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ABSTRACT
DIMENSIONS AND PATTERNS

OF RELATIONS AMONG INTEREST GROUPS
AT THE CONGRESSIONAL LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

by
Robert Leslie Ross

Intergroup relations have many dimensions. This

paper has focused chiefly on two types of relationships

among interest groups: (1) cooperative activities among

groups, and (2) shared policy preferences among groups.

T™wo kinds of data were assembled and analyzed to provide

information on these relationships. First, interview data

concerning cooperation amorg national interest groups were
obtained from spokesmen for a random sample of groups
having offices in Washington, D. C. Second, "clusters" of
groups were identified based on common policy preferenées.
The policy preferences of groups were recorded from the
testimony of 119 groups at hearings on 145 bills considered
by selected House committees during the period 1945-60.
These data were interpreted using two conceptual
frameworks, pluralism and integration, and several
hypotheses concerning relations among interest groups.
The usefulness of two other frameworks, system and con-

flict, for the study of intergroup relationships was also
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discussed.
The findings of this research fit more easily into

the integration than the pluralist mode of thought. Much

of the scholarly and Journalistic literature on interest
groups stresses such'terms and concepts as the following:
the group struggle, a diversity of groups in constant
competition, shifting alignments of grbups for limited
objectives, an open interest group system, and a competi-
tive balance among contending interest groups. The data
in this research point away from these formulations toward

the following: very limited movement of groups into and

out of the interest group system, enduring policy prefer-
ences of groups over many years, the dominance of some
policy sectors by groups of a single type, restricted
competition among groups, and limited dynamics 1in the

relationships among groups in the active group population

during a period of several years.,
In general, the most recurrent theme from the

different facets of this investigation has been the notion

of "order" in the universe of active interest groups at

the congréssional level, The interview data showed there

is mueh cooperation among group leaders but it 1is carried

on chiefly by informal rather than formal methods. This

informal relating of group to group helps to explain the

order among the hundreds of active groups. Another power-

ful variable in explaining the order in the interest group
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system 1s the policy preference of the group. Group

respondents indicated that shared policy preferences tend

to promote cooperation among groups more than any other

factor. And the policy preferences of groups tend to stay

put, Very little change was discernible in the policy

preferences of groups during a sixteen-year period.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Emergence of the Interest Group Concept

The attention given to group interpretations of
politics in the United States in the past decade represents
one of the most significant shifts in perspective in
political sclience since the emergence of the political
party as a major subject of st:udy.1

Inspection of the titles of articles in the most
prestigious political science Journal that includes
articles on American government and politics, the

American Political Science Review, reveals that prior to

1950 few studies of interest groups were published.

In the decade of the forties, this Journal contained, at
most, six articles on interest gr'oupsz.2 Three of the
articles focused on interest groups in political systems

abroad, In the decade of the fifties, sixteen articles

1samuel J. Eldersveld, "American Interest Groups:
A Survey of Research and Some Implications for Theory and
Method," Interest Groups on Four Continents, Henry A,
Ehrmann, editor (International Political Sclence Associa-
tion, Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh, 1958), p. 173.

2There 1s some uncertainty in the classification of
a few articles.






2
were published in the same Journal on the subject, Seven
of these were concerned with interest groups abroad. Five
of the remaining nine articles were concerned with the
group interpretation of politics., The contents of another
political science Journal seem to bear out this increased

attention to groups. The index of the Western Political

Quarterly from 1952 to 1962 contains more than fifteen
articles classified under the subject, pressure groups.
Many of these are concerned with interest groups abroad.

This revisionist movement in the study of American
politics has gained consliderable prominence in several
areas of specialization, In recent books, Bertram Gross,
Donald Blalsdell, and David Truman describe the legislative
process as the forging of compromises among groups. Two
speclalized studles, one focused on the United States
House of Representatives and the other on the United States
Senate, also lay heavy stress on the importance of interest
group activities,3

The impact of interest groups on the administrative
process is extensively recorded in volumes by E. P, Herring,
Marver Bernstein, and Avery Leiserson. Three studies which

discuss particular administrative agencies in terms which

3Neil MacNeil, Forge of Democracy, The House of
Representatives (New York: D, McKay, 3); Dona .
mgfﬁews, U. 3. Senators and Their World (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1960); See also Willlam
J. and Morris S. Ogul, The American Le§islative Process,

%r%&tr%s_s and the States (Englewood C s, New Jersey:
entice-Hall, 1964 ).







3
highlight the role played by interest groups are Philip
Selznick?!s study of the Tennessee Valley Authority, William
Block?!s book on the Farm Bureau and the Extension Service,
and the study of conflict over water in California by
Arthur Maass.*

Although the importance assigned to interest groups
in the study of political parties and elections varies
substantially among scholars, Wilfred Binkley, E. P, Herring,
and David Truman assign considerable importance to groups in
this area, Samuel Lubell has long based his analyses of
political parties and elections on the premise that interest
groups and blocs are the dynamic forces in the election
process,

Although the attention of scholars to interest
groups has become popular chiefly since World War II,
several political scientists reported in the 1920!'s on the
important role played by such groups.5 Groups continued to
become increasingly important in national politics in the

4Ph111p Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots (Berkeley,
California: University of California Press, 1949);
¥illiam J, Block, The Separation of the Farm Bureau and the
Extension Service, Il1Inols Studies In the Social Sclences,
ol, rbana: The University of Illinois Press, 1960);

Arthur Maass, Muddy Waters, The Engineers and the
Nation's Rivérs (Cambridge: Harvard UniversIity Press, 1951).

