic 

consciousness instiETcA within the players is the basis of the fourth criterion. The last 

criterion concerns the vawility of such corporatist arrangements to prevent stagnation and 

maintain a certain d e p  of competitive participation. 

Associative Democracy and Deliberafive Politics: 
Where Interest Aggregation Meets Dialogue 

Deliberative Democracy: L i M  
hdividuafist Foundations 

The deliberative model brought about though a fusion of Arendt and Hatzermaf has 

recently inspired the theoretical development of deliberative democratic  works. The 

most elaborate is John Dryzek's discursive democracy (1990), but one also finds these 

prclposals in the works of David Miller (1989,1992), Bernard Manin (1983), and Joshua 

Gohen (1989,1992) among others. 

A-g to ByzDryzek, these diSCtIfSive designs are not driven excfusivefy by social 

rationality, bur rather by a normative mix between the insmental  and the communicative 

@ryzek, 1990,30), While social rarionality is imperative for ensuring that a 

hoMc q p a c h  ( m g  subject and object in the pursuit of a political sealement or 

d&m) inte-g huh rrIteria ofdemcrcracy and of efficiency. This p c e s s  shoufd rake 

place in public spaces between citke~x and the statey a regeneration of the social relations 



within the context of the fifeworld as envisioned by Habermas. w z e k  affirms the need to 

maintain flexible systems of dialogue and decision. His basic institutional pre-requisites 

attest to the need for virtual ad-hoc arrangements: 1) Hierarchy should be avoided as much 

as possible; 2) Participation should not be Iimited to any parries; 3) Rules or formal 

imtitutiorral regulations s W d  not exist @ryzek, 1990,41). ?he deliberative 

arrangements proposed by others do not tend to express such a post-structuralist adversity 

to institutionalization. However they rarely venture into the realm of practical propositions, 

offering mere abstract designs. 

As to the deliberative process itself, Byzek believes interests should be argued on 

the basis of their generafizawty. Eparticdar, the expressed inrerest is legitimate if and 

ody if 1) it can be argued an the bitsis of a generalizable interest; or 2) it does not infringe 

on one (Dryzek, 1990,54), His hostility to particular interest is manifested by where he 

simtes h e  locus of interests. Despite his view that New Social Movements are natural 

recipients of discursive designs @ryzek, 1990,49), he argues that interests should be 

kdividually rather than coLtecEive1y articulated. "Individuals should participate as citizens, 

not as representatives of h e  state or my other corporate and hierarchical body" @ryzek, 

The similar individuatist focus for ideal deliberative processes is expressed in the 

work of Miller, MManin, and Coben. Miller g m  so far as to demand the separation of the 

individual from the interest advocated. fn o k  words, a participant should not enter the 

deliberative fortun with an expressed claim no matter how general; hence an individual 

cannot be a npesentative of a delirreated inmest (Miller, 1989,271). W e  Cohen does 

not venture so far, he daes argue that the purpose of deliberation is to identify the common 

g d  espoused by a majarity of participants (&hen, 1389% 18). His earlier conception of 

deliberative cf- may n c ~  be individualist in a participatory sense, but it is liberaI in 

its made of intemt aggngaion, National poiitid deliberation should not be overtaken by 



associations X p r e ~ e n ~ g  certain interests because of the threat that deliberation may be 

perverted by a specific interest focus: 

... deliberative arenas which are organized exc1usively on local, sectional 
or issuespecific lines are unlifrely to produce the open-ended 
d e h i t i o n  required to institutionalize a de l ih t ive  procedure. Since 
these arertas bring tug* only a narrow range of interests, detiberation 
in them can be expected at best to produce coherent sectional interests, 
but no more com@ensive conception of the common good. (Cohen, 
1989% 31) 

Both Cohen25 and Manin (1983.357), believe that political parties are essential to a 

deliberative democracy, in which the product of such a process is legitimized by the 

electorape which has the "dtimate" (yet indirect) say in the configuration of the deliberative 

processes. This indivihafistic party-centric conception of a deliberative democracy stems 

from an antagonism toward liberal interest group pluralism as hmer has conceptualized it i n  

his dichotomy between interest aggregation and dialogue. 

Associative Democracv: Interest Groups 
as Law Makers and Law Enfofcers 

Inmest groups have since the 1950s been a central theme in political science in the United 

States. Rather than seeing these coHective units as constructive aggregators of the wills of 

grrrzkps have been predominantly viewed with derisive skepticism. Much of this is due to 

the professionalimtio and technOcratization of the "lobby industry" in the US, along with 

h e  extensive economic i n w t i a  which in turn perpetuate the inherent political inequities 

ofpower. It can be argued that one of the reasons for the lack of success of corporatist 

anangements in the US is due to this hostility toward the institutionafization of interest 



groups (especially labour). Nevertheless, this conjuncture has not prevented several 

Amaican political scientists, including Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers (1992), from 

proposing new avenues through which to incorporate secondary interest associations in the 

formation of policy.% 

Their framework far an associative democracy also stems from a predictable 

"reaction to faction", but their approach is clearly Madisonian in that they view it as 

essential not to quash colkctive political formations but rather to steer them away from their 

potential hamzful social effects towards beneficial ends (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,416). 

Much of the theoretical justification of their model is also based on the premises used to 

justify a ccrrpcrratist d e w y ,  p_timarify dfawing on de Tocqueville's belief that 

associations play a vital part i2 the social md political development of a state; the latter 

therefore should be grangranted a more enhanced role. 

Their associative democracy entails enlisting democratic associations into the fold of 

policy fmation. Whether through commissions, round-table discussions, or industrial 

concertation, Cohen and Roger believe that a flexible incorporation of groups that constitute 

civil society would benefit not ody these group's interests, but governments responsible 

for policy and society at large. The core of their ideas is that interest groups provide vital 

infonnatin to the d&m-makirrg prrrcess, extend the principle of representation based on 

coffective interests, and atlow fcn grater citizen education and participation. Associative 

democracy is an alternative mode of governance different h m  the logic of the market or of 

b-umcy (Crzhen and Rogers, 1992,424-5). To encourage the advantageous aspects 

derived from interest gmup participaion, Cohen and Rogers argue for nonnative promotion 

ofotErer-regarding actions by pups,  and far autonomous con~ol or seE-detennjzzation of 



The art of associative democracy consists of matching p p  
c-haracteristics with assigned functions and -now admitting the fact of 
artifacbratity- cuftivating those characteristics appropriate to functions 
consistent with the norms of egalitarian democracy. (Cohen md Rogers, 
1992,428) 

They seize on the notion of the "artifactuality" of secondary associations to 

legitimate their normative democratic project . However, Cohen and Rogers tend to 

minimize the deliberative angle to their brand of interest group governance (this despite 

Cohen's interest in deliberative processes!). Their lack of deliberative consideration 

notwithstanding, as will be demonstrated below, thrusting a deliberative focus on 

associative democracy is not problematic. 

A Prelimin? Collective-Interest Apuroach 
to Deliberative Democracy 

Miller's typology of politics pitted "dialogue" or a participatory deliberative approach 

against a pluralistic conception of "interest aggregation". But interest aggregation, in very 

general terms, does not have to be incompatible with, let alone antagonistic to, the notion of 

dialogue proposed by the theorists of deliberation. Indeed, the narrowly individualistic 

f m s  of the vast majarity of the literature on deliberation can most adequately be redressed 

through the process of d g a m a t i n g  into mlktive units the claims and concerns of 

individuals who share a particular fate or focus. 

There is a dearth of literarure attempting a coalescence of interest representation with 

deliberative decision-making, Neverrheless, a preliminary deliberative interest p u p  

pofitics has been yroposed by Jane Mansbridge. Much interest group literame is given to 

dre &ersariat d e f  of politics with little, if any, focus on the deliberative pn#jesses 

existing mong the groups even within normative schemes (Mansbridge, 1992b, 497). 

irntermedi&on. A pofitieal is not necessarily about power in a zero-sum 



between antagonistic and narrow self-interests. The potential for compatibility between 

"opposing" sides on a determined issue, anci the fact that rational persuasion as well as 

power (and altruistic motives as well as selfish demands) are part of the process of political 

resolution, renders associative deliberative democracy possible. Politics is not exclusively 

abut force. After dl, democracies are founded on principles of justice which attempt 

(however ineffectively) to mitigate such blatant abuses. 

An associative deliberative democracy would seek to "maximize deliberative 

'benefits and minimize rent-seeking costs," (Mansbridge, 1992a, 32) striving for increased 

cooperation and decreased Coeficion. Mansbridge believes that such arrangements should 

seek to equalize power, and increase consideration of the public interest among 

representative interest associations, For this to become possible it is necessary to promote 

the paaicipatory formation, articulation and transformation of interests within the interest 

groups themselves (i-e.: &e deliberative process), prim to the find negotiation between 

interest groups representatives, Hence, she emphasizes the nqed for two levels of 

deEberation, internal and e x t d  (NEansbfidge, 1992b, 502). The complexity of dealing 

with repsentational authenticity, and the problems arising from the need fm flexible 

negotiation while maintaining accountability, will be addressed further on. This critical 

issue (along with other outstanding elements) will be discussed by integrating the work of 

Cohen and Rogers with that of the &Ekmive school and some relevant policy analysis 

Wmmrc. This s y n W  will serve to justify aad complement an associative deliberative 

democfi3itic model. In g e n d  tams, what will be presented are the issues at the junction of 



the provision of information; the debate over civic consciousness and self-transformation; 

the issue of the choice of participants at the final negotiation; the various internal 

organizationd problems arising from such a scheme; and last, the question of the final 

outcome procedure. 

Com~lexitv and the Provision of Information 

One of the ill-fated predicaments of the welfare state is that its tasks have increasingly 

h o m e  specialized to tackle those politicd questions which have grown in complexity. 

The political system has adopted a Weberian approach to resolving policy problems, 

featuring bureaucratization, and the depoliticization of issues. In other words, the policy 

field is permeated by the logic of instrumental action to the detriment of social rationality. 

An associative deliberative democracy does not preclude instrumental rationality in 

the resolution of policy conflict, since there are always crucial technical questions to 

address. But rather than appropriating an overly scientistic method such as a Popperian 

piecemeal approach @ryzek, 1990,54) for devising rules and regulations, a deliberative 

mode1 would incorporate soGiaE or communicative rationality as a central element in the 

formulation of public choice. 

The locus of probIem solving t h d w e  shifts away from the 
instrumental manipullation of systems by would-be policy engineers and 
toward cooperative effcrrts on the part of a wide range of partici pants... 
Coinmmticative rationality is oriented toward intersubjjective 
uuderstancfing and the generation of action-oriented consenstis. [Dryzek, 
19(;w,70) 

azaiaions king vatldfe infonniitiod baggage to the resolution of issues. Indeed, the 

pvis ion of otherwise inacGessib1e inftmwiofl- is one of the major advantages of interest 

group governance. In- groups with relevant claims, it can be assumed, possess mcxe 

knowledge for two reasons. =st, these interest associations are typically amposed of 



members who tend to be directly (and to a lesser extent indirectly) immersed in the political 

issue under consideration. Hence, they live the problem, they have a more indepth 

understanding of its many facets, and they possess first-hand experience which cannot be 

reproduced in a policy laboratoq. Secondly, they have a deliberate incentive to gather the 

facts for two subsequent reasons. If one assumes that individuals act in accordance with a 

combination of altruism and selfishness (Mansbridge, 1990% 136), the motivation to 

collect pertinent information vdl be based a) on a commitment to the cause, and b) out of 

self-interest to advance their particular position. 

