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CHAPTER 16

Oygmz’mﬂom and

Public Policy

The journalistic and scholarly mood about the importance of political
organizations has varied from one of fascination with their power to one
of amusement at their impotence, but whether reality has changed in ac-
cordance with the perceptions is far from clear. The plain fact is that no
well-supported and comprehensive rendering of accounts about the im-
pact of organizations on public policy is as yet possible. One of the rea-
sons for this is that the signilicance of organizations will depend, in
ways that are not fully understood, on the nature of both the issue and
the instilutional process by which it is resolved.

Issues and Organizations

Theodore |. Lowi has proposed a threefold classification of public issues
and a set of hypotheses relating the kind of issue to the character of the
political process (“arena of power”) that it will evoke and to the extent
and ways in which organized groups will participate in the decision. A
distributive decision is one Lhat provides, or appears to provide, specific

) ¢ »
Deuelits to speciflic groups “without mgard to limited resourceg.” Patron-
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-
age is a distributive policy; so are defense contracts, government ser-

vices to organized business, farm, or labor clienteles, the management of

public land, and an item-by-item tariff. A l'egl,llllt()l'l( decision involves a
governmental choice as to “who will be indulged and who deprived” on
the basis of some general rule: examples include awarding a television li-
cense, banning an unfair labor practice, and giving the president discre-
tionary powers over foreign trade. Finally, a redistributive decision in-

volves broad categories of citizens, “approaching social " classes,” to

whom benefits are extended or from whom losses are taken. A progres-
sive income tax and noncontributive welfare programs are important il-
lustrations.!

Each of these policies of government has a characteristic political pro-
cess associated with it. Distributive policies stim_ulatem:tiv________ELbLsgxall
organizations and even by individuals, each seeking a particular bepefit
on the basis of “every man lor himself” The government rewards all
such activity so long as it does not appear that the benefits to one party
are at the cost of another. “Log-rolling” is common,; the legislative result
is often called “pork barrel.” Regulatory politicé, by contrast, deal with

“sectors”—industries, occupations, commodities—and thus the political
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process involves a higher degree of organization and coalition formation
than is the case with distributive issues. These coalitions are not based
on a desire for mutual noninterference but on shared interests in obtain-
ing or defeating a regulatory proposal aimed at a sector of the economy.
The trade association or local union is typically involved in regulatory
matters. Redistributive policies encourage the activities of peak assqcia-
tions that have a broad, often ideological, interest in representing a so-
cial cTassThe National Association of Manufacturers and the Chamber
of Commerce on one hand, the AFL-CIO and allied groups on the other.
The “haves” and the “have nots,” or the “money-providing” and “ser-
vice-demanding” groups are decisive on these issues, and their leader-
ship might be described as a “power elite.”

Lowi’s formulation is bold and imaginative but also ambiguous and
incomplete. It is hard to distinguish the three arenas of power from one
another except in extreme cases; there are broad areas of power that
seem to it nowhere in the scheme; and there are important changes over
‘Eime in the way groups behave. Legislation to improve rivers and har-
bors seems clearly distributive in that it provides public facilities on a
noncompetitive basis to particular areas, and thus we are not surprised
to find that there is usually little legislative conflict and much mutually
advantageous Tog-rolling in passing these bills. But the Area Redevelop-
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ment Act of 1961 also proposed to supply loans and facilities for certain
regions (the “depressed” areas), and yet this act aroused the bitlerest
conflict and brought various peak associations into combat with one an-
other.mears later, the Appalachian Regional DevemAct,
amsigned to provide aid to localities, sailed through Congress ac-
companied by relatively little organizational activity.?