5E, Pendleton Herring, Group Representation Before
%"—“5?&2 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1929); Harwood
hilds, Labor and Capital in National Politics (Columbus,
Ohio: The Ohioc State University Press, 1930); E, Logan
Lobbying," Supplement to The Annals, CXLIV (July, 19293.
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decade of the thirties.® By 1944 Ernest S. Griffith
observed that:

In the United States and in England there were always
specilal groups wishing government to make thelr private
objectives its own., By 1940, this . . . type of
governmental activity had grown enormously, so much so

that the special groups had virtually superseded
individuals as the extra-governmental source of public

policy.7

Before 1940, studies of interest groups made few
claims for the important role which 1s now recognized for
them in politics.'8 Research on interest groups consisted
almost entirely of a few descriptive case studies that were
written with 1ittle emphasis on a place for interest groups
in the theoretical analyses of politics, For example,
Clarence Bonnett!s Employers Assoclations in the United

States, published in 1922, is fundamentally a chronicle on
the formation, growth, and activities of numerous trade

associations.9 No systematlic effort was made by Bonnett

®The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, Vol. 179, May, 1935, 1is devoted entirely to
pressure groups and propaganda.

TErnest S, Griffith, "The Changing Pattern of Public
Policy Formation," American Political Science Review,
Vol, 38 (June, 19447, U5I1-2,

8There are four major exceptions: E, P. Herring,
op. cit,; E, E, Schattschneider, Politics, Pressure and the
arifT (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1935); 5a.y¥:on D, McKean,
essures on the Legislature of New Jerse (New York:
SgingIa Iﬁfzersity Press, 1938); A. . ?tieyi 'jl'.he Process
overnment (B t : e Princ a Pr
froveraen (Bloomington, Indiana p ess,

9C1arence E. Bonnett, Employers Associations in the
United States (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1022).
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5
to generalize either from the speciflc facts of the
different associations or thelr role in politics. The

same comment applies to Solon Buck'!s The Granger Move-

ment, Arthur Capper?!s The Agricultural Bloc, and to

Peter Odegard!s Pressure Politics,10

Nevertheless, a few studies, such as E, P. Herring's

Group Representation Before Congress and E. E, Schatt-

schneider'!s study of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff, focused
systematically on general and theoretical considerations,1l
Herring, for example, sees important implications for

theorles about representation and public opinion in the

10s01lon Justus Buck, The Granger Movement; A Study
of Agricultural Organization and Its Political, Economic,
and Social Consequences, 1870-80 (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1913). Thils 1s a historical treatment of
the formation, activities, and impact of one of the earlier
farm movements., It 1s well written history but it 1s not
designed to permit generalization to other cases,

Arthur Capper, The Agricultural Bloc (New York:
Harcourt Brace and Co.,_1'9'2§i. This volume is a treatise
on the farmer!s needs in the post-world war years and how
senators and farm leaders attempted to meet them. In no
sense 1s this a study of any particular farm organization
or coalition of farm organizations. Although the National
Agricultural Conference of 1922 is mentioned and discussed
generally, there is no attention to the group base of it
or of 1ts attempts to influence Congress or public opinion,

Peter Odegard, Pressure Politics (New York:

Columbia University Press, 1928); dee also Orville M, Kile,
The Farm Bureau Through Three Decades (Baltimore: The
Waverly Press, 1948) which, even though written by a
representative of the American Farm Bureau Federation,
places that farm organization and its activities in the
post-war years more clearly in political context, Kile
Writes as one who is aware of the authority of a represen-
tative of a million-member organization. It 1is, however, a
chronological case study that has no theoretical design and
few generalizations emerge from it.

{erring, op. cit.; Schattschneider, op. cit.
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rise of national assocliations in the United States and
their involvement in politics. Schattschneider tests some
propositions concerning the relation between economic
interests and political behavior. Both of these books are
concerned with the proposition that groups occupy a central
place in the study of politiecs and both discuss interest
groups as devices for representation of specilalized
clienteles,12 Edward B. Logan's monograph on lobbying,
which appeared in 1929, 1s another of the early attempts
to examine the political activitlies of interest groups in
Washington in terms of the functions they perform for their
members and for congressmen,l13

Prior to the Second World War, citizen opinion had
traditionally regarded the effects of lobbying as a
corrupting of the wlll of the people as it 1s expressed in
electoral majorities, Lobby groups were condemned as
selfish private intruders into public democratic pr'ocesses.lllL
In the prevailing concept of democracy, interest groups
were not assigned a legitimate standing since the represen-

tatives of the people must act only in terms of the public

12Herringts study presents evidence to document the
proposition that in national politics "the individual, as
such, is of slight importance . . . He. has become a mere
cipher in a larger and emergent unit: the organized group,"
p. 5-6. Schattschneider devotes Part IV to a discussion of
the representative character of pressure of groups.

13Loga.n, op. cit.

4011 ver Garceau, "Interest Group Theory in
Political Research,"” The Annals, Vol. 319 (September, 1958).
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interest.1® Two other factors also contributed to the low
status of lobbying, (1) the revelations by reformers and
journalists of the abusive power exercised by blg business,
and (2) three congressional investigations of lobbying, in
1913, 1929, and 1935, each following the exposure of
culpable a.c’cs.16

As scholarly studlies of political interest groups
augmented the expose and reformist literature, it became
clear that the major kind of interest group lobbying in
the Capital, and the character of lobbying activities, had
changed, As the "old lobby" of corporation representatives
and “wire-pullers" was replaced by the highly organized and
respected national assocliations who came as petitioners by
their memberships, congressional and public tolerance of
group activity gradually increased, 17

The extent of this change 1s clear 1if one compares
some of the articles on interest groups from popular
Journals around the turn of the century with articles in

comparable publications today. Two similarities in the

Poltt 15p1fred DeGra.zia,""Nature and Prospects c(>f‘
olitical Interest Groups,"” The Annals, Vol. 319 (3eptember
1958) 118; Herring, op. cit.; p. &. ’

16Edgar Lane, "Some Lessons from Past Congressional
Investigations of Lobbying," Public Opinion Quarterly,
Vol, 14, No, 1 (Spring, 1950) 1F=30.