Whatever the reasons, this presentation of knowledge is legitimized through the 

rational exchange and verifcation of the exposed data, This is similar to the notion of 

epistemic communities advanced by the policy community and policy learning literature. 

Poticy comunitie : highlight the spectrum of participants within a policy area, and their 

interaction (or the policy networks) (Coleman and Skogstad, 1990). While the cases 

studied using this model do not place into question the imbalances of power existing in a 

slystem driven in large part by a market logic, they do show the value of provision and . 
exchange of information that i n ~ s t  group participation can bring to the development of 

policy solutions (Pros, 1990). An aSsociative deliberative model would mitigate the 

imbafances through hcreaSed accessibility and participation creating an even more favorable 

forum for the exchange of information and debate of alternatives on complex issues. 

F a  Cohen and Rogers, the provision of information is one of the crucial 

ztdvmtages in their associative denmcmic paradigm. It not only allows for the surfacing of 

essentiaf innomtion for the mofution of Gornplex problems, but ako provides for 

identifv certain Cirr:umststnces where it is absolutely mciat since neither the market nor the 

lmmwxuic smte is able m cope. These thee areas are the establishment of nonmarket 

standaros (where a flexible arpach is required amding to time and space), the 



enforcement of public standards (where the state cannot possibly monitor), and finally the 

determination of unirorm public simatarris (where deliberation is imperative for a 

legitimized solution) (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,426). They present these three scenarios 

as preliminary areas where only their model would function adequately. However, an 

interest group deliberative design would allow for the articuIation and exchange of 

information for any policy area. In the end, an associative democracy provides a more 

holistic approach for arriving at a policy even in a field of high complexity. 

Self-Transformation and the Pursuit 
of Civic Consciousness 

While the presentation of infixmation pertinent to a political issue is helpful, it is in the 

dynamics of what follows this transfer of knowledge that the communicative interest group 

model holds its greatest potential. Deliberation is not only about the aggregation of interests 

manifested by individuals, but more fundamentally it is about their formation (Mansbridge, 

19132% 43). As mentioned above, for deliberation to function one must assume that 

interests are not exclusively p-politically determined. That is, an individual does not 

possess a set of fixed rational positions on every subject that has yet to become a political 

issue. Even among those political questions affecting an individual in the present, final 

articulated claims do not arise mnologicdy or independently. It is only in the interaction 

with other individuaidgroups, md only after their concerns are articulated and transformed 

from the debate between dl w m e d ,  that a more subtle, thorough, and reasoned interest 

position arises. To use an obvious example, when a significant number of individuals are 

mafronted with two prominent issues such as taxes and social security, a typical response 

is a m d  Am &== m~ & sm-m&y, -WJfe && z g p n s  3ift 

have to be @SO fmo comadiaq,  in mast cases it is iimeasonable sirice social 

services are funded by taxes. Bliberadve processes would clarify these and other less 

obvious inconsistencies in tfie a r t i d o n  of interests (Manin, 1983,350)- 



Hence the dialogical articulation of interests occurs +Lhrough a process of education 

which can only be achieved through such deliberative exchanges. This phenomenon has 

been studied by the Policy Learning school, with similarly encouraging results. Sabatier 

identifies three types of policy learning which occur in interest group deliberative forums. 

The fxst type has to do with generating a greater understanding of why certain aspects of 

one's position are central to one's interest. The second promotes refining the participants' 

conception of the causal relationships between various elements of the issue. And finally 

the third has to do with responding to challenges to the party's "belief system", meaning the 

fundamental criteria and values upon which a group's position is based (Sabatier, 1988, 

Sabatier identifies the optimal conditions under which such policy learning can take 

place. The first has to do with capability: all parties must have sufficient resources to be 

technically equipped to challenge the opponents' arguments. Tne second, and more 

problematic condition has to do with the type of conflict in question. According to 

Sabatier's findings, the conflict should only be between "secondary aspects of one belief 

system and core elements of the other sr, alternatively, between important secondary 

aspects of the two belief systemsW27 (Sabatier, 1988, 155). In other words, zero-sum 

conflicts are not considered optimal for policy learning; however, as has been stated before, 

most political questions do not have to be b m e d  in such a win-lose dichotomy, and most 

active issues are not essentially zero-s-mn (Quirk, 1989,907). 

Cohen and Rogers believe that such an exchange of interest claims fosters a broader 

articulated position within each group which, in turn, promotes more other-regarding or at 

least less particularistic pints  of view (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,446). While certain 

au&m averse to inmest grrtups have argued against such a method *because it promotes 

%Y very g d  mms, thr: coa of a befief system is comprised by the fundamentat principles of claims, 
while the secondary aspects have m do with instnrmentaf methods at achieving the envisioned end In order 
fcrr a mare ebhrate mtderstsnriing afum and seawdary aspects of belief systems refer to Sabatier, 1988, 
145. 
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factionalism and undermines the attainment of a common good, they have often ignored the 

results of deliberative negotiations. If groups have to justify their positions to other 

coqeting interest associations, they will have to do so in such a way as to convince the 

opposing factions that they have nothing to fear from such a standpoint. They will thus 

indirectly generate not so much a collective will, but a norm compatible with other existing 

norms. Subsequently, this helps to nurture a civic consciousness. 

This process of education does not exclusively serve the function of discovering an 

individual's interests or a group's positions. It also encourages the development of a 

political consciousness (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,424). Associative deliberative processes 

do not merely constitute a means to deliver one's claim, but also foster education in 

democratic participation, provide for practical intellectual stimulation, and promote a new 

political culture. One of the fundamental reasons for the social alienation identified by 

twentieth century philosophers is this lack of social and political purpose of individuals 

within their communities. Self-aansfomation is therefore equally about self-government, 

autonomy and self-development (?Vanen, 1992,ll). 

Despite the enormous potential of deliberative interest group governance with 

respect to self-transfornation and civic-conscious~~ess, there must always be a conscious 

normative attempt to promote such forms of regulated interaction to strive for the optimal 

and most practical conditions for their success (Mansbridge, 1992b, 493). Certain authors, 

such as Sabatier, have indicated certain general conditions conducive to positive sum 

outcomes. Mark Wanen has also begun to look at the type of g d s  (rather than interests 

linked to such goods) that are given to such fora of dispute resolution (Warren, 1992). 

democracy appears pnnnising as a bearer of self-trasformation and the promotion of civic 

consciousness. 



The Choice of Particimnts and tbe - 
Limits to Democratic Inclusion 

While the deliberative paradigm calls for unfettered individual participation at all levels of 

decision-making, an associative adaptation proposes individual participation through 

collective interest associations that send representatives to deliberate on their behalf. While 

this narrows down the number of participants significantly, the issue now shifts to one of 

the legitimacy of interest organizations, and the problem of which criteria should be 

advanced for bestowing the group with the authority to help formulate policy. 

Conventional conceptions of corporatism do not have to face this query since "voice" is 

typically conferred to the two producer groups, business and organized labour, or is 

granted on the basis of sectional and professional differentiation. By enhancing the scope 

of corporatism to incorporate a whole array of other questions which will be tentatively 

formulated as "non-economic", a democratic corporatism will have to face the same choices 

as an associative deliberative democracy. 

Cohen and Rogers do not contribute much to this crucial debate. To go beyond an 

abstract theoretical presentation, it is necessary to propose praxtical criteria which maintain 

both standards of democracy and efficiency. As they advocate the inclusion of 

underrepresented groups, or interests which do not manage to adequately receive proper 

representation within territorially aggregated political systems, Cohen and Rogers limit their 

discussion to their model's potential for representing a number of heretofore excluded 

groups. These include functional interests, "catego~c" interests (those advanced by the 

New Ssclal Movements), low intensity interests (those who do not register to vote due to a 

variety of social obstacles), and minopity interests (which are stymied by majority 

configurations) (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,424). 

As to the problem of which groups participate around a poky round-table, they 

pmpose that groups be accorded (and revoked) public status based on review boards, yet 

they mention no smdards that these boa& are to utilize. Even after a sincere attempt is 

d e  to advance the predici~fent of underrepresented interests, they argue that despite the 



inadequacies it beats any other system which is not group-centric (Cohen and Rogers, 

1992,450). While they seem to promote peak organizational representation, they leave the 

issue of representational inclusion exclusively up to the conventional territorial legislature 

(Cohen and Rogers, 1992,45 1). They do not grant the issue prime importance if they are 

willing to subjugate it unwnditiody to the territorial political assembly and risk it being at 

the whim of the party in power. 

Those that do tentatively provide actual criteria do not, in the end, deliver much 

more insight. Mansbridge believes this is an issue which has yet to be adequately 

answered.3 Two possible standards could be, a) groups that possess pertinent 

information to the policy field or the more obvious b) groups that have crucial interests 

which are affected (Mansbridge, 1992a, 48). While his approach is not clearly group- 

based, John Burnheim offers two criteria similar to Mansbridge's but broader: a) people 

whose interests are ;tffected-, and b) people who are motivated by an issue (is.: active in a 

cause) without it affecting them directly (Burnheixn, 1985,13-14). These standards would 

allow for the provision of necessary information, and offers citizens an opprtunity to 

participate in a deliberative process in which they have a stake. 

Other interpretations emphasize the need to represent a certain group over others. 

Iris Marion Young distinguishes between the notion of interest group and that of social 

group. She argues that a social group is much more inclusive and hence possesses more 

than just a narrow desire to influence policy (Young, 1992,531). Social groups 

constituted on the basis of gender, race, culture, sexual orientation, religion, age, health 

and other determining characteristics, have an interest in the promotion and self- 

development of the individualf wi& their respective communities. Since they are 

structurally disadvantaged, she claims that they deserve overrepresentation to compensate 

2 8 ~ b r i d g e .  (as d w  Cohen and Rogers in passing), does advance SchmiLierts criteria of inclusion via the 
voucher system as an attrative means of dealing wi& the problem in the most democratic avenue that has 
yet be pmpsed (Mawbridge, lf95Yta, 41 j. Fa a critique of Schrnitm's corporative democracy refer to 
chapterm. 



for the social and political obstacles they face. They should not only be conferred 

participant status, but their position should c q  more weight than conventional interests, 

that should not be deliberately represented (hence avoiding an overload of participants!) 

(Young, 1990, 187). 