'IEO are a host of policies that could be classified under two or more
categories. A Dill barring discrimimation in public accommodations
could De seen as a measure regulating the use of hotels and restaurants
or as one redistributing a benefit (access to hotels and restaurants) from
ofie social stratum to another. The same could be said of policies con-
cerning immigration, womens rights, or school desgggggzﬁi_on. Urban re-
newal programs regulate the use of land, redistribute the housingsup=
ply, and_distribute benehts to certain contractors and labor unions.
Monetary and fiscal policy has both regulatory and redistributionist im-
mon whether one thinks of it as simply controlling
the interest rate or as mitors at the expense of debtors (or
vice versa). Calling attention to the costs and benefits of policies_is help-
ful; classifyi\ng;m costs and Dbenefits under labels with uncertain
meanings 1s not helplul.
Towi suggests that thé pluralist view’ of politics—by which he appar-
entljlmhmeans a view l{ t argues that policy is the result of organized
group conflict—is generally accurate only for the regulatory arena. This
seems to be true for certain kinds of regulatory decisions, especially
those that involve the competing demands of organized segments of the
economy—such as struggles between labor and management over the
definition of unfair labor practices, between wholesalers and retailers
over the maintenance of fair-trade laws, or between two firms over the
awarding of a television broadcast license. But there is a broad range of
other regulatory issues in which group activity is modest, and the activ-
iWs occur tends to be carried on by unsuccessful opponents. An
éxample of This 1s the recent wave of consumer legislation. No organized
fnlerest can take credit lor many of these laws, such as the National
Trafic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 and the 1962 Kefauver-
Harris amendments to the Food and Drug Act. Mark V. Nadel, in his
study of these and other consumer-protection bills, concludes that the
“primary consumer groups are not effective” and that lobbying was far
less important than the direct representation within key congressionul
committees of various points of view.3 Consumer policies were often op-
posed by organized interests, but supported, at Teast in the ways that
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proved decisive, by congressmen who were aided by influential newspa-
permen and, in the case of auto salety, by Ralph Nader.

Lowi’s fundamental insight—that the substance of a policy influences
the role of organizations in its adoption—seems correct, but the concep-ﬁ

timl%f based on that insight requires modification in at least two
r

fwaysCEirsy) a distinction should be made batween the adoption of a new
¥ policy™T the amendment of Am existing one, and (econg) the incidence
O?MS of a policy should not be obstured by the use of
categories (“distributive,” and so on) that are hard to define and to
purge of misleading implications. X

e most important new pblicies of government are adopted only
i after there has been_a} change in opinion or a new perception of old ar-
, rangements sufficient to place on the public agenda what had once been

a private relationship and to clothe a particular program with legiti-
! macy. Organized groups can rarely accomplish unaided such changes in
opinion or such redefinitions of what constitutes legitimate public ac-
tion; instead, these changes are the result of dramatic or critical evenls
(a depression, a war, a national scandal), extraordinary political leader-
ship, the rise of new political elites, and the accumulated impact of
ideas via the mass media of communication. New policies born in this
fashion include major social welfare measures, such as social security
and Medicare, the selective service system, civil rights laws, new regula-
tory measures aimed at consumer protection, the creation of the Tennes-
see Valley Authority (TVA), the antipoverty program, the shift from an
itemized tariff to a reciprocal trade policy, federal assistance to law en-
forcement and to education, foreign aid and various mutual security
agreements, the federal interstate highway program, and some of the
ecology legislation. Whether these measures are regarded as redistribu-
tive or regulatory is less important than the fact that they represent
major redefinitions of the proper role and powers of government; they
were controversial mainly in that people differed importantly over what
it was legitimate for government to do. On some of these measures, such
as social security, one social class was pitted against another; on others,
such as foreign aid and aid to education, ideologies cutting across
classes did battle with one another.

Sometimes political organizations assist in this process of agenda set-
ting, as when trade unions struggled to obtain legal sanction for their
conception of collective bargaining, when the NAACP demanded a fed-
eral role in civil rights, and when the Anti-Saloon League mobilized
support for temperance. At other times, the new departure 1'epresented

Comnres
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the activities of policy entrepreneurs who, by combining personul skill,
strategic institutional position, and fortuitous circumstance, managed to
obtain consent for a new policy departure.? The development of the
Economic Opportunity Act, the Family Assistance Plan (FAP), the Safe
Streets Act, the tax reform act of 196g, the Model Cities program, reve-
nue sharing, the TVA, the unsuccessful Brannan Plan for agriculture in
1949, the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act, and the Con-
sumer Credit Protection Act (“truth-in-lending”) are illustrative of an es-
sentially nonorganizational policy-development process.

The political locus of the key actors in these innovative policies var-
ies. In general, legislation in the realm of social welfare and foreign
policy has tended to originate in the executive branch, but consumer-
protection legislation has tended to emerge from the initiatives of con-
gressmen and their allies.?