17Herr1ng, op. cit., pp. 40-41; An engrossing account
of a coalition of wire-pullers and legislators is found in
an article entitled "Is There Anything in It?" Continental
Monthly, Vol, 3 (June, 1863) 688-93. (No author Iisted)
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articles of both periods deserve comment, First, the
authors, early and recent, are inclined to frame their
reports in terms of immediate news events concerning
lobbying. Bribery, deception, power manipulation 1n
lobbying, or charges asserting that these conditions may
exist, are the events that trigger the publication of
feature articles on lobbying in popular magazines,.l18
Second, both sets of authors tend to describe lobbyilsts
and their activities in normative terms, usually negative
terms 19
An illustration of the second difference between

the older and newer treatments was written in response to
the lobby investigation of 1913 and 1s, perhaps, a good
gulde to some of the limiting norms which define what 1s
unacceptable activity by lobbyists.

President Pope, (president of the NAM) says that his

body has opposed only "the most flagrant and partisan

species" of labor legislation, that it has never

directly or indirectly proposed a measure of any kind

in Congress . . .2

This statement suggests that interest groups and

8charles S. Thomas, "My Adventures With the Sugar
'I'uobby," World!s Work (September, 1913); T. H. Caraway,
The Third House,“ The Saturday Evening Post (July 7, 1928
J. A, Morris, "The Paralyzing Power of Washington Lobbies,
Readers Digest, 82:127-32 (May, 1963).

19Edward Ross, "Political Decay--An Interpretation,
The Independent (July 19, 1906); "Smoking Out Invisibile
Uo"v'emmenf," The Literary Digest (July 12, 1913). (No
author 1isted)

.
3

" 20"Smoking Out the Invisible Government," Ibid.,
p' . . .
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lobbyists attempted to defend their conduct on grounds that
it constituted minimal and Justifiable involvement and that
they usually did not prepare legislation for which they
openly solicited leglslatlive sponsors and support, Today
many national interest groups are regularly described as
continually active and as the sources of much legislation.
Certain groups are expected to bring forward a legislative
program for consideration by congressional committees,

A recent survey by Al Toffler published in Redbook

on "How Congressmen Make Up Their Minds" states:

No aspect of Washington politicé is less understood
by the ordinary American today than the lobby . . .

Many people seem to think that a lobby 1s necessarily
evil and greedy. The truth is that Washington is full of
lobbies that work hard for public rather than selfish
ends.,

When working with a senator or representative
friendly to his cause, for instance, the lobbyist just
makes himself as helpful as possible. He feeds the
legislator a flow of information to use in debate. He
drafts speeches for him., He may actually draft
proposed laws,2l

There is continuing but sporadic Jjournalistic

attention to lobbying today. Many of the articles are

still concerned with the bad effects of lobbylng but there
1s sometimes a statement included that reveals the changed
perspective of the popular observers of the contemporary
political scene from earlier writers, Thus, even a highly
value-laden article by J. A. Morris that is critical of the

power that the author says is exerted by many interest

2lp1 Toffler, "How Congressmen Make Up Their Minds,"
Redbook (February, 1962) Preprint, p. 5. .
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groups includes the followilng:

In general, Congressmen dont!t object to the kind of
lobbying designed to influence them and not the
electorate, They look upon most lobbylsts as essential
to the orderly conduct of business ,

The place of lobbylng on the contemporary political
scene 1s summed up in the remarks of House members who
served on the Select Committee on Lobbying Activities of
1950:

The Chairman . . . "The word 'lobbying! has
developed unfavorable connotations over the years, One
reason for that may be that most congressional investi-
gations of lobbyling activities 1in the past were
designed to show up fraud or corruption or sinister or
evil practices. I personally look upon lobbying as

‘ necessary and essential,
} We must keep before us at all times the spirit and
letter of the first amendment to the Constltution of tle

United States wherein the right of petition is
expressedi"23

Mr, Halleck . . . "I am happy to hear the words of
your opening statement, particularly at the conclusion
where you refer to that definition of 'lobbying' which
certainly does not give it the sinister, vicilous,
selfish aspect that sometimes I think people are
inclined to attribute to 1t."24

\ Mr, Lanham , . . "Mr, Chairman . . . I see you take

“ the same position I do; that lobbylng in and of itself

| is not an evil,

‘ I am sure, that a lobbyist can be of great help to

1 the busy congressman because he has the facts at his
fingertips and can readily be of great help to a
congressman as he tries to find out what the facts are
on the many problems that face him."25

22Morris, op. cit., p. 128.

23United States Congress, House of Representatives,

Select Committee on Lobbying Activities, Lobbying Direct
and Indirect, Hearings before Subcommittee, 31st Congress,
%d %ession, 1950 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
b} pt 2.

241bid,., p. 11. 25Ibid.
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Mr, O'Hara . . . "I think that what we should do,
this committee, is to find out the views of the people
as to what they consider legal lobbying and what 1is
improper lobbying . . . I think that it is perfectly
proper that we have lobbying and that it is one of the
constitutional guarantees under the first amendment . . .
and I think that it 1s perfectly proper for the citlzen
to present to Congress his views upon legislation."26
E, P. Herring is credited with the documentation of
the proposition that what distinguishes the "new lobby"
from the o0ld 1s its representation of groups with mass
memberships and its use of mass media to mobilize public
opinion, United States Senator Charles Thomas writing in
1913 also noted the basic change in the character of lobbyirg
over several years, though he regarded it more threatening

to wise law-making than Herring did.27

The Group Theory of Politics

In the early nineteen~fifties, the application of
the methods, concepts, and theories from physical and
blological sciences as well as from sociology, economics,
and psychology to politics became popular and extremely
influential, The publication of David Truman's The

Governmental Process is often cited as a landmark in the

establishment of the new perspective-~the group theory

261b1d.

2TThomas, op. clt.; See also "The Invisible Govern-
ment Becoming VisiS%e "“'The World!s Work (March, 1922);

and Fred D, Shelton, "Unofficlal Representation at
Washington," The Independent (January 2, 1926).