If it is exceedingly difficult to determine requisites for inclusion in the participatory 

process, perhaps lmking at the other end of the spectrum -the standards for exclusion- 

may provide some understanding as to who should merit a quasi-public status. According 

to DryzRk's all-inclusive model, the only barrier to participation should take the form of the 

American First Amendment freedoms. In other words those p u p s  which would inhibit 

freedom of expression, tolerance, or participation would be excluded unless they submitted 

"an exceptionally substantial burden of proof' (Dryzek, 1990,39), thereby protecting the 

deliberative setting from such antidemocratic elements in society. Despite these 

"reasonable" limits on inclusion, they do not M e r  clarify who can legitimately be 

accorded the right to participate. 

Turning to the literature on policy learning, Sabatier has indicated that most policy 

subsystems contain 20 to 30 organizations, and these in tum tend to coalesce into two to 

four advocacy coalitions (which tend to remain stable for at least a period of a decade) 

(Sabatier, 1988,139-140). These advocacy coalitions do not take the shape of peak 

organizations in the corporatist manner; however, they do underscore the tendency for 

similarly-oriented interest groups to pool resources in a pluralist setting. 

fn an associative deliberative democracy, while a fair distribution of resources 

(financial, organizational or otherwise) would guarantee some degree of equality among 

associations, the question still arises whether all groups that have slightly differing 

positions on issues should be equally represented. Or should there be encouragement 

towards peak organizational representation as in traditional corporatist regimes? If there is a 

limit on the number of p u p s  participating, does one allow only ,the groups with the largest 

membership, with the most affected interests (notwithstanding the difficulty to make such a 



nonnative judgement), with the most informational resources? How does one 

democratically accommodate minorities, groups only indirectly affected by the effects of 

policy, or fringe groups whose sole purpose is to bog the system down? These questions 

still need further research. But there is little evidence to indicate that there would be an 

overload of participating interest groups in such processes, or that a review board could not 

democratically limit or confer the quasi-public status to the appropriate associations. As 

Cohen and Rogers a f h ,  

...[ the] threat is posed not by groups per se but by particular kinds of 
groups interacting in particular ways with the more traditional prmesses 
of public decision making. In thinking about groups, recognition of 
this is the beginning of wisdom and of the hope that group energies 
might be enlisted without ruinous faction. (Cohen and Rogers, 1992, 
428) 

Internal Issues of Interest 
Group Governance 

The main problem facing interest groups participating in an associative deliberative scheme 

is in the representation of members demands vis-h-vis the elite representatives. Because it 

is associative, and no longer individually-centered, the deliberative processes must adjust to 

a representational scheme. As noted in Chapter LII, the optimal type of representation in a 

collectivist framework is the mandate fonn This becomes even more pressing since the 

negotiators within a deliberative forum need flexibility to allow for policy learning, self- 

transformation, and hence for making positive-sum outcomes feasible. A mandate 

representative would allow for periodical consultation with his interest constituency, but 

how far should this consukition extend? To what degree should centralization 

Once again this is m issue that dms m t  lead i+teK to a ckm mswer. Cohm and 

Rogers recognize the p b l e m  of potentially disparate interests of the rank and file and their 

representatives. However, they claim that centralization does not have to be averse to 

democratic accountability, The iron law of oligarchy, whereby the elites control the 



masses, can be a-nuated through normative agency. Mechanisms can be implemented to 

enhance internal responsiveness, such as the institutionaiization of elections to various 

positions, procedures for internal debate, and special plebiscites on key issues (Cohen and 

Rogers, 1992,448). Indeecl, Mansbridge makes internal deliberative processes the central 

element of an associative democracy, in the absence of which one can claim no genuine 

democratic credentials (Mansbridge, 1992b, 502). 

The treatment of representation in the existing literature remains for the most part 

unsophisticated, very general, and tentatively hypothetical. If a mandate representative is to 

have flexibility, it is imperative to identify general parameters of her discretion. 

Mansbridge believes that it is necessary for a participant to place herself in the shoes of her 

adversaries. In order for this to be possible it is necessary that the adversary's interest is 

clearly identified (Mansbridge, 1992a, 42). However, often in negotiations a participating 

group does not always present its interests but rather its position on an issue. According to 

negotiation experts Roger Fisher and 'tVilliam Ury, for a deliberative process to succeed it is 

crucial to present one's interests and to disassociate them from objectives: 

Interests defme the problem. The basic problem in a negotiation lies 
not in conflicting positions, but in the conflict between each side's 
needs, desires, concerns, and fears... Such desires and concerns are 
interests. Interests motivate people; they are the silent movers behind 
the hubbub of positions. Your position is something you have decided 
upon. Your interests are what caused you to so decide. (Fisher and Ury, 
1931,42) 

The need to dissociate interest from objective, to identify the problem as separate 

from the solution, wil l  temper the rigidity of fixed claims. It would be even more 

appropriate to distinguish between a) interest, b) goal (or position), and c) the means (of 

arriving at the god). 'W-Me gods, and the means for attaining them should take a back seat 

to the articulation of pure interests, they shodd not be altogether ignored. This 

categorization of the demands of interest groups could arguably determine the trade-off 



between contributions of the rank and file versus their representatives' need for flexible 

discretion. 

Perhaps the internal membership of the organization should be limited to identifying 

the interests of the organization, by which the representative is bound. Gods should also 

figure prominently in the internal &fiberation of the association; however, the 

representative should possess discretion on this point. The same can be said of the 

advancement of the mems for aetaining the god: tke mandate representative should 

consider propositions from the floor, but at the same tiate be willing to change the position 

if needed during the external negotiation. This potential arrangement would provide a 

significant voice to the constituency, while at the same time bestowing the necessary 

autonomy onto the representative during inter-group deliberation. 

Perhaps a revision of goals by the representative should demand a membership vote 

of approval. While these are merely tentative suggestions for dealing with the issue of the 

refations between grassroots and representative elites, they show the possibility of 

overcoming some of the more &antkg obstacles to reconciling representative autonomy 

with membership responsiveness. 

Procedural Outcome: The Determinants 
and the Dilemma of Consensus 

Even if the= were some simple path to attain acceptable standards for interest group 

participation in these deliberative processes, it would not resolve all the difficulties inherent 

in the proposed &el. From the pmblem at h e  source of deliberative processes (choice of 

participants), it is now necessq to turn to the issue that arises at the end of the negotiation: 

how to ultimately decide on a plicy option. This question involves two distinct aspects. 

Fit, it is bepful to discern what coIPditions would be favorable to the achievement of 

some common gmmd. Second, it is i m p m t  to identify a procedural mechanism for 

obtaining a legitimate policy s0Iution. 



Paul Quirk identifies certain determinants of cooperation such as 1) the need for 

benefits h m  cooperation should be significant; 2) the duction of obstacles to reaching 

agreement should be encouagged, 3) losses from a failed attempt should be moderate; and, 

4) gains through conflict should be small. While many of these factors are determined by 

circumstance, it is necessary for intermediaries to directly encourage such conditions where 

possible. Quirk also identifies the range of possible solutions to negotiations and the degree 

of difficulty for their acceptance. fn order of increasing complexity and decreasing 

probability these are: 1) Compromise, which involves significant but not insurmountable 

concessions; 2) trade-off, which consists of major concessions by all parties; 3) agreement 

by compensation, where one faction reluctantly concedes on a crucial matter in exchange 

for indemnification; 4) agreement by re-orientation, where dl parties concede their original 

claims in exchange for a less favorable alternative (Quirk, 1989,913).29 

The probability of there being a more advantageous outcome for all depends in great 

part on the role of the mediator. A mediator oversees the claims of the represented groups 
* 

and relates their interests to each other. In other words, the mediator should be capable of 

orienting the deliberative process towards a consensus agreement. However, a mediator is 

different from an arbitrator, or legal adjudicator, since these impose an outcome whether 

there is agreement among the parties or not (Dryzek, 1990,46). 

Consensus is a fundamental characteristic of the deliberative process. 

Communicative rationality aims at attainment of convergence on ar ethical question, in ideal 

terms. However, real associative deliberations will not take place under utopian conditions. 

Eunzrnimous consent cannot take place, is majority nile acceptable? While it quite blatantly 

29~uirk also concludes that participating interest orgarJzations should not be based on a left-right cleavage, 
otherwise the probabii of agreement decreases (Qnirk, 1989,915). This is inconsistent with corporatist 
instances which are typically comprised of two ideologically antagonistic partners, namely business and 
organized labour. Not only do these two orgmimions reflect respectively the right-wing and left-wing 
poIitical tendencies in society, they are often in tight conjunction with the Conservative (or Christian 
Democratic) party and the Socialist (or Social Democratic) party respectively in many European states. 



consensus is impossible then some form of majority or broad rule will legitimately suffice 

(Cohen, 1989b, 33 ; Manin, 1983,360; Miller, 1987,61; Quirk, 1989,910). 

If a certain group did not manage to convince the other participants of the value of 

their position, and an agreement was reached on the basis of the most acceptable position to 

the majority, then the group(s) not party to the majority may not accept and hence not abide 

by the outcome. Furthermore, if a deliberative process is to include all interested parties, if 

a majority decision mechanism is in effect, and if no party possesses a veto, then there may 

be a tendency towards amalgamating the quickest majority position without the need to 

listen, debate and consider (the essence of deliberation) strategically marginal minority 

interests. If an associative deliberative democracy is to mitigate the exclusion of minority 

interests, majority rule cannot be the end objective. However, if agreement is to be crafted, 

meaning more than the lowest common denominator (or the status-quo due to a probable 

stalemate) then some more effective form of outcome mechanism is required. 

Is there a way out of such a dilemma? Habennas' communicative ethics provides 

for a mechanism to reach agreements. If it is too utopian for a consensus on the substantive 

content of policy, it may be a more realistic model for reaching an agreement on procedure 

at the outset of the deliberative process. This would Law participants to accept the 

outcome as legitimate even if they opted for a majority rule and minority positions were 

refuted. Nevertheless, there may not be consensus on procedure if the position of all 

parties are pre-determined and the stakes of each position well known. For those who 

would care to block the process where compromise was too costly, a veto would be 

p r e f e e ,  while for those that foresee a predictably luge interest coalition, majority rule 

would be the preference --hence no agreement on how to agree. Another potential 

afternative, yet a more complicated one, is to accept a majority vote, but with the possibility 

of minority interests appealing the decision to a judicial board on the basis of the unjust 

exclusion of frrndamentally vital interests. Once again, this begs the question of how to 

establish standards for defining and compensating a "vital interest". 



Tfiese and many mme questions are left unanswered. An associative deliberative 

democracy may offa muck pwonise as an dtemative model, yet many issues ate yet to be 

thoroughly assessed thetxeticdly and empirically. 

Corporatism and Associative Deliberative Democracy 

Is an Associative Deliberative 
D e m m c v  Coroaratist? 

An associative deliberative democratic model offas hope for practical alternative forms of 

governance. With the prospects of such a promising theoretical framework is there any 

longer a need to salvage a cori#natist democratic theory, especially considering its manifold 

shortcomings? Why bother with a problematic phenomenon when a new model based on 

similar premises is taking off? 