Revisions to existing policies follow a different pattern that in turn de-
pends on the extent to which the imtial policy decision settled the
idt ogical and normative issues and on the incidence of costs Lnfl_lgene-
fitsentailed by the program. Most of the new or enlarged powers ac-
quired by government are soon taken for granted, and the debate over
their propriety, if not their success, is stilled. Social security, most civil
rights laws, regulatory policies, and the progressive income tax are no
longer thought to be illegitimate extensions of public authority, though
their administration and their efficacy are frequently questioned. Other
programs retain for longer periods a controversial status and remain or
become the objects of organized struggles. Welfare support of the un-
married mothers of children is one example; in the minds of many, it
continually presents issues of morality and equity. Other programs re-
main controversial until an accommodation is reached with the groups
whose interests they threaten to harm. The cessation of controversy over
the TVA resulted from the adjustment of that agency, first to the orga-
nized farmers and land-grant colleges and then to the private power
groups in adjacent regions.6

The extent and nature of organizational activity in an area will
also depend on the incidence of costs and beneﬁts.p}ill_.l)e
widely distributed (as with the general tax Durden, gemeTally rising
Gitme rates, The widespread practice of some objectionable act such as
the sale of obscene literature) or it may be narrowly concentrated (as
with a fee or impost paid by a particular industry or locality or ahhigh-
ar community). Simi-
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way copstruction programn that deslioys a_particu

larly, af benefif{ may be widely distributed (as with social security and
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unemployment compensation payments or national defense) or narrowly
concentrated (such as a subsidy paid to a particular industry or_o;clupa-
tion, a tariff on a particular product, prestige conferred on a pcgan or
group, or a license to operate a television station). Note that costs and

benefits may be intangible as well as tangible and that a widely dis-~

tributed benefit may or may not be what economists call a “collective
good”—that is, something from the enjoyment of which no ogng__gggfgd-
sibly be excluded. All collective goods, such as national defense, are a
widely distributed benefit, but not all widely distributed benefits, such
as social security payments, are collective goods. Poﬁ.icy changes can be
crudely classified on the basis of whether the cost and benefits are
widely distributed or narrowly concentrated from the point of view of
those who bear the costs or enjoy the benefits.

DISTRIBUTED BENEFITS AND DISTRIBUTED COSTS

Policies that both confer benefits on, and spread the costs over, large
numbers of persons will tend to become easily institutionalized and to
produce increases in benehit levels without significant organizutionarin-
tervention. In a democratic society, elected Tegislators have an incentive
to raise the value of widely distributed benefits, especially if those bene-
fits are material. i?éial security paymentsare usually increased in elec-
tion years without the necessity of any lobbying effort; in time,
Medicare benefits may also experience more or less automatic increases,
as will income maintenance payments under FAP if it is ever adopted.
The initial debate over FAP has been cast in moralistic and philosophi-
cal terms; subsequent reviews will be debated, if at all, in terms of eco-
nomic and political benefits.” The interstate highway program is for sim-
ilar reasons now financially ﬁm&‘m as its
construction involves land clearance it imposes high, localized costs that
render this aspect of it most contentious.

Whether a policy has a widely distributed benefit may not always be |

clear, especially if the benefit is not received in the form of individual
cash payments or the equivalent. National defense may be seen as a
great benefit at some periods and as a modest benefit, or no benefit at
all, at other times. Increasing the number of officers in a police depart-
ment may be thought to provide a greater degree of public safety even
though crime rates may in fact show little sensitivity to any feasible
change in the size of the police force. When the benefits are in the form
of cash or of readily observable public services, such as street cleaning,
governmental decisionis about their magnitude rarely depend on impor-

16 / Organizations and Public Policy

tant organizational activity. Public opinion is generally assessed directly
by officials, and the clectoral process gencmlly ensures that legislators
will have ample incentive to support publicly desired increases whether
or not voluntary associations take an interest in the matter. Perhaps
the major organization that becomes involved in issues of this type is
the political party that seeks out and endorses programs with distrib-
uted benefits; cynics often call these policies “motherhood” issues.

Some organizations that represent groups for which the costs substan-
tially exceed the benefits, such as some business and taxpayers associa-
tions, will oppose increases in widely distributed benefits, though
usually ineffectually unless they can acquire as an ally an important of-
ficeholder, such as the president or a governor, who has a stake in main-
taining a general budget constraint.?