.
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of politics.28 This theory was assocliated with the

rediscovery of Arthur F. Bentley'!s The Process of Government

which was based on conceptual and theoretical materials
from other disciplines than political science.29 The debt
the group theorists avow to Bentley 1s substantial but
controversial,30

The advocates of the group interpretation of
politics mingled numerous and diverse elements in their
new approach, Such concepts as "equilibrium," “transaction,
"nteraction," "primary group,” and "attitude" have proved
useful to group theorists. Sui'prisihgly, what was
generally neglected in discussions of group theory was
the organized interest group that had been the only type of
group that had claimed the attention of political scientists
before 1940,

The neglect of the organized interest group by
group theorists was partly due to the inabllity to fit it
easily into the new conception of "group" which they

advanced, As defined by Bentley and others s the new

28paviq Truman, The Governmental Process (New York:
Alfred A, Knopf, 1955).

29Bentley, op. cit.

30gee the following for contrasting 1nterpretation§.
Richard W, Taylor, "Arthur F, Bentley's Political Science,
Hestern Political Quarterly, Vol. v, No. 2 (June, 1952)
28-30; R, E. Dowllng, "Pressure Group Theory: Its
Me’Chodological Range," American Political Science Review,
Yol, 59, No, 4 (December, 1060) 944-54; W. J. M, Mackenzie,
shoosure Groups: The Conceptual Framework, " Political
Ludles, Vol, 3 (1955) 247-55. ,
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"eroup" is a segment of goal-centered activity.31 It is
rot the same type of concept as the pressure group. It 1s
an analytic concept as distinguished from a concrete
concept, Marion J, Levy states:

. « o concrete structures are . . . those patterns

capable of physical separation (in time and/or space)

from other units of the same sort . . . Analytic

structures are ., . . patterned aspects of action that

o fron otner pagierasd avpbote of action 38 SoPare”

An organized interest group (e.g., American Legion)
1s a concrete concept, Different interest groups may be
physically separated from each other and from other groups,
such as families. A “segment of goal-centered activity"
cannot be physically éeparated from other goal-centered
activity,
R, E, Dowling makes a similar distinction between

a "real political factor" and a "conceptual factor." He
notes that Bentley begins with "a conceptual entity called
'group! and then, when saying that in politics only
'groups! are admissible, thinking that one is referring to

actual Sroups."33 According to group theorists, this concept

31Bentley, op. cit.; Philip Monypenny, "Political
%Cijnc: 'a.,nd the Study of Groups: Notes to Guide a Research
roject," Western Political Quarterly, Vol. VII, No, 2
June, 19577, pp, I83-201; | cg‘na'rT—Ees . Hagan, "The Group in
Polltical Science," Approaches to the Study of Politics,
%Oland Young, editor éEvansfon,_TllinoIs: Northwestern
niversity Press, 1958); Taylor, op. cit.

3larion J, Le f Societ

. Levy, The Structure oif oocie

(Brinceton: Princeton Uﬁiversify Press, 1952).

33D0Wling, _020 Q-__P_o, po 9490
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is both more discriminating and more inclusive in 1ts scope:
than the organized interest group. It 1is more inclusive,
the theorists state, because the group is the sole concept
needed in the analysis of political behavior, It 1s more
discriminating because only the relevant behavior of
individuals and institutlions is included in the analysis of
a particular political even'c.34 Therefore, the theorists
state, individuals and institutions are not neglected by
group theory; they are only dismantled for the purpose of
more acvcurate description and analysis,

Thus the principal merlit claimed for the new
conception of group is that it breaks down the barriers
to thought, investigation, and understanding that exist
when individuals, institutions, and groups (e.g., organized
interest groups) are used in their customary ways, and
reveals the full range of relevant behavior of a given
event in the wider environment in which it occurs.3® The
analytic group is purported to provide a more accurate
formulation of behavior in a particular research project
because it permits a more precise division of individual
or institutional acts in terms of those for an objective
and those against it, and i1t excludes the remainder as

Irrelevant, The use of conventional concepts, such as

—

’ 3"'Haga,n, op. cit., ". . . Individuals have meaning
%g\ ts partlcipants In the.decision and only that part of

te. N8t operates in the decision-making is relevant to
€ analysis," pp, 41-2,

35Taylor, op. cit., p. 222.
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organized interest groups, institutions, and individuals,
tends to promote the acceptance of the apparent boundaries
of these concepts.,

For example, the American Farm Bureau Federation
at a congressional committee hearing states that it 1is
opposed to federal aid to education. But actually only
a small number of leaders and members are opposed, The
group theorists in the course of thelr research would
divide the members in the organization into those whose
bel:avior supports the proposal, those whose behavior
opposes 1t, and those who are lnactive., In similar
fashion each individual who 1s active might be considered
in terms of how his numerous group affiliations affected
his action, Not all of them would add positive force to
his position on this issue; some would constitute negative
force,

Institutional acts would be analyzed in similar fashion,
according to their positive or negative contributions to
the event or their non-involvement., It is possible to go
even farther with this frame of reference. In this framework,
the notion of "overlapping membership of groups" has a
broader meaning than merely the affiliation of an individual

With two or more organized gr'oups.36 The concept of

——

36At some point in this phase of the discussion,

Bentley and Truman go their separate ways.
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"reference group"” 1s implied.37 A reference group is a
group whose normé, values and behavior constitute cues for
the behavior of an individual whether he is a member of the
group or not. Thus the boundaries of organized interest
groups, indicated by membership or non-membership, may not
provide an accurate guide to the real alignments of individ-
uals both within and outside the group on an issue in which
the group is interested. In the 1llustration above, even
though a member of the congressional committee may not be
a member of the Farm Bureau, he still may take his cues on
how to vote in committee on the bill from the position
expressed by the spokesmen for this farm group,

The difficulty of the task of integrating different
conceptions of "group" found in the literature on interest
groups into a single theoretical framework can be seen by
noting the different frames of reference of what may be
called the group "theorists," who argue for studlies of goal-
centered activity, and the "analysts" of organized interest
groups (e.g., American Legion), Using this distinction,
the writings of Bentley, Hagan, Monypenny, and Taylor con-
stitute the 1literature of the group theorists; and the
works of Odegard, Herring, Garceau, and Schattschneider
represent fairly, perhaps, the literature of the group

analysts, Several scholars, such as Truman, Latham, and

37Tamotsu Shibutani, "Reference Groups as Perspec-
téves," American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 60 (May, 1955),
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Blaisdell, tour both camps.