Rather than viewing the combination of associative and deliberative approaches as 

presenting a challenge to corporatism's "monopoly" on interest group governance models, 

it should be seen as a vindication of those seemingly futile, but in fact insightful, attempts at 

elaborating a democratic theory of corporatism. Despite its origins in pluralist North 

America, the associative literature makes valuable theoretical contact with corporatist 

literature. 

Cohen and Rogers, however, make a point to distinguish their associative scheme 

from corporatist procedures in Europe. They claim that corporatist arrangements are 

burdened with fixed monopolies, and limit the types of interest groups eligible for inclusion 

( C o b  and Rogers, 1992,441). While it is true that the bulk of corporatist instances are 

cEosed to non-producer groups, a h e n  and Rogers have overlooked the more inclusive 

CWF~&S~ aiigeilei i ts  is Sm~av im cwintries. The &finition of corporatism should 

not be b u d  to cozvent?c=a! tipartite ~ e g o t i ~ o n s  or, incomes and mid policy, but rather 

should encompass the wide variety of srructural and procedural variants in theory and 

practice. Indeed, Mansbridge, who more solidly makes the connection between the 

associative paradigm and the literature on deliberation, has argued that this model may be 



legiamately labelled neowrpmatism, where the "neon brings into the fold non-traditional 

interests, beyond the socio-economic and sectoral organizations (Mansbridge, 1992b, 

493.30 

Is Cmratism Dead? 

The associative deliberative model may be compatible with corporatism, but a more crucial 

query is whether corporatism is compatible with late twentieth century welfare states. The 

decline of corpsratist practices is in part due to the fluctuating economic performance of 

many European states with corporatist structures. The problem that must be overcome 

initially is the practicality of such arrangements . 
Any modem theory of democracy must address questions of political governability and 

stability, an indispensable requisite of which is economic efficiency. 

The question "does corporatism matter?" has been broached quite fieq~ently. 

However, as is the case with almost any broad and controversial issue, the answer depends 

on who is addressing the question. According to Schmitter, corporatism can be narrowly 

conceptualized as a further stage of advanced capitalism. He stipulates that corporatist 

arrangements developed gradually according to the need for rationalization in an 

increasingly competitive and specialized economic arena (Schmitter, 1979,77). According 

to Bob Jessop, while it was an essential tool for a post-Keynesian state's purpose to 

optimize capital accumulation, corporatism seems to favour monopoly capital over the 

interests of small or medium business. Nevertheless, corporatism is definitely 

consequential (Jessop, 1979,44-45). 

Panitch contends that corporatism is a manifestation of an advanced capitalist 

economy in which capital has to adapt to the emerging realities of a dynamic system 

(Panitch, 1979,123). He identifies several reasons far the emergence of corporatism 

3Qfhis is not the conventional use of the term neocorporatism. "Neo", in the Ewopem literature does not 
qxxificatly signify the inclusion of non-traditional corporatist pslrticipants; this is Mansbridge's personal 
conceptualization. For a history of the development of the term corporatismlneocorporatism refer to chapter 
0. 



which could explain its significance. Among these he includes the need in certain countries 

to successfully cornmit to full employment (Panitch, 1979, 1321, and a desire to control and 

coordinate incomes policy (Panitch, 1979, 135). However, these structures are precarious 

despite their serving the purpose of fostering stability and efficiency by mitigating 

unforeseen consequences via concerted negotiations. On more than one occasion 

corporatist negotiations have deadlocked and broken down, forcing the government to 

adopt extreme measures to prevent social chaos. Nevertheless, Panitch reiterates that 

despite this ominous potential, deadlock crises are merely short-term, and corporatist 

negotiations tend to reconstitute themselves once the crises have subsided (Panitch, 1979, 

145). 

In 1982, Manfred Schmidt published an article measuring the rates of economic 

success of several corporatist and non-corporatist countries duiing the recession of the 

1970s. He concluded that rates of employment depended positively on corporatism along 

with twcr other factors (the balance of power between the left and the right outside of 

parliment, along with the structure of labour markets) (Schmidt, 1982,252). In general, 

corporatist countries fared better and were able to weather the recession with less 

disc om for^ than those countries lacking corporatist arrangements or the other requisite 

variables. 

Schmidt's work was challenged in 1988 with Goran Therborn's analysis of the 

relevance of corporatism in the economy. He did not find any link between corporatist 

structures and levels of unemployment and inflation. The data collected showed no 

correlation, positive nor negative. Therborn concluded that the classification "corporatism" 

The debate over whether corporatism matters was once again addressed in 1992, by 

Alan Siaroff. By pointbg to the problem of categorization and degrees and variations of 

arrangements existing in what is generically labelled "corporatism" in different counties, 



Siaroff was able to clarify this controversial question. To establish whether corporatism 

has any effect on the economic productivity, level of employment, and ratc of inflation of a 

country, it is necessary to re-conceptttdize the issue. Corporatism alone is insufficient for 

the basis of comparison. Hence Siaroff classifies nations according to a new term, the 

"Stable Integrated Political Economy" whereby corporatist arrangements are a funcfamental 

characteristic along with other variables (Siaroff, 1992, 18-19). As the concept indicates, 

stability and efficiency are a hallmark of this q d f i e d  corporatist rkgime. 

It is obvious that this controversy will never be fdly resolved. Perhaps &ere is no 

guaranteed "economicf' benefit to corporatism, and perhaps stability is in no way increased 

due to these structures. Nevertheless, nothing points to a nnecessq infeasibility of 

corporatist mangemem m m p d  to non-corporatist pkdis t  democracies. According to 

In a sense, the corporatist problematic has functioned as an important 
scaffold for erecting a more adequate watchtower of the intricate dialectics of 
classes and states in contemporary advanced capitalism. But the scaffold 
should not be mistaken for the tower or the vistas &om it, and probably it is 
now aime for the sdfo ld  to be dismtled. (Therborn, 1988,281) 

Precisely because it has offered this more adequate watchtower, rather than 

dismantling the scaffold, it wodd be more constructive to build on by readjusting it. Using 

corporatisiri in democratic theory will eventualiy permit strengthening of the tower and 

perfritps even enhance the scope of the vistas. 

Globalization and the Sm Towar& 
Meso and Local C o m t t d  

Adjustments to the scaffold have permitted rhe adaptation sf ~~fpofatism in the face of the 

ominous challenges posed by the= changing international economy. Globalization has eroded 

the consequentirtlity of d o n $  borders and hence undermined peak coqmratist 

arrangements. 



According to WoIfang Smeck, associative democracy or traditional nationally- 

cenMzed corporatist concertation is in effect obsoiete. This he attributes to the crisis 

within financial markets experienced in the 1370s and early 1980s. The subsequent "fligixt" 

of capital into deregulated economic zones with low levels of taxation caused a stir within 

the industrialized world: 

With capifA able and ready to leave, and with governmenl having lost 
the capacity tu tax capital for full employment through a "going rate" of 
inflation, monetary stability k a m e  thc foremost economic objective 
even in the "bargained economies" of Westem Emope. (Streeck, f 992, 
5181 

This problem is based on the fact &at corporatism requires the elimination of free- 

riding for its success. Therefore, "exit" from such arrangements should translate into a lack 

of "voice". However, in an increasingly borderless cmtext, "exit" from one system does 

not necessarily pen& a free-rider. Instead, the organization that leaves (i.e.: financial 

capital) has the option to reap more Senefts elsewhere where such restrictions do not exist, 

hence undermining m a c r ~ r i s m ,  

WfriIe it is true that this factor has chip@ away at the integrity of corporatist 

stpuctures in Western Empe, c~fp~ratist structures are still in place; not ail interest 

organizations have the pwer  to "exit" from their collective responsibility. There is a need 

ts distinguish between peak pmducer corporatism and other c~nfigurations of associative 

interest group governance. Schmim in his latter work is also skeptical of the permanence 

of this "supreme" curpaatis model, but he is not fatalistic: 



Therefore, not only can copratism sufvive this challenge ffom transnational forces, but it 

tackles the issue of increasingly localized interests which cannot be universalized (even 

within the context of a narion). Political issues will have to be dealt with on a case by case 

basis rather than through comprehensive umbrella negotiations which cover a larger 

constituency with greats latitude of compromise. However, more negotiations will be 

required to develop the same policy coverage, and while the stakes will not be as high, 

decisions will be no easier to reach. 

The fact that micro and meso-cozporatisrn naturally address issues which cannot be 

efevated to a nationd level may be theoretically opportunistic. However, if such macro- 

corporatist schemes are not being replaced by lower levels of corporatist concertation then 

corporadsm may as well be pronounced defunct. There is, however, a substantial amount 

of literature documenting the rise of mesoc~fporatism, (and to a lesser extent micro- 

copratism) (Hernes and Selvik, 1981; Cawson, 1985,1986; Schmitter, 1988). The 

dynamics and the d t s  of regional and sectoral levels of corpor&m do not appear to 

differ substantially from the macro national arena (Williamson, 1989,161). The major 

difference is that ccnporarist instances at the lower level tend to be less ciass polarized as 

indrrsey and Eabotir wiIf o k n  stand with a M a r  position (Cawson, 1986,108-1 09). 

Despite the m y  challenges with which it has had to battle9 corporatism has proven 

versatility makes corpora- not only feasible, but adaptable to an associative deliberative 

suggest tfie d to qxm the COI#'RP~ of carporatism beyond traditionat s o c i m e c  

hes. A cqxm& demmatk rheorjl must ammmdate the non-producer 



those derived from other non-economic standpoints. The two corporatist types, industrial 

interest and social interest, will be assessed independently to adequately address their 

inherent differences. 

Tadustrial Interest Corporatism: 

Democracy in no way implies afortiori either economic productivity, competent 

management, or even state governability. In other words, "[dJernocratization will not 

necessarily bring in its wake economic growth, social peace, administrative efficiency, 

political harmony, free markets, or 'the end of ideology."' (Schmitter and Karl, 199 1, 87). 

Hence, the introduction of democracy may well produce conditions which will eventually 

destroy the requisite factors for its existence. It is evident that democracy can be self- 

contradictory to sustain and reproduce itself. 

This contradiction is aggravated when placed in conjunction wirh capitalism as a 

socicxeonomic system. Capitalism can be identified as a mode of production characterized 

by the existence of private property and a free market for purchasing and the selling of 

gads, s e ~ c e s ,  and labow. Furthennore a market economy dso entails that "...most 

decisions regarding emp10yment, technology, investment and other matters of clear social 

imprtance are in the hands of private individuals." (Brooks and Stritch, 1991,4) 

Nevertheless, Brooks and Stritch identify capitalism and democracy as two 

antagonistic distributive mechanisms represented by the market and the state respectively. 