From time to time, the distributed costs of certain programs are scen
as exceeding the value of the distributed benelits. This usually happens
when there has been a sudden, sharp rise in costs—for example, large
tax increases to support escalating school or welfare budgets. These in-
creascs will be felt by many persons as an insupportable new burden,
the “straw that broke the camel’s back”—precisely the sort of perception
that offers ample opportunity for the organizational entrepreneur to cre-
ate a new association. Its emergence is often described in the media as a
“taxpayers’ revolt.” It is rarely successful because the same force—a sud-
den, adverse change—that stimulated the formation of the anticost
group will lead to the formation of a probenefit group should politicians
try to cut the budget sharply. Most officeholders, knowing that they
cannot really reduce the education or welfare budget by any significant
amount without precipitating an ‘organized counterattack, rarely try
very seriously to do so. Mecanwhile, the anticost organization will at-
tempt to minimize the threat it poses to the potential opposition by con-
centrating its fire on some budget item that can be plausibly described
as a “frill.” Though this may help neutralize the opposition, it rarely
leads to large savings. )

"7} CONCENTRATED BENEFITS AND DISTRIBUTED COSTS

Programs that benefit a well-defined special interest but impose, or
appear to impbse, no visible costs on any other well-deﬁned interest will
attract the support of the organizations representing the benefited group
and the opposition of none, or at best the hostility only of purposive as-
sociations having no stake in the matter. Of course, all programs that
help a defined sector inipose costs on somebody, but if the costs arc
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widely distributed, usually in the form of generally higher taxes or
prices, but the benefits narrowly concentrated, the beneficiaries will
have an incentive to organize and will be able to mobilize effective po-
litical support for the policy. Vemm’bendits,zy_/ﬁ___’;n‘ctmulw,
oil import quotas, and tariffs on fnany commodities are all examples of
such programs.

Programs of this kind facilitate the emergence of voluntary associa-
tions that enter into a symbiotic relationship with the agency adminis-
tering the program. There are any number of familiar examples—the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress and the Arms-/ Corps of Engi-
neers, the American Farm Bureau Federation and the Department of
Agriculture, and veterans’ organizations and the Veterans Administra-
tion. Some associations of this kind are in fact created by the agency or
as a consequence of the agency’s formation: the Soil Conservation Ser-
vice stimulated the formation of the National Association of Soil Conser-
vation Districts, and the Rural Electrification Administration helped
bring into being the National Rural Electrification Cooperative Associa-
tion.

Some government agencies never acquire a supportive political asso-
ciation (the State Department is usually cited as the leading example).
By the same token, some important political associations never acquire a
client agency. The NAACP, for instance, has helped pass a number of
civil rights bills, but these have not led to the creation of an indepen-
dent agency or bureau that the NAACP could regard as its bureaucratic
counterpart. Similarly, the American Council on Education (ACE) has
lobbied with some success on behalf of financial aid to colleges and uni-
versities, but there is no “Department of Higher Education” in the exec-
utive branch of government with which the ACE could enter into a mu-
tually sustaining relationship.

! DISTRIBUTED BENEFITS AND CONCENTRATED COSTS

When a specific, easily identifiable group bears the costs of a program
conferring distributed benefits, the group is likely to feel its burdens
kéénly and thus to have a strong incentive to organize in order that
their burdens be reduced or at the very least not increased. The politics
of 'Medicare”may be diﬁ'ﬁrent from that of social security for just this

reason: doctors feel that they are being asked to shoulder many of the
burdens of the program (in _the form of bureaucratic red tape, real or

threatened control of fees, and the overcrow ing of hospital facilities),

and thus they fought its ‘creation and continue to press for its modifica-

16 / Organizations and Public Policy
tion. The automobile manufacturers felt they were being asked, unfairly,
to bear the burdens of aulo salety, and other industrics feel they ave
paying the burden of various ecological programs. Whether such objec-
tions persist, of course, will in part depend on how successful an af-
fected group is in passing its costs on to others. Auto safety raises the
prices of cars, but because all manufacturers are required to conform, all
can pass the cost on to car buyers. On the other hand, a public utility
required to bear the burdens of pollution control may find it difficult to
pass along all the costs because the consumer has the option of substi-
tuting other forms of energy, for example, by buying more natural gas
and less electricity.

Because of the organizational and tactical advantages conferred by a
concentrated cost and the corresponding disadvantages imposed by a
distributed benefit, it is easy to suppose that policies with these charac-
teristics will rarely, if ever, be adopted. In fact they are, and perhaps
with increasing frequency. The Sherman Antitrust Act of 18go, the Pure
Food and Drug Act and the Meat Inspection Act of 1906, and the Pub-
lic Utility Holding Companies Act of 1935 are early examples; the 1962
drug amendments, the auto safety act, and the various clean air and
clean water bills are recent ones. Each represented, not the triumph of
an organization but rather the successful mobilization of a new, usually
temporary, political constituency. On occasion this was made easier by
a dramatic crisis that put the opponents at a hopeless disadvantage—
for example, the Depression, the thalidomide disaster, or the investiga-
tion of Nader. On other occasions the mobilization required no crisis but
only the successful appeal, often through adroit use of the mass media,
by a policy entrepreneur to a mass public in ways that made the goal
being sought appear incoutrovertibly good and the groups being op-
posed seem utterly self-serving. Once such legislation is adopted, how-
ever, the defeated opponents, still in being as a political association, may
work hard to “capture” the agency administering the law while the vie-
torious but unorganized supporters may turn their attention to other
matters.