One major difference between these two positions
concerning the meaning of "group" vitally affects the scope
of political behavior which that concept 1s used to explain.
The theorists, directly or by implication, claim all
political behavior can be adequately explained by the use
of thelr concept alone; the group analysts are more modest
in their claim, They regard theilr concept as an essential
one for explaining some types of political behavior but not
the only one for explaining all political behavior,

Unfortunately, the distinction between "theorists"
and analysts" has limited utility., The confusion surround-
ing "group" exists not only between but also within each
camp.38 The core of the term "interest group" has been
used to mean, (1) a goal-centefed segment of éctivity
(Bentley, Hagan, Monypenny, Latham), (2) interaction
on the basis of shared attitudes (Truman, Gross),

(3) interest groupings, such as farmers, (Binkley, Lubell),
(4) organized interest groups, such as the National Grange,
(Herring, Schattschneider, Blaisdell, Zeigler), It 1s not
difficult to show that some of these authors, although
avowedly holding to one of the above meanings, do not restrict

the meaning of "group" to it. Bentley, for example, appears

38Roy €., Macridis, "Interest Groups in Comparative
Analysis," Journal of Politics, Vol. 23, No. 1 (February,
1961)) 25"}"'50
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to use meanings (1), (3), and (4).39

David Truman?!s The Governmental Process, that is

widely acknowledged as the outstanding volume on the
subject of interest groups, also reveals the difficulties
inherent in the definition and systematic use of "group.”
In Part I of the volume, Truman, an avowed discipie of
Bentley, undertakes the task of defining the concept
"group” and demonstrating its comprehensiveness in
explaixﬁng political behavior.

He begins his discussion by noting that the individ-
ual is shaped less "by the society as a whole than differ-
entially through various of its subdivisions or gr-oups."40
Here he 1s referring to such groups as the sex group, the
peer group, the family, the religious group, and the
locality grouping, Next he notes the importance of primary
groups on the development and behavior of individuals,
Finally, he discusses "institutionalized groups" such as
legislatures and courté, and then voluntary assbciations.
Using all of these types of groups, he defends the notion
that a group interpretation of politics 1s comprehensive in
its scope: nothing important is left beyond the reach of
the "group," We do not, in fact, find individuals otherwise

\ 39See Golembiewski's interpretation of Bentley!s
group,” Robert Golembiewski, "The Group Basis of Politics,"
American Political Science Review, Vol. 54, No. 4
3!1%54%1;'5'63'{—1_5'67"’70 960), 962-T71; and in ﬁentley, op. cit., p. 211,
) - Py

uo’l‘ruman, op. cit., p. 15.
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than in groups.m' Truman deflines an interest group as:
» ¢« o & group that, on the basis of one or more shared
attitudes, makes certain claims upon other groups in
the soclety for the establishment, maintenance, or
enhancement of forms of behavior that are implied by
the shared attitudes.42
By stressing interaction on the basis of shared attitudes in
his discussion of interest groups, he includes all of the
above types of groups within his definition.,

Thus in Part I of the book, his use of the term
"eroup" encompasses much, if not all, of the individual’s
social‘experience, In Part II, however, in his discussion
of the operation of the American political system, he
focuses chiefly on voluntary associations., He sometimes
refers to "legislative groups" or to courts as groups but
he also refers to the legislatures and the courts as
institutions, He describes the political party as an
"instrumentality."#3 Clearly, he does not find the term
"{nterest group," as he defined it in Part I, as useful in
discussing the fﬁnctioning of American government as he
does in discussing the group nature of human experience ,44

It is also obvious that Truman does not have much

taste for deseribing groups as goal-centered activity as

M1pi4., p. 48. 42Ibid. p. 33. 43Ipid., p. 270.

bishirts in the usage of terms of this kind have
prompted E, E, Schattschneider to note that group theory
beging as general theory but ends "with a defense of
pressure polities as inherent, universal, permanent and
inevitable," E. E. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign
People (New .York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1960), p. 28,
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group theorists have urged. His categories of analysis in
Part II of the book are ‘the familiar ones: congressional
committees, sub-committees, political parties, administra-
tive bureaucracies, and voluntary assoclations.

Given both the tendency of Truman to describe all
patterned interaction as groups and his tendency to describe
the work of interest groups chiefly in terms of voluntary
associations, it 1s easy to understand why certain eritics,
in addition to Schattschneider, base some of thelr attacks
on group theory on the notion that group theory rests on
the behavior of leaders and members of voluntary associa-
tions 45

Truman has really written two books, instead of
two parts, that are not closely integrated or related to
each other., There can be little doubt that in Part I he
constructed an elaborate theoretical argument and conceptual
apparatus that he seldom applies in Part II.

There are only five authors that attempt to make
a systematic effort to discuss the role of political groups

in American society.46 Four of these describe and analyze

45Roy Macridis, for example, has discussed the
writings of the group theorists at times as if the theorists
defined interest groups as voluntary associations,
Macridis, _OEQ E_j_-_t'o, po 26-7.

46rruman, op. cit.; V. O. Key, Politics, Partie
and Pressure Grox’.lp'éB(r\fé?J—York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., IS§64)-
Harmon Zeigler, Interest Groups in American Society (Engle- ’
wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1964]; Bentley, op
¢it.; Donald Blaisdell, American Democracy Under Pressure !
W York: The Ronald Press Co., 1957).
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the political system in terms of voluntary assoclations,
conventionally called "pressure"” or "interest" groups. A7

The most recent volume, ‘Interest Groggs in American

Society, by Harmon Zeigler, begins with a brief chapter
discussing group theory but does not base the remainder of
the chapters on 1t.,48 Zeigler bows in the direction of
the theorists in stating that group interests are separate
from organized interest groups. In this assertion he
accepts the wisdom of the group theorists?! point that the
boundaries of organized groups do not encompass all
individual and institutional acts in support of a specific
interest, Nevertheless, he quickly turns to discuss
organized groups from which he rarely deviates in subse-
quent chapters,

At present it seems more appropriate to describe
the new work on groups as a group "approach" rather than a
theory.49 This distinction acknowledges the existence of
@ new perspective or frame of reference for the study of

political behavior, but it does not claim the existence of

47The Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science, Vol. 319 (September, 1958) 1is almost
entirely devoted to American interest groups and lobbiles,
The contributors to it are heavily committed 1n usage to
the discussion of interest groups in terms of organized
interest groups.