The market places a vast range of distributive choices in the hands of a few yet the resource 

docating mechanism is exceedingly efficient for capital accumulation. On the other hand, 

fhe state is a resource atlocating system which is democratically accountable but pits the 

interes of Phe collective against the interests of individuals working within the market 

(Brooks and Stritch, 199 1) Z>emOcracies have tended $0 forsake economic equality for 

formal poEticat equality (i.e: equality of opportunity rather than equality of condition). The 



state abates the undesirable effects of the market by limited capital redistribution which 

antagonizes the market. 

It is the antagonism between individualism and wllectivism, freedom and quality, 

the private and the public, the employer and the employee, the producer and the consumer, 

the market and the state, as well as participation and governability that constitute the 

dichotomies within capitalist democracies. In no way is it suggested that corporatism 

would significantly reduce, lee alone resolve such historical tensions. However, it is 

necessary to go beyond such reductivist polarizations and surpass the simplistic logic of 

opting for one or the other within each pair, or attempt an "objective mix" of the two. It 

would be constructive to examine how much of each is more beneficial to which interests. 

That daunting task remains out of the reach of this thesis. The purpose here is to justify a 

choice of actors which could effectively and justly negotiate and implement this 

"compromise" of interests within the wntext of capitalism. 

Capititlist relations of production and exchange within liberal states create a class 

polarization which inflicts contrdctz)ry tendencies within national democratic governance. 

The welfare of a liberal state depends on constant economic growth which in turn depends 

on continuous capital accumulation by business. This relegates labour to a subse~ent  

position, since one way for business to optimize profit is by cutting back on the costs of 

Iabourr (i.e.: cutting back wages, benefits, and even workers). But the welfare of labour is 

in large part dependent on incomc, job security, and especially employment. Marxist 

analyses of social relations in capitaIism identifk basic inequalities among the two 

antagonistic "soeial partners" in democratic corporatist structures. Much of the corporatist 

5tefaixm ;tccepts the centrality of Pkis antagonism as the justification for co~fining 

Due to the predominant "productivist logic" of corporatism, business and labour 

qualify as the two eligible participants in such structures. It is vital to identify the 



characteristics of each interest-association to evaluate whether business and labour are each 

homgenmus Lmxests, have q ~ a l  iesozces, and possess comp&itle p m e d u d  

accessibility. 

It is much too simplistic to claim they are each but one of a plethora of interest 

organizations. They must be, from the outset, identified as comprising a class in the 

Marxist sense of the term. This is especially the case with business (as it would be more 

reticent than labour to adopt such an identity) which is often perceived as a special interest 

with the same rights and opportunities as any other group (Offe, 1985a, 175; Coleman, 

1990,264). However, to simply accept the class designation for business and labour and 

assume equal representation is also ndive. 

The two classes, even if they are accorded an equal vote in negotiated solutions to 

economic policy, are by no means equal. Offe identifies two distinct logics of collective 

action which shatters that my& (Offe, 1985a). He found that labour and business 

manifested a sigmficant difference in terms of function and performance which created 

inequalities despite nominally equal representation. These disparities include the fact that 

unions have to organize workers in each firm to become a united collectivity, while 

business/management constitutes a unit from the outset (Offe, 1985a, 178) if conceived at 

the firm level. Business can atsenuate its reliance on labour, however the opposite is not 

true, for labour is intrinsically linked to capital. Offe believes that, 

[...b]ecause of this asymmetrical dependency relationship, the collectivity 
of a l l  workers must be, paradoxically, more concerned with the well-being 
and the propensity of capitalists than the capitalists are with the well- 
being of the working-class. (We, 1985a, 180) 

Offe's analysis is limited, since he is primarily interested in the single: firm and 

factory union. Relational differences arise when labombusiness exchanges are elevated to 

a larger corporatist arrangement. Labour may indeed be disadvantaged, however there are 

other organizational im-nn which do not necessarily affect labour but can in twn be 



crippling to capital. Business is often considered a monolithic interest, however it is 

important to note its highly fragmented nature (Brooks and Stritch, 1991, 13). Business is 

divided by region, size, sector and the logic of competition. Hence small and medium 

business are often pitted against big business, manufacturing against resource based 

industries, foreign firms against national firms, and industry against industry. Despite 

these immense divisions, corporatism has developed at different levels to account for this 

fragmentation. 

According to Cawson, corporatism should not be conceptualized exclusively at the 

national level. Many issues which involve industry and labour do not need to be resolved 

by the central governing bodies. Mesocorporatism (as introduced above) deals with 

sectoral policy, and microcorporatism with smaller organizational units (right down to the 

single firm) (Cawson, 1986,75). However, at this echelon of corporatist intermediation 

class interests may take second place to functional or professional differentiation. For 

example, capital and unions may (or may not) share a common interest in trade policy by 

opening new markets, or protecting their own. Moreover, interests may cut across class 

lines in the demand for industrial state subsidies (Williamson, 1989, 161). While the 

Merent levels of corpomtism may respond to certain incongruities in organizational unity, 

they cannot account for all. 

Another problem arises with respect to the internal governance of the two class- 

based organizations. W e  identifies two types of interaction, the monological (which 

entails no democratic consultation) and dialogical (which corresponds to a collective 

decision-nraking process). While business typically exhibits the monological pattern, 

iabour tends to m d e s t  a mix of the two depending on the partidar structures of the 

mion. This creates a problem since intenid democracy seems to tx sacrificed for more 

efficient forms of decision-making by both participants but especially business (Offe, 1985, 



It is indeed problematic to devise a scheme whereby more or less weight was 

attributed to each of the group participants according to their original privileges or 

disadvantages. While there can be no question that labour is the clear underdog in the 

partnership, the contradictions within business should not be underestimated. For 

Cawson, the only solution that seems reasonable is to understand these corporatist relations 

not in terms of degree of input, but rather by outcome (hence he stresses the criteria of 

responsiveness over that of accessibility) (Cawson, 1986, 147). Nevertheless, the intent 

here is to demonstrate certain salient proclivities which can be drawn from the empirical 

evidence, and from that knowledge derive adjustive measures for a prescriptive formula 

which will mitigate the perverse effects of existing corporatist practices. 

Social Interest Corporatism 

To meet reasonable standards in democratic theory, corporatist structures must go beyond 

such a reductionist view of politics. Oppressive social relations are not exclusive to 

relations of production. The creation of economic surplus in conditions of class domination 

is not the sole driving force behind all social relations. There are social inequalities in 

democracies which do not pertain directly to capitalist relations of production, even if these 

generally serve to perpetuate them (Young, 1990,39-63). The rise of New Social 

Movements demanding a more democratically responsive state to address rights-claims of 

gender, race, ethnicityIculture, sexual orientation, physicdmental disability, and other less 

group-specific issues of concern such as the environment or militarism, highlights logical 

and practical breaks from traditional class-struggle. The concept of "progressive struggle" 

advanced by Laclau and Mouffe (1987) contends that "...politics must abandon its narrow 

productivist logic and adopt a cultural politics that struggles over the discursive conditions 

of identity formation as a precondition to a radical democratic movement" (Best and 



Rather than seeing workers as one of a plethora of social groups in the struggle 

against capitalism, it is necessary to separate the predominantly "productivist logic" from 

the "new social movement logic." Here, it is fundamental to part Erom the radical 

democracy school. Since the interaction and intermediation of interests in corporatist 

afiangements will differ substantially from one logic to the other, it is necessary to 

conceptualize these logics separately. 

It would be much too simplistic to assume that democratic evaluation of industrial 

interest corporatist procedures applies identically to all those corporatized interests that are 

not immediately identified as economic. Mi le  much of the internal logic of corporatized 

interest associations is valid regardless of the type of interest, certain specificities must be 

examined for those interests not aggregated along class, sectoral or professional. lines. The 

purpose here is to justify such a social-interest corporatism, to idenw the similarities and 

to pinpoint where there is rupture. 

Why does so much of the literature on corporatism shun this form of integrated 

urganizational governance? In much ~f Schxnitterls work there is a total contempt for the 

corporaeization of non-economic "marginal interests" as he labels them (Schmitter, 1983, 

918). He believes that the incorporation of such groups would induce the paralysis of the 

entire system of governance. By limiting them to the p l d i s t  mode of interest 

intemediation, they can more easily be ignored and prevented from bringing in their 

complex and conflicting demands onto a confined, structured, and potentially precarious 

system of economic group concertation. Schmitter stated that one of the principle reasons 

corporatist channels have survived is the exclusion of such entitlement demanding social- 

interest groups31 (Schmitter, 1982,271). 

3 1 ~ e r e  schmitter distinguishes between entitled organizations and single-issue movements. The h e r  
involves groups which are composed of a arnmon fate, such as "tenants, renters, pensioners, pedestrians, 
taxpayers, hreign workers, motorists, studentsts.."; while the latter entails a formation with one unified 
purpose pertaining to a single policy area and issue. He does not dispute the validity of the claims presented 
by the social groups, but he does not believe they should settle their claims through corporatist 
cOafcedtatiOa. Singfe-issue movements, on the other hand, he qualifies as potentially devitalizing either way 



It is only recently that he has acknowledged the hypothetical potential of suck non- 

economic pressure groups in corporatist structures (although this he states only in passing) 

(Schmitter, 1989,64). Even Offe, who generally regards such associations with more 

sympathy, labelled them "policy takers," implying they have little if any influence on the 

policy making process, let alone in corporatist negotiations. They are but passive recipients 

of decisions formulated elsewhere (Offe, 1985b, 139) because individuals with such 

collective interest affhities have not traditionally been organized as have labur unions. 

Even when they do amalgamate and form a group with a unified voice, unless their 

numbers or resources warrant attention, they pose no threat to a state more preoccupied 

with hdamental economic matters. 

The lack of participation by the policy-takers is linked to the critical role played by 

the so-called strategic actors in society (Magagna, 1988,421-22). Labour and especially 

business representatives hold key roles in the functioning of the economy even when they 

do not engage in corporatist negotiations. They are strategic because they wield direct 

power. Non-economic social groups must search for their influence elsewhere. Moreover, 

corporatist structures were not intended at their origin to tackle such a broad spectrum of 

political questions. Magagna believes that the language of corporatism is confined to the 

"discourse of efficiency" (Magagna, 1988,437). The question of efficiency with respect to 

other policy areas has not been seriously addressed due to the overwhelming instrumental 

logic fiat determines policy orientation. Consequentially, the theoretical argument for 

incorporation of social-interest associations would rest primarily on the presumption of a 

discursive social rationality emerging in their exercises in concertation. 

?At& of the Iiteratiiri rejccis scch grotips as c~pxa t i s t  players 02 the basis that 

n&e classes, they are mt "constituted in t e r n  of a contradictcry relation to one another" 

(Panitch, 1980,176). Because labour and business are often seen as natural "class 

since they &nd to polarize the population and divert attention and resources away from corporatist 
intermediation toward the newly fabricated single-issue dialectic (Schmitter, 1982,271-272). 



enemies", pitting them against one another is considered legitimate in the formation of 

incomes policy. The so-called policy-takers on the other hand do not fit into such easily 

identifiable opposing interest group camps. If there are no immediate natural antagonists in 

a certain social-policy area, then why attempt to establish corporatist procedures when there 

is also a lack of pre-existing valid norm for the attribution of public status?32 

To legitimate such interests it is necessary to reject such simplified binary 

polarizations. hterests are not identified in society as either "black or white"; even class 

interests. Many comparativists working within the corporatist field acknowledge this and 

find no reason to limit corporatism by design to class. Rather, they encourage multi- 

interest participation in deliberative negotiations (Christensen and Egeberg, 1979; &st, 

1990,34; Nedelrnan a ~ ~ d  Meier, 1977,43). 