CONCENTRATED BENEFITS AND CONCENTRATED COSTS

Programs that benefit a well-defined group but at a cost to another
well-defined group gellfél'até" continuing orginized conflict. Revisions
and amendments and Interpretations are endlessly contested and some-
times efforts are made to repeal the initial policy. The struggle between
labor and management over control of the National Labor Rclations
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Board and the provisions of the Wagner Act is one example; the conflict
over [reight rates between railroads and the trucking industry before e
Inferstate Commerce Commission 1S another; the arguments oveme
policy between corporations with large foreign 'mh
exclusively domestic ones is a third. Government bureaus mediating
betwéen the demands of organized competitors are less likely to be
“captured” (or captured for long) by a single organized interest than are
bureaus facing a single organized beneficiary.?

The role of the policy entreprencur in modifying‘programs varies with !J

tlimer ol jssue. If Genefits and costs are Goth dispersed and the former
are perc'éi\"/ed to exceed the latter, there is almost nothing one can do to
effect a change other than to suggest even further increases in benefits.
A radical change in social security, for example, would probably be all
but impossible.

If benefits are concentrated but costs disEerWepre-
neur will seok to dramatize the costs, describe the benefits as accruing
only to “vested” or “selfish” interests, and thereby call into_question the

motives of those public officials ngm, He may try to
organize those who pay the costs, ot this will be extremely difficult, as
the relative weakness of the general consumer associations suggests. The
potential gain to a nonbeneficiary in taxes or prices is likely to be slight
at best and thus will probably constitute no strong material inducement
for associational activity. Organization is possible, but it will have to
rely on purposive inducements. As a consequence, the leader has addi-

tional reasons for finding ways to portray the issue in moral or ethical
terms.

If costs are concentrated but benefits disner‘sed, the entrepreneur will
have_a ready incentive to olfer for organizational activity ~(that is, the
possibility of reducing costs to those who pay heavily), but he will be
under some obligation to portray the effort in public-spirited terms, so
as not to arouse the indignation of the benehciaries, and this means he
will find it useful to supplement the material appeuls with purposive
ones.

Where both benefits and costs are concentrated, policy changes will
‘ggnérﬁallj -'onlioccur as the result of negotizrtinﬁgwl)argains among preex-
isting associations or of changing the political balance of
thepi. The Tormer involves a tedious process of mediation, the latter an
effort to change the partisan or ideological coloration of the appropriate
regulatory commission, congressional committee, or administrative bu-

o This is very -difficult to do (for example, commission members

'y

u/\ "ﬁBoth the locus and the strategy of representation will refle
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usually have staggered terms, and the key members of congressional
committees usually come from safe districts) and will be fought every
step of the way by the organized oppouents.

. uee Government Structure and Organizations

the distri-
features of

bution of power within governmental structures, the genglf
which were outlined in Chapter s. 4
Special-interest associations are more powerful whef
authority is weak or diffuse. Organized city emp
licemen, sanitation workers—play a more importg
weak mayors and party systems (for example
York) than in cities with strong mayors and sig
ample, Chicago and Albany). Where formafa
ized, as in the mayoralty of Chicago, tJ
group can do other than either petitior ’
a coalition with him on his terms. Tl latter course has been followed
by many of the unions, especially ¥ the building trades, in Chicago.t
A similar pattern has been offserved in certain state legislatures.
Where the dominant political Pty is highly cohesive—that is, where
legislative votes follow party 4 fnes very closely—lobbying organizations
have been relatively weak.} lurthermore, if the governing party is co-
hesive, such lobbying a s as do occur will be directed at the party
leadership rather than agjfhe party rank and file.12 If the party is lacking
in cohesion, lobbying il be directed at key individual legislators, espe-
cially committee an \#ubcommittee chairmen. The often-remarked indi-
vidualistic nature e 4 group representation in Congress, with lobbyists
dealing with smaj§fclusters of friendly and familiar legislators on a vari-
ety of issues, r gl cts in part the weakness of the congressional parties
at least as corgfared to party systems in various state legislatures.!?
zed groups may be more active in politicul institutions
I is diffuse does not necessarily mean they will be more
such places. If one organization enjoys greater access in a
ve party system, then all organizations will enjoy greater ac-
A the chances of any one prevailing over the others is accord-
ingly ®educed except in those issue areas where the benefits it seeks im-
pose small, highly distributed, or low-visibility costs on others.
Furthermore, in a political system where power is fragmented, individ-