482e1g1er, op. ¢it., Chapter 1.

" 4981dersveld, 9%. cit., p. 188; Joseph LaPalombara,
The Utility and Limitations of Interest Group Theory in
Non-American Field Situations," Journal of Politiecs, Vol,
22, No, 1 (February, 1960), 36.
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a theory in the sense of a system of related variables,
An explicit statement of a group theory of politics has
not been written except in the form of the assertion that
politics can best be understood through the study of groups.

Despite the fact that group theory has been
discussed for fifteen years, no published research in
political science makes much use of 1its conceptual
apparatus, The chief conceptual contributions of the
new group approach have been: (1) a new conception of
"group,” (2) the potential interest group, (3) the notion
of overiapping membership in groups, (4) an equilib-
rium of groups, Of these concepts only item four has
been consistently mentioned in monographs on interest
groups, and 1ts use has conveyed different mean:!.ngs.50
In general the "equilibrium of groups" that is often
mentioned in grdup studies, but seldom discussed in
detail, chiefly seems to be a loose analogical model
of the scientific meaning of eq\.u.l:l.br~11.un.5:L It is
worth noting that none of the group theorists has

50Ear1 Latham, "The Group Basis of Politics:
Notes for a Theory," Political Behavior, Heinz Eulau,
et, al, editors (Glencoe, IllInols: The Free Press,
19567 p. 239; Lester Milbrath, The Washington Lobbyists
(Chicago: Rand McNally, 19645.

lsee Peter Odegard, "A Group Basis of Politics:
A New Name for an Ancient Myth," Western Political Quar-
g_r%z, Vol. 11, No. 3 (September, 1958), o8(1-702; David
aston, The Political System (New York: Alfred A, Knopf,
1959), p, 271; Golemblewski, op. cit., p. 968; See also
Helnz Eulau's review of Lester MiIbrath's book, "Lobbyists:
The Wasted Profession,” Public Opinion Quarterly.(Spring,
1964) po 27-38. .
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published a research venture using the apparatus of
group theory.5 2

In fact, the simllarity of concepts and the basic
assumptions of some of the earllest interest group studies
by Childs, Herring, and Schattschnelder are remarkably
like those of Zeigler, McConnell, Baker, Ehrmann, Riggs,
and Stewart.53 Both groups of investigators have studied
organized interest groups and their place in politics.
The principal difference is that a more detailed con-
ceptualization of certain types of groups has been

developed, such as "catalytic group.”"S4 But there is
little evidence for.concluding that fhe latter group of

52Latham, of course, has published a study but
he has not been classified in this paper as a group
theorist and there 1s evidence from his study to support
the judgment that his research does not use the group
theorists! framework, See Earl Latham, The Group Basis
of Politics, A Study in Basing-Point LegIislation (Ithica,
New York: CornE’ITﬁnﬁersity Press, 1952). A

53cni1ds, op. cit.; Herring, op. cit.; Schatt-
schneider, The Semlsovereign People, op. cit.; Harmon
Zeigler, The Politics of omall Business (Washington, D, C,:
Public Affalrs Press, 1961); Grant McConnell, The Decline
,‘Jﬁ%grarian Democracy (Berkeley, California: TUniversity
of California Press, 1953); Roscoe Baker, The American
leglon and American Foreign Policy (New York: ~Bookman
ssoclates, 1054 ); Henry ﬁ. m%n, Organized Business

in France (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957);
J. D, Stewart, British Pressure Groups (Oxford: Clarendon
PI‘ess, 1958)‘

54Fr'ed Riggs, Pressures on Congress (New York:
King's Crown Press, Columbia University, 1950) p. 43 ff,
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studies could not have been written without the con~
ceptual and theoretical work of the group theorists,

The recent lncreased consideration given to
groups 1n the political process seems to be chiefly
a product of the research on organized interest groups
mentioned above, There 1s clearly a growing awareness
of the pervasiveness of group involvement directly or
indirectly, in administration, legislatures, public
opinion, and, to some extent, in our cour'ts.55

It may be true, as Robert Golemblewski states,
that interest in a group theory of politics is ebb:Lng.56
No defense or elaboration of it has appeared in published
form since 1958.57 The critics of group theory,
however, continue to increase, These critics have
centered their attacks chiefly on three points: (1) that

the comprehensive scope claimed for the new concept of

55Most of the recent college textbooks on

American government include one or more chapters on
the role of interest groups in these areas. See
AM;:iin D.DeIrish and(James W. Prothro, %‘Th_g Politics of

rican Democracy (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
13"I‘eane-HEITl‘1E1‘l, c., 1962); Charles R, Adrian, and
Charles Press, The American Political Process (New
York: McGraw-HI11 Book Co., 1965); Alfred De Grazia,
The American Way of Government (London: John Wiley
and §0n8, Iﬁc.) 1§B-7 o

56Golemb:!.ewski, op. cit., p. 962.