According to Ndelman and Meier, there is no basis for exclusion of non-economic 

groups. They believe that the criterion of inclusion based on some economic justification is 

misleading. If applied, such criteria would not obviously exclude "non-economic" interest 

associations from corporatist participation based on the ambiguity of the criterion. Most 

social groups have a material dimension liked to their claims (Nedelrnan and Meier, 1977, 

45; Warren, 1992, 10). The example of women's groups illustrates this point quite 

precisely. Discrimination against women is based on historical and sociological factors that 

are not centered on material goods. However, financial redress may be a fundamental 

aspect of their claim based on the fact that the discriminatory tendencies are reproduced 

within the labour market. While women's groups may stake claims which are economic, 

their complaints are not   xi gin ally derived from the capitalist system. Hence, all social 

interest groups, whether they possess economic claims or not, are justified in the integrated 

p u p  decision-making structures. 

S2Th theoretical question of critoia D establish n m s  of legitimizing the incorporation of interest groups 
has been discussed briefly in Chapter IV. While no conclusive mechanism was proposed, this does not 
automatically rule out the possibility of discovering standards that would be socially acceptable. 



Determining why there are so few existing cases of non-economic socitil 

eopoma"usm involves consideration or' many factors. Very few countries actuaiiy 

incorporate non class, sectoral or professional interest collectives in their group 

representative procedures. Those countries which are more receptive to a broader range of 

issues and group representation are the Scandinavian states. This can be attributed 

primarily to political culture, since Scandinavia has always shown a tendency not only to 

increased democratization but also towards an accent on collective goup formation and 

public recognition. Despite such a history, even in Norway, which is considered to be one 

of the more inclusive corporatist nations, 68% of all national corporatized organizations are 

economic interest groups. The remaining 32% are divided among groups comprising 

interests ranging from sports and culture, to religion and the environment (Christensen and 

Egeberg, 1979,241). 

The reason most often cited for this lack of representation is that such groups are 

typically ideologically based, and that compromise (the sine qua non of corporatist 

decision-making) is anathema to the set principles upon which these groups are founded 

(Offe 1985a, 83 1; Olsen, 1983, 159). The logic behind this argument would suggest then, 

that an environmental group which demands the elimination of effluent emissions into a 

river would not accept a solution which would simply curb such emissions or terminate 

them gradually. Given that there are many examples to the contrary (Amy, 1987; Bingham, 

1986), the logic here is flawed. While this may be the case with all radical groups (even 

class-based), there is nothing inherent in such a situation which would p. revent a more 

moderate environmentalist group from accepting such a compromise. 

more likely to emphasize h&vidd pimiripation within their unit; hence the reticence to 

"delegate discretion" to representatives negotiating on their behalf (Olsen, 1983,176). 

While this may be the case with certain types of associations, not all groups demonstrate 

such dynamics (Pestoff, 1983, 188). 



Other reasons for their lack of appeal in corporatist arrangements include the fact 

that non-economic associations are typicafly not strong interest groups. They often lack in 

numbers, motivation, andlor resources (Olsen, 1983, 17 1). Moreover, they exhibit 

"asymmetrical conditions for exchange". In other words, while labour and business each 

have bargaining power (i.e.: they each have something to offer in exchange for something 

else), other social interests have nothing more than a stipulated position (not even 

retributive power). Retributive power may exist in more subtle incarnations. A social- 

interest p u p ,  because it lacks the assets of producer groups, has to innovate and find new 

ways to exert the pressure that leads to recognition as a legitimate participant. It holds the 

threat of public protest, if anythng. While it is much more cumbersome to mobilize a 

group's membership to rally for a cause than to call a wildcat strike, it nevertheless can be 

effective. While non-producer groups influence may be reduced because they are not 

directly economically strategic, their ability to disrupt economic and political activity may 

yield similar results in the end. 

Another factor working against them is political culture. The state, (whether 

working through corporatist arrangements, or directly) is seen as encroaching increasingly 

into the private sphere. Indeed, many non-economic social-groups believe that this division 

between the private and the public is an artificial construction built in to keep their interests 

unregulated (i.e.: left to the instrumentalist logic of the market) (Erikson, 1990,358). This 

is especially the case today where government implication into otherwise private domains 

and the growing bureaucratization of many facets of individual's lives is seen as one of the 

major normative failures of the welfare-state. Social corporatism thus can be perceived as 

an iflse~ument of state intrusion in citizen's private affairs. 

Social weKkii c o ~ t i m ,  hcwevei, has served to slow the bureaucracy's 

regulation in the realm of the pmvisiori of social services. A major manifestation identified 

with the crisis of the welfare state (in Chapter I) was the growing awareness of the lack of 

socidf input by the "clients" of services provided by the ailing system (B6langer and 



Zvesque, 1992,2-3). While self-determination did not figure prominently as one of the 

primary goals in the implementation of a social security network, its increasingly techno- 

bureaucratic nature has become a serious problem. Citizens have grown increasingly 

impatient with a system in which they have no say, and in which accountability is not a 

fortiori required. 

Most of the authority in the social services resides primarily in the hands of the 

political administration and in those of the professionals which operate within the system. 

This came about specifically because social provisions are not readily situated either in the 

market system or the state system. Previous to the implantation of the welfare state, these 

services were in private hands subject to the market laws of supply and demand. When the 

state took over these tasks, the authority shifted towards a bureaucratic and professional 

administration. While a democratic government is considered accountable with respect to 

general policy, the actual function of social services is more in the hands of professionals 

than of consumers/citizens (Godbout and Paradeise, l988,l a)). 

Corporatized social service systems have always favored the producers of those 

s e ~ c e s  before the consumers. Professionals in the role of producers are granted a voice in 

the provision of social services, but the users of such services are left without a voice. This 

creates a democratic negative sum balance. Social services have predominantly been 

shaped by what are labelled fordist andproviderttiadiste modes of regulation. In other 

words, a tendency exists towards a rationalization of the division of labour, while at the 

same h e  the state is responsible for providing for its citizens, but is not directly 

responsive to the needs of its citizens (BClanger and Uvesque, 1988,54). 

While this is the case in most m i d  services, some corporatist experimentation has 

o c c d  in this ma. Following the general productivist orientation of other corporatist 

structures, many existing cases grmt representation to professionals such as doctors and 

other medical staff for instance while marginalizing the voice of consumers (Cawson, 

1982,91). Nevertheless, &ere are instances where consumers are conceded a 



representational status along with the service producers. Such cases have been labelled 

"corpor~n'sme des wagers", or consumer corporatism @&nger and Uvesque, 1988,62). 

There are many daunting obsracles to the incorporation of non-ecmomic interests in 

corporatist structures. Many of the arguments against imp1mentation convey a bias for 

class-bad interest which is driven primarily by an instnunentalist logic of necessity and 

efficiency, rather than justice and inclusion. The Scandinavian cases, while exceptional, do 

demonstrate the feasibility of such expanded group interest representation within the policy 

making apparatus. For corporatist stmctures to be fully legitimized within democracies, 

they must not exclude a major bloc of interests based on their name. 

Democratic Criteria sf Evalualion 

It is essential to idenm qwif ic standards which have informed much of the theoretical 

discussion above, to provide the basis for meaningful evaluation of democracy in 

corporatism. The basis for these criteria derive primarily from three sources. The first is 

the work of Philippe Schmitter (1983) who identified general concepts for the analysis of 

democratic governance in corporatist instituti~ns. The second work is a draft piece which 

m-nains unpublished entitled V&hes ofi)ent0crmarrc Eqerience by William Lafferty 

(1 988). His concepts are a synthesis of Robert Dahl's work on procedural democracy and 

Car1 Cohen's on participatory democracy. The third is taken from Cohen and Rogers' 

associative model. Lafferty's detailed indicators, a modified version of Schmitter's general 

concepts, and Cohen and Rogers' standards, will be Mended to formulate evaluative criteria 

for corporatism. 

it should ci reiterated tirat these criteria should apply both distinct levels of interest 

i n ~ d a d o n .  M a c r o - i n f e e o n  refers to that 'between a) the sate and organizations, 

as weD as b) between the various participating orghations themselves. Micro- 

inremediation refers tu the reIsttionship between individual members of corporatized 

associatims and the repentatives of the sstme association (Pestoff, 1983,92). These are 



equivalent to the two levels fundamental to Mansbridge democratic deliberative process 

(Manshridge, 1992a). 

The first criterion i ~ p ~ c i p a t i o n ;  specifically, individual participation in the 

decision-making process. Plwdist democratic theory has always constmined practical 

application of this norm largely to the practice of voting in periodic elections, so 

pardcipation does riot serve as an ethical value in their framework (Macpherson, 1977,79). 

To escape this narrow conception of participation, Schmitter restricts the concept to direct 

individual engagement in the final policy decision-making process (Schmitter, 1983,889). 

Instead, it is necessary to place this criterion on a continuum from direct individual 

participation to progressively less direct individual participation to a final extreme of no 

participation. The concept should also distinguish, whenever possible, between the breadth 

of participation (or the amount of invdvement in different stages of the process), and the 

a p e  (or the quantity of issues to which individual input is granted) (Lafferty, 1988,5). 

Cohen and Rogers express this criteria in terms of popular sovereignty; to avoid confusion, 

the participation terminology d be retained. 

Participation is relevant in a democratic evaluation of corpopatism since tripartite 

negotiations have often dimhished the role of individuai members, especially workers, 

within peak organizational decision-making. Labour representation often takes the form of 

a "*-tier pattern": the local mion, the industrial or nationid union, and the umbrella 

organization encompassing all inmediare trade-unions (Olsen, 1980,503). Centralization 

is m e  of the strongest fences against individual engagement in the internal political process. 

The iron law of oligarchy is afso quite prevalent within large interest groups which require 

qxesmtarive discretion for concertationzt flexibility (Ruin, f 944,181). At times this has 

Despite these cbmmghg signs, participation can afso tw: traced to more incipient 



geam involvement (Stxmk, 1982,72). Moreoverf not all corporarist arrangements reflect 

tripa.de structures, hence abating the h& effects of centralization and 

professionaJization and inaeaSiRg the salience of participation (Christensen and Egeberg, 

1979). 