formal political
ees—teachers, po-
t role in cities with
os Angeles and New
g party systems (for ex-
uthority is highly central-
fe is little a special-interest
e chief executive or enter into

That orga

effective j
noncohg
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organizational politics, not only by spawning new associations but by
giving an advantage to associations, or factions within associations,

that seemed to rely on purposive incentives. In both political parties, the

amateur and the ideologue made substantial gains at the expense of tig
“old politics”; in civil rights, purposive groups such as SNCC and C@ ‘

associations. 4

If purposive organizations became more important_—ind’, in a pe-
riod of heightened discontent, of decisive importance—tht
pable of producing concerted action on the basis of idef
influential, But only a few such leaders will succeed igfinstitutionalizing
their influence, because only a few will be able to cigite an enduring or-
ganizational base for their claims. Their importangf in politics will thus
be episodic and limited to those few policy areagfthat can be made the
target of aroused passion. Meanwhile, other 3 Fociations with their al-
lied government agencies, immune for the mgfent from passion or pur-
pose, will continue to maintain control ove #policy domains in ways de-
signed to enhance, if not the interests f their constituencies, then at
least those of the organizations themsel

leaders ca-
became more

ges. One who wishes to describe
the “policy-making process” will be fregff to choose either the language of
stasis or turmoil, interest or ideology fdepending on where he allows his
gaze to fall.

In evaluating this selectively #
have pronounced it good or ba
what they took to be the do
In the 1gs0s, McCarthyis
peared to represent the mog
ars, overwhelmingly libe

escribed process, American scholars
Ulepending on the political coloration of
#hant challenge to interest-group politics.
fextreme conservatism, and nativism ap-
likely form of mass politics, and thus schol-
in their outlook, stressed the values of sta-
bility, bargaining, mgfleration, and pragmatism they found in
interest-group politics gven those who disliked the conservatism of such
organizations wouldg€oncede that the threat of “contemporary ‘right’
extremism” might gBquire the maintenance of some form of interest-
group politics as arrier against “irrational mass movements.” 25 When
in the late 1g6ogfthe principal forms of mass politics turned out to be
liberal or evengfadical in impulse, scholars lost no time in joining in a
chorus of dengfciations of group politics: it was seen as a barrier to de-
sirable chanfes and an impediment to the advancement of mass move-
ments that were now described as liberating rather than iirational and

as having an impatience with bargaining that was wholesome rather
I PR A

ey s
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The scholarly fears of both chaos and impotence Jl'/]ave proved exag-
gerated, but the evaluative problem will remain. T'e is not and there
cannot be any wholly satisfactory solution to the gfoblem of how best to
aggregate political preferences and thus, as »_,1" changing opinions of
American scholars should by now have revegfé
easy verdict on the American political systg#. All will depend on whose
ends are being served at the moment, ang Fscholars have their own cher-
ished ends like everybody else.

The politics of organizational reprgf fentation and interest bargaining—
the politics, that is, of mobilizing#fmall constituencies, the politics of
gl affected parties will be heard, that
lces will be taken into account, and that
the consequences of policy gill be debated. But such a process also
means that unorganized ggflps will often be neglected and that the re-
sultant policies may reflgft benefits sought by easily organized sectors
rather than by broade arder-to-organize constituencies, and perhaps
only those sought by flssociational activists at that. The politics of mass
mobilization, of megfia appeals and social movements, and of ideologies
and personal follg B ings will often produce a wider, public-interest de-
bate, place newflssues on the public agenda, and call into question ac-
cepted but pefiaps morbid institutional arrangements. But such a proc-
ess can alsogbe the arena of the demagogue, of left or right, and can
result in pgfgrams that do not work well, or work at all. And regardless

f policies result from active organizations or mobilized pub-
lics, thegfadoption of any policy will in the long run usually prove easier
e modification of a policy once in effect.

“pluralism”-—assures that organi
the intensity of revealed prefer
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