STHagan, op. cit. But Alfred De Grazia is
optinistic about The possibility of constructing a
Dge" theory of associational democracy.” Alfred
o Grazia, "Nature and Prospects of Political Interest
rowps," op. eit., p. 122.
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group is not supported by the evidence, (2) that group
theory is a crude form of determinism, and (3) that it

makes extra-ordinarily heavy demands on scholars engaged

in research,
One of the recent critics, Stanley Rothman, raises

two ¢riticisms which challenge the comprehensiveness
claimed for the new conception of group. He objects to
Truman’s "ad hoc' use of the concept of "status-role" as a
supplementary cohcept to handle "“a dimefxsion of expérience
that cannot be handled" by the "group" concept.58 He also
rejects the concept oflpotentiai interest group as a

"deus ex machina" which can be used to explain anything

"sut fundamentally explains nothing,"59
Odegard, in replying to the notion that “"group" is
a comprehensive concept for studying politics concludes:
If every casual relation, direct or indirect, between

individuals constitutes a group, then virtually every
human act is a group, and the term becomes tautological

and useless for scientific purposes.0O
David Smith is convinced that something very

lmportant is left out when one relies exclusively on the

group approach, namely elements of commonality within a

58stanley Rothman, "Systematic Political Theory,"
American Political Science Review, Vol. 54, No, 1 (March,

] 90
59Ibid., p. 23.

600degard, "A Grow Basis of Politics: A New Name
for an Ancient Myth," op. cit., p. 694; Garceau and
La Palombara make the same point, See Garceau, op. cit.,

p. 105; La Palombara, op. cit., p. 36.







25
nation which make a populace.61 He believes the unifying
factors in the political system cannot be accounted for 1n

terms of organized interest g;r'oups.62

Roy Macridis ralses numerous questions which, he
contends, require the use of other categories than "group,"
such as political parties, institutions, and cultural
values.63 He states that if groups are compelled to
operate within enduring cultures or subcultures which
shape political behavior, as studies of interest groups
abroad show, then the groups are subject to them and the
cultural norms constitute independent variables in the
political system.64

In regard to the second criticism, Macridis states
"It would seem to me that group analysis is . . . a crude
form of determinism."65 He belleves that the theorists
rely exclusively on group interest as the "propelling
force" in all action and therefore "the content of
decisions are determined by the Bentleyian parallelogram

of group forces,"66 Joseph La Palombara and R. E., Dowling

raise similar points., They contend that the activity of

61David Smith, "Pragmatism and the Group Theory of
Politics," American Political Science Review, Vol, LVIII,
No, 3 (September, 1964), 600-10,

62Ibid.; Zeigler, Interest Groups in American
Society, op. cit., also feels this criticism Is justified.

63Macridis, op. cit., p. 34-6. S41b1d,
651pb1d., p. 31-2. 661p14,
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groups tends to fall too readily into the Marxian framework
of analysis with groups locked in unceasing struggle.67
The problems of conducting research on the basis of
group theory appear to be extremely difficult if not
insurmountable given 1its present conceptual framework.

Joseph La Palombara reports:

The policy process, as I have researched it in Italy,
does not respond to the kind of explication of
phenomena goward which most of group "theory" is
directed,b ' . ‘

It 1s worth noting that none of the theorists has published
research based on this conception of group. Unless some
case studies of particular bllls in the leglslative process
are accepted as examples of the group approach, the
theorists? universe of "activity" has not been used in
published research at ail.69 It'appear-s that the type of
questions in which most political scientists are currently
interested cannot be advantageously studied by the new
concept of group.70 The gap between group theory and

research has been noted by many scholars.T1

o 67La Palombara, op. cit., p. 32; Dowling, op. cit,,
P. 949,

68La Palombara, loc. cit.

69There may be some studies in the area of small
groups that make use of this concept of group.

70See the essays and discussion in Henry A, Ehrmann,
editor, Interest Groups on Four Continents (Pittsbur'gh:
University of Pittsburgh, 1958).

Tlgarceau, op. clt., p. 108; Rothman, op. cit.,
P. 15; Macridis, loc. cit.
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Other critics, such as Myron Hale, have challenged
group theory on different grounds, namely, that 1t sancti-
fies "the actual” and therefore the Bentleyilan scheme of
thought is c<:»nser"vz:v.tive.72 Joseph La Palombara has stated
nine middle-range propositions regarding interest groups
and the political process./3 It is significant that only
one of these propositions has a connection with group
theory, and none makes use of any of its concepts so that
1t must be regarded as a product of group theory.

Studles of interest groups abroad have neglected the
discussion of a group interpretation of politics and few
traces of its influence on group research are evident.74
Contrary to the position of group "theorists" in this
country, the scholars who reported'at the round-table
conference on interest groups sponsored by the International
Political Science Association showed no inclination to

exorcise ideas, institutions, individuals, or in’(:er'es‘cs.75

T2Myron Hale , "The Cosmology of Arthur F, Bentley, "
American Political Science Review, Vol, 52, No. ft
ecember,” 1960), 955-61. Also, Leo Weinstein, "The
Group Approach: ~Arthur F. Bentley," Essays on the Scien-
tijfizgyﬁ:%i% of Politics, Herbert J. Storing, editor (New
York: “Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1962). Welnstein
In discussing Bentleylan theory launches a broad attack on
he notion of the "science" of politics.

T31a Palombara, gp_; cit., p. k2.

1 Tt Jjudgment is based on those studies of
nterest groups abroad which have been published in English.

75Hagan, op. cit., p. 41,
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Perhaps through the development or the reforging of
its concepts, the group approach will prove to be as
comprehensive and useful in analysis as its advocates
contend, For the present, however, 1t appears that
research on interest groups may be profitably continued
based on the concrete concept of interest group (e.g.,
American Leglon), The present study rests upon this
premise, Such research can proceed a step at a time
beginning with relatively simple descriptions and hypotheses
that extend to a universe of groups of clearly defined and
manageable size, The groups on which the present study 1is
based are organized interest groups that were active at the
congressional level of government in any session of Congress
during the period 1944-60, The hypotheses to be tested are

concerned with relations among these interest groups.