AeeessibiIify is the second measfpce. Like participation, accessibility is not a 

standard that figures prrnninendy in p ld i s t  democratic theory. This factor should not be 

limited to individual gmticipation (as in Sch.mitta, 1983,889), but should refer primarily to 

organized interest associ&ons. Once again it should be placed on a d e  which takes into 

consideration incfusiveness or eligibility, and the degree of representational equdity in the 

process (i.e.: are all a f f d  groups represented and do they have an equal vote?) (Lafferty, 

1988,13). Cohen and Rogers emphasize the notion of political quality within 

accessibility. Economic and other obstacles should be taken into consideration when 

assessing accessibility in empirical. studies. 

The criteria of accessimty is hpmfmt in corporatist practices for two main 

reasons, The first reason has to do with the diversity of configurations corporatism has 

adopted. Tripartite negotiations pre-establisha the eligibility of business and labour as 

e q d  playas. However, thek q d r y  is only format: representation does not always 

determine equal access K, policy f d o n  This becomes mare evident in the corporatist 

amnittee and remiss systms in SGandinavia in which round-table boards and advisory 

cottnciEs offer a variay of levels of decision-m;tking from policy development to policy 

implementation (Johansen and Krisknsen, 1982,196; Olsen, 1981, 504)- Different groups 

are represented at M-t kveIs, hence accessibility is dependent on more than one 

The seoond reason acoessl.'bility is pertinent to a corpofatist deliberative framework 

is tM &al-interest corporatism raise;s to the f m h n t  the bestowal of quasi-public status 

demand a voice. They may range &om mvinrmnenM groups, citizens' aSSOciations, 



business, and labour, to native bands. However, there is no guarantee that they will dl 

figure around the table (Bruton and Howlett, 1992,27-28). In the case of consumer 

corporatism, consumer groups may be represented within decision-making structures, 

however, their power tends to take second place to the authority of professional and 

administrative representatives (Godbout, 1983,123)- Because there is no simple formula 

for inclusion, the measure of accessibility is fundamental in assessing the democratic 

validity of such practices. 

The third democratic standard for evaluating corporatist procedures is 

responsiveness. This indicator should be applied at the level of organizational 

representation. Responsiveness has to do with how well representative elites represent the 

interests of the group membership at the outcome end of the policy process. Do concerted 

policies adequately reflect the demands of the individual members? At what stage does 

consultation occur where direct participation is not possible? In the end, it involves the 

assumption of responsibility on the part of the group representatives (Schmitter, 1983, 

The measure of responsiveness in corporatist practices often assumes greater 

importance wherever direct participation is decreased. In peak associations, when 

centralization has diminished or distorted the articulation of interests from the rank-and-file, 

the representative &tes often lose touch with their member's demands (Micheletti, 1990, 

270). Nevertheless, there is a tendency for ad-hoc groups to develop for expressing and 

informing members' interest to their representatives. They are often effective in producing 

responsive decisions (Streeck, 1982,72; Pestoff, 1983, 108). Where the criterion of 

particlp&on does nut fm positively, a democratic corporatist evaluation should critically 

assess the distinct schemes utiiized to ensure a degree of responsiveness within 

Organizatiom. 

Civic conrciomness, the fourth criterion, concerns not only whether interests are 

adequately articulated, but also whether they are formulated so as to not infringe on 



generalizable interests (Cohen and Rogers, 1992,423). Part of this process involves 

securing conditions for enlightened understanding at the negotiating table, or promoting 

political co~sciousness (Lafferty, 1,988,17). Moreover, civic consciousness involves 

group representatives justifying their action both to their members and to the national 

community at large, on the basis of their actions (Coleman, 1988,264). Corporatist 

representatives should be held accountable for implementing the accord reached through 

negotiation. The degree to which this s t a n ~ d  is met is crucial for corporatism's 

legitimation. 

Civic consciousness should be considered specifically where interest groups with 

participatory claims do not figure in the decision-making process, since their interests may 

not automatically be part of the deliberation. Civic consciousness appears more prevalent 

among groups which do not pursue material goods, namely those within the social-interest 

arena. Nevertheless, checks on all decisions derived through corporatist channels exist in 

the need for legislative approval. In the committee system throughout Scandinavia, the 

government reviews all decisions, and where no compromise is reached, legislators will 

amend the policy accordingly (Christensen and Egeberg, 1979,251). The criterion of civic 

consciousness should primarily assess whether interests are argued on their appeal to the 

interests of others within the deliberative processes. 

One final concept which should be taken into consideration is versatility. This 

concept shodd not be central but rather ancillary. Schmitter's definition with its emphasis 

on competition is much too ambiguous to follow (Schmitter, 1983,890). Because 

competition is integral to the pluralist democratic model, and corporatism is presumably the 

antithesis of interest p u p  pIuralism, competition will not automatically feature prominently 

in his alternative procedure. j%rthermore, the notion of competition often implies the 

practical acceptance of k g e  inequalities of influence favoring those with greater resources. 

Because a l l  actors are not on a level playing-field, a notion of versatility which would instill 



some degree of competitiveness, without undermining the other criteria enunciated above, 

is more adequate. 

Competition can be redefined so as to emphasize the potential to challenge static 

interest monopolies. This criterion is increasingly relevant to social-interest corporatism 

where interests within civil society are more difficult to delineate, and hence representative 

monopolies more difficult to establish. The measure of versatility can best assess the 

corporatist committee system which takes on a variety of structural incarnations. While 

strict tripartite concertation was seen as lacking in versatility, other forms of industrial 

interest and social interest corporatism have managed to counter tendencies toward rigid 

ossification (Erikson, 1990,358-359; Johansen and Kristensen, 1982,216; Olsen, 1981, 

512). Indeed for corporatism to be democratic, it must guarantee some versatility to 

prevent bureaucratic stagnation, ensure representational variety, and dtimately value 

change. 

Conclusion 

Corporatism is not a thing of the past. Theoretically it is reconcilable with the emerging literature 

on deliberative and associative democracy. The above analysis of deliberative processes helps to 

highlight the primacy of this key factor in corporatist concmation. Without the study of 

deliberation, none of the crucial requisites or results of the process, be it the articulation of interest, 

the transformation of those interests, understanding complexity, or approaching a consensus, 

would figure prominently. Traditional corporatist theory has often ignored or cavalier1 y treated 

these fundamental questions. 

Recent p p d s  far associative b m m c y ,  in combination with those regding 

de~krziv'e piachs, em be used €0 revitalize, a d  legitiuii d e m m e c  cmpmtism. 

Corporatism as practiced in many European states is undergoing a considerable transfarmation due 

to both internal political, and external economic, structural shifts. This versatility will allow for the 



normative alteration, for the "artifacmality" of existing systems, towards structurally expanded and 

dem~c~arically enhanced configurations. 

Each of the proposed criteria for democratic evaluation should be regarded as standards 

which vary in intensity. How does one determine where the democratic threshold resides? This 

thesis does not seek to place numerical values on each criterion. Because what is to be identified is 

the quality of democracy, the purpose here is to suggest that corporatism can and must effectively 

meet these standards in the inevitable context of trade-offs and compromises. Corporatism will by 

no means fare positively on all accounts. It is important, however, to gauge whether the trade-offs 

demanded, and the gains accomplished by corporatist deliberative democracy are in the end more 

desirable than those prodraced by ex@lusively e l e c t d  pluralist systems. 
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Chapter V- ConcPusion 

The problem of sacial alienation was identitied at the outset as a manifestation of the 

acute failings of contemporary liberal political systems. The prevalent malaise, attributed to 

a critical erosion of the social relations between state and society, has reached a stage which 

demands a serious reconsideration of the institutions established to create demaxatic 

political norms. It has been years since the preliminary signs were detected and the first 

warnings issued. What is most disconcerting is the lack of alternatives within democratic 

theory and political practice to tackle such pressing issues. Does an interest group 

democracy as elaborated through the intersection of corporatist theory and a deliberative and 

associative democratic theory respond to any of these social and political concerns? 

The concept of corporatism itself has not resounded very positively in the e m  of 

either western democratic theorists or political establishments. The association of the 

corporatist terminology with theology, feudalism, and fascism has served to marginalize 

debate on the democratic prospects of corporatist representation within a liberal polity. 

Indeed its origins are problematic, however its modem transformation can hardly be said to 

derive from its more odious manifestations. 

The specific corporatism in question has to do with systems of interest 

intermediation, which, while budding since the turn of the century, only really took off in 

the 1960s in certain West Empean states. Most of these arrangements took the shape of 

concerted negotiations between peak organizations of capital, labour, other industrial and 

agricultural groups, and the state on economic policy. These strategic interest organizations 

were gb3er, a ~preseritatimzf. m n q d y  in exchmge $GI- =remkrship c ~ r = p ! ~ c r :  wit!$ 

states exprimented with more versatile arrangements through comfnittees which 

incorporated more than just industrial groups. 



Comparative corporatist theory assessed a significant shift in the relations between 

the state and interest organizations in certain European countries. The pluralist paradigm 

where pressure groups competed (on a formally equal but substantively unequal footing) 

for political influence no longer provided an accurate picture of politics. Corporatism had 

replaced the strict pluralist interest group approach in several policy areas. However, 

corporatist literature was overly consumed in its first stages with the conceptualization of 

this new channel of interest group intermediation. While the content of the literame 

broadened, it often assumed an economistic emphasis, concerned primarily with efficiency 

in both the economic and the political realm. Democratic considerations were peripheral. 

Despite the silence on this dimension, there have been a few disparate attempts at 

generating some understanding of corporatism as a form of democratic representation. 

Those that dared venture into this domain, such as Schmitter, Anderson and Gawson were 

overly driven by the "discourse of efficiency" so prevalent in standard corporatist literature. 

Most democratic concerns were overlooked or written off as incompatible with the 

conventional territorially- based electoral politics. 

Despite the lack of initiative in this domain, the late nineteenth century produced 

several authors who developed an initial theory of corporatist democracy (prior to the 

advent of contemporary neocorporaiism). Two of the most prominent philosophers in this 

regard were G.D.H. Cole and   mile Dmkheim. Their theories, while incompatible with 

liberal democracies for different reasons, are founded on general principles that have 

proved helpful in an attempt to construct a modern democratic theory of corporatism. Both 

Cole and Durkheim conceived of liberal electoral politics as distorting the democratic will 

and as being severely unrepresentative of major interests within society, leading to a 

breakdown of a "collective nomos". The crisis found its roots in the manifestation of 

extreme self-inte~sted individualism, which abraded vital conceptions of community. In 

the justification far individual representation in politics, liberal dgimes not only eroded the 



representation of collective interests but furthermore mitigated individual participation 

through the growth of bureaucratic channels, and ca tch4 parties. 

Cole envisioned a state with direct representation from consumers and producers 

(i.e.: labour), two crucial groups in society with marginal voices. Durkheirn conceived the 

expression of collective interests as possible only through one's functional standpoint in 

society (i.e.: occupation). He thus proposed abolition of individually-based representation 

and creation of a chamber of business and labour representatives. The integration of key 

principles of their theories into a neocorporatist conception of politics assists development 

of a democratic theory of corporatism. 

Corporatist theory propounded the fusion of individual participation and collective 

interest representation. De Tocqueville's notion of a secondary citizenship of collective 

interests recognizes the importance played by organizations within civil society. 