CHAPTER II
APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS

This Investigation 1s focused on the identi-
fication, description, and analysis of several kinds
of relations among interest groups. The data used
in this research consist chiefly of group testimony
presented at House committee hearings and information
obtained from interviews with representatives of groups
that have offices in Washington. Thls chapter reports
the relevance of certain conceptual frameworks--"system,"
"pluralism," “integration," and "conflict,"--to the
study of interest groups, and shows how intergroup
relations may be more fully understood by using them.
The 1iterature on these concepts makes it clear that
each is concerned with the relations among entities
in a population of entities, This chapter is concerned
with the discussion and illustration of the usefulness
of these concepts for understanding relations among
interest groups. A subsequent chapter describes some
of the characteristics of the interest group population
at the congressional level that were identified in this
inquiry that permit some conclusions about the applica-

bility of these conceptual frames of reference for the

30
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study of interest groups.

The major portion of the chapter is concerned
with the theoretical framework known as "pluralism"
in which the role of interest groups 1is especially
important. The discussion of the characteristics of
pluralism provides the setting for the statement of
the specific hypotheses concerning intergroup relations
that were investigated in thls research. This chapter
attempts to show that new and different perspectives
on interest groups emerge when groups ar'e> studied
from these conceptual frames of reference; these
perspectives reveal dimensions of the subject that
seldom have been developed in the literature.

Throughout this study, distinctions are made
between several "universes of interest groups." All
of these universes are composed of groups whose spokes-
men were active in the hearings process of fourteen
House committees during the period, 1945 through 1960.
The most important universe of groups, the select
universe, includes 119 interest groups whose repre-
sentatives provided testimony most frequently to
selected House committee hearings. Another universe
of groups, constructed in an early phase of the research,
was used to obtain a sample of groups whose represen-
tatives were to be interviewed. From this universe,

@ stratified sample of fifty groups, representing ten

types of groups, was drawn on a random basis. The term
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"sroup population"” as used in this paper refers to all
groups whose représenta’cives have participated in the

hearings process at the national level.

Systems
One conceptual framework that may be helpful in

seeing national interest groups 1in a new perspective 1s
systems analysis., The interactions of the interest group
population at the congressional level of government can be
conceived as a "system." In this formulation, the concept
"system" serves as a heuristic frame of reference for
étudying interestvgroups in relation to each other and to
their environment, Authors sometimes speak of the interest
or pressure group "system™ without defining this term or
Justifying the use of it to describe relationships among
groups.l Nevertheless, the idea that there is an interest
group system 1s a useful approach since it tends to turn
attention toward aspects of interest groups that have been
neglected,

Untll recently the concept of system has not been
widely used in political science. Economists, and to a
lesser extent sociologists, have given more attention to

1t, Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils? Toward a General

Theory of Action 1s one of the most ambitious and

1Rdgar Lane , Lobbying and the Law (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1960%) p. 110; Fred W. Riggs,
fressures on Congress (New York: King'!s Crown Press,
3011{1_1;513. UnIversity, 1950) pp. 198-9; Milbrath, op. cit.,
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comprehensive attempts to apply systems theory to the
analysis of human beha.v:!.or.2 Among political scientists,
David Easton, Gabriel Almond, and Morton Kaplan have made
extensive use of the concept.3

The notion of system is used in two different ways:
first, as an analytical concept in the study of relation-
ships between components; second, as a descriptive concept
in referring to a functioning set of arra.ngements.lIL In
this chapter, the term is used in the first sense., The

interest group process 1s viewed as a "closed system,"D

2Talcott Parsons and Edward Shils, Toward a General
Theory of Actlon (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1951).

3Easton, The Political System, op. cit.; David
Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965); David
Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life (New York:
John Wiley ons, Inc,, 19065); Gabriel Almond and James S,
Coleman, The Politics of the Developing Areas (Princeton:
Princeton” University Press, 1060); Mor%on A, Kaplan,
Systems and Process in International Politics (New York:
0 ley and Sons, Inc., 1957).

4Alf'red Kuhn, The Study of Soclety: A Unified
Approach (Homewood, I1TInoIs: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., and
Tﬁe Dorsey Press, Inc., 1963); Easton, A Framework for
Political Anal*sis, op. c¢it., argues that thils distinction
8 not a useful one and that all systems are analytic,

5"For use in analysis, a system must be 'closed.' A
system which 1s interacting with its environment is an
lopen! system: all systems of 'real! life are therefore
open systems, For analysils however, it is necessary to
assume that contact with the environment is cut off so
that the operation of the system 1s affected only by given
conditions previously established by the environment ang
not changing at the time of analysis, plus the relation-
ships among the elements of the system." Everett E, Hagen,
Analytical Models in the Study of Social Systems,"

American Journal of Socilology, Vol. 27, No. 2 (September,
191) 185,
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A simple model of the interest group system as it is
defined in this study, for example, might consist of
interest groups, the components of the system, that have
representatives appearing ét House committee hearings., The
interactions among these groups, such as the kinds and
frequencies of interaction, constitute the variables of the
system, The degree of apathy among the persons affiliated
with the interest groups in the system is one parameter of
the system.6 The provisions of the Lobby Registration Act
establish another parameter of the system, The inputs of
the system flow from the environment of which the system is
a part, For example, the communications and the expressed
demands of the members of the interest groups that are
recelved by group leaders are inputs. The outputs of the
system take the form of group information and requests that
are communicated to receptors in the environment, such as
Congress, other political structures, the leaders of other
groups, or the members of groups.,

According to most scholars, a system 1s defined in
terms of three properties: (1) boundaries that separate
the components of the system from the enviromment in which
they are set, (2) mutually dependent relationships.of
these entities with each other, and (3) tendencies toward

6Ib1d., p. 145.
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self-maintenance,”’ The adaption of this frame of reference
in appraising the interest group population prompts the
formulation of new questions about interest groups. The
notion of "boundaries" turns the attention of the investi-
gator to such factors'as the degree to which the interest
groups may readily enter or depart from the system. The
idea of interdependency among groups in the system alerts
the researcher to the patterns of interaction among groups
within the system and to the differing types and rates of
interaction among them., The concept of tendencles-toward-
self-maintenance in systems raises a question concerning the
possible identification of some form of self-regulation or
governance in the interest group population, David Easton

notes that:

Self-regulation by the members of a political system,
even to the point of self-transformation in structure
and goals, reprgsents critical capabilitles of