Individual's interests are best availed if aggregated into collective units. Collective interest 

groups would be confronted by other collective associations where the need to cooperate 

would arise to attain a consensus regarding policy related to their interests. While 

cooperation is precario'als, corporatism has been shown to provide for positive-sum 

outcomes, where it becomes in the interest of all associations to participate. 

Interest group cooperation would also mitigate the abuses of instrumental rationality 

since corporatism entails certain elements of what Habermas identified as communicative 

action in social rationality. Social rationality as opposed to purposive-rational or 

instrumental rationality fosters the identification of common desired gods through 

discursive means. Rather than conceiving problems as mere technical puzzles with a series 

of effective means to attaining pre-conceived ends, communicative action would encourage 

a measure of coilective re-articulation of both end and means. 

The conjunction of self-interested individualism with instrumental rationality has 

furthered the destruction of a conception of community in politics. The basic unit of 

corporatism is the collective association, a group of individuals with COmT]IIOn bonds, 



through similar interests and objectives. However, it is crucial that such an association's 

goals do not become ovdy gre-conceived: an association must reflect the wishes of the 

individuals that 'bring meaning to it. The criteria for membership should rest on an 

adherence to general rules of procedure. An association should incorporate internal fora for 

the articulation of distinct individual and sub-collective standpoints within the general 

parameters of a "unZied'' collectivity. For a reconciliation of individual and collective 

needs, it is best to conceptualize corporatist groups as dynamic political communities of 

interest. 

Corporatist political theory has often ignored the internal democratic politics of 

associations that participate in decision-making negotiations, as well as the dynamics that 

arise from inter-associational concertation. The recently rekindled deliberative democratic 

theory, along with the new literature 01% associative democracy propounded by Cohen and 

Rogers helps address some of the gaps left by corporatist theory by bringing collective 

interest group governance back to its participatory modus operandi. 

Deliberation is based on the Aristotelian concern for reason through discourse. As 

in social rationality, at the core of deliberation lies the notion of communication among 

political participants. W e  deliberation is often assumed to be a mere procedural element 

of policy-making, it is in fact the essence of a democratic politics. From a combination of 

Arendt's conception of authentic politics and Habermas' c<~lmu@cative ethics, a viable 

definition of deliberation can be distilled. Arendt recognized that political debate served to 

disclose and forge an individual's political interest. Habermas' ideal speech situation 

served as a means to establish consensus on ethical norms (in this case political choice) 

others, utilizes the norms displayed by these two configurations of deliberation to create a 

mntext which integrates dialogue as both means and end. However, deliberation in an ideal 

discursive democracy would take the shape of a highly participatory individualistic and 



flexible politics which is unrealistic in a modem liberal state. Miller and Cohen attempt to 

reconcile the n a m  of contemporary states with the requisites of deliberation by providing 

parties with the role of interest aggregation. Neither a party-focused nor an individual- 

centered deliberative politics is satisfactory to a corporatist conception of governance. 

Parallel to this deliberative program, Cohen and Rogers have inwuced a model of 

associative democracy which re-evaluates the utility of group input in politics and proposes 

a new subsystem of governance different from both the market and the bureaucratic mode. 

Their approach would siphon the beneficial contribution of interest groups (pre-existing in a 

pluralist universe) towards decision-making processes, while at the same time abate the 

destabilizing tendencies created by social sectarianism. Their goal is to regulate rather than 

eradicate interest group pluralism, hence approximating a carporatist framework that 

promotes a higher degree of versatility and integrates a larger range of participants. 

While the associative democratic paradigm stops short of articulating a deliberative 

decision-making process within the parameters of interest group governance, it can be 

nevertheless inferred It is fundamental to elevate a deliberative politics to an associative 

format, as Mansbridge has implied in her cooperative approach to politics. Since 

cooperation necessitates deliberation and corporatism or associative democracy requires 

cooperation, deliberation must be central to a corporatist democratic theory. Indeed, all of 

the democratic criteria for corporatist decision-making proposed in this thesis require 

deliberative processes for their advancement in this associative context. 

The democratic standards for a corporatist deliberative model should focus primarily 

on individual participation, accessibility of interest p u p s ,  responsiveness of 

representatives to members within associations, civic consciousness as a product of internal 

deliberation and group concertation, and versatility of schemes to accommodate different 

poky  contexts and new demands for access. A normative corporatist democratic theory 

should identify optimal conditions for maximization of such standards. This model has the 

potential to restore dynamic political communities of interest, re-establish meaningful bonds 



between the civil society and the state through the intermediation of groups, advance 

individual political participation, and provide for efficient policy outcomes. 

A corporatist deliberative framework would not only break the omnipotence of 

purposive-rational means in favor of social rationality, but would also create a context 

where instrumental rationality could be utilized more effectively. Discursive interaction 

among ~0Ip~atiZed groups would allow for the provision of valuable insights into policy 

development, since they are the purveyors of valuable information acquired through 

experience and need. 'Hence, not only wodd new options be engendered, but further 

relevant technical data could be uncovered to increase the levels of goal achievement. 

Individuals working through their interest groups would no bnger be shut out of the 

political process on the basis of the complexity of issues. This could potentially alleviate 

some of the sense of powerlessness that triggers social disenchantment with the 

government and the system. 

Deliberation, specifically communicative action in a corporatist context, would 

distill individual's interests within their organizations, and assist articulation of 

organizations' interests when in contact with other organizations facing the same political 

questions. Since interests are neither pre-politically nor monologically conceived, internal 

participation and organizational accessibility in corporatist policy-making allow for the 

self-transformation of interests. Moreover, due to the need for consensus and cooperation, 

representatives of p u p s  will be exposed to interests which they will have to accommodate 

or reconcile. In turn, this could increase the civic consciousness of representatives reflected 

in other-regarding inclinations in the transformation of the%- interests. 

instances of a bemucratic corporatist deii'irauon would increase accessibility 

beyond &aditionat hdrrstrid p a p s .  Business and kdxm do not repsent d l  hfereses 

within society, hence the need to expand the notion of corporatism to social-interest policy 

fields. Such an enhanced model could also provide for the inclusion of minority grou~s so 

oft= marginalized in a liberal majaritarian electoral system. While it is difficult to establish 



standards for conferring public authority to groups, there are a variety of options with 

which to experiment. Once again, an increase in accessibility would reduce the relegation 

of minority and other social-interests to the periphery, would aid in repoliticizing civil 

society, and M p  political life avoid the pitfalls of factionalism via a regulated pmedure of 

conduct. 

A deliberative emphasis could redirect p-resent corporatist practices to avoid most 

drawbacks such as centrahation and technocratization. Enhanced internal participation is 

crucial for the articulation of interests and hence for authentic representation. Since a 

mandate form of representation would be most conducive to better results due to the 

imperatives of elite negotiations, where direct participation was not possible, increased 

responsiveness could restore the discretionary gap. Furthermore, the versatility of such 

processes could not only accommodate parpicdar policy contexts, but via the increase in 

instances towards meso and local corporatism, it could also decrease centralization of 

organizational authority. This would further help alleviate societal alienation. 

Deliberation among participants for the purpose of cooperative policy development 

requires prior agreement on procedural matters. Corporatist negotiations are driven by the 

need f a  consensus; however, many deliberative processes have been conceived with 

simple majority rule options. A final policy agreement by all participants may prove to be 

arduous, especially if radical groups are brought into the fore, or the issue is simply too 

controversial. Majority rule may once again exclude the voice of genuine minority 

interests. Consensus is govemed by the bgic of social rationality insofar as it prevents 

inrerests from being overlooked, and existing standpoints from being ignored. While an a 

priori agreement among participants on procedure may at times resolve the dilemma, no 

procedural consensus can be guarant&. 

As demonstrated above, the associatiye and deliberative democratic models 

strengthen a corporatist themy of democracy. Corporatism is viable in democratic theory, 

but, the same can aLso be said of corporatism's suitability in contemporary politid practice. 



Corpomisrn still remains a widely practiced form of interest governance in many western 

states, despite the lack of overwhelming economic benefits compared to more pluralistic 

rbgimes. Corporatism has not succeeded in eliminating the twin evils of inflation and 

unemployment, but it appears that corporatist practices have enhanced accommodation to 

the incredible structural transformations ushered in by the globalization of the world 

economy. This is especially m e  of meso md local corporatist arrangements, which 

approximate to a greater degree than inacrocorporatism the associative deliberative models 

considered in this thesis. 

Exclusive producer-group tripartite corporatism is not satisfactory for an enhanced 

democratic framework A corporatist deliberative scheme should incorporate various 

interest associations at multiple levels of policy-making along the line of Scandinavian 

corporatist instances. Furthermore, social interests should assume a more salient role 

within an increasingly flexible structure. Environmental dispute resolution mechanisms and 

schemes of consumer input in the provision of social s e ~ c e s  are two areas which can be 

integrated into &ithis framework Despite the need for inclusion of industrial as well as social 

interest, both interest models should be assessed independently as they conform to two 

distinct logics --the "producer" or "class logic" and the "new social movement logic" 

The need now in corgoratist theory is to identify how demanding demacratic criteria 

can be implemented. Individual participation has often been problematic in highly 

bureaucratized peak organizations of inchstrial interests. With r e v t  to accessibility, 

certain standards to insure equality of inclusion md effectiveness of procedure should be 

propofed and assessed, identifykg tfte merit of the criteria utibxd in sscid-interest 

instances of corporatist policy-making- Returning to the internal governance of an 

organization, deliberative schemes s b d d  be assessed to identify the degree to which 

represe1ptative.s are responsive. to the needs of their members where they lack direct input. 

IbentiQing civic cOIlSeiouslefs may be more difficult since there are few iradicatm to 



accurately gauge its degree. Civic consciousness could be assessed by identifying how 

other mid groups perceive policy outcomes (i.e.: if they are adversely affected by a so- 

called consensual policy), The versatility standard should be assessed by examining less 

conventional group governance cases such as environmental mediation md consumer 

A cmpatist deliberative democracy does not suggest the end of ideology or the 

end of politics; rather, it advances a regeneration of politics, where deliberative debate will 

repoliticize c i d  society. However, it also provides mechanisms which will prevent such a 

pofiticzdly informed social discourse from pruducing a chaotic exchange of k-econcilable 

fixed standpoints. t3rpratist pmedures can channel interest group contributions to 

successfully resolve s d d  disputes, and advance efficient policy outcomes. 

At a time when demands fa interest group input is incessantly hammered by pitting 

the pejorative "speciat interest" argument against a more noble individual or public interest 

conception of politics, it is mcid for democfatiic theory to demonstrate the positive 

contribution sf associariofls within a regdated corporatist deliberative framework as 

atsvancd in this thesis. Fume empipick$ research should highfight the potential and the 

shortcomings of exisring corparatist instances and the prospects associated with expansion 

ofcorpsratist practices to the sociat, enVir0rrmenta.l and other policy fields. 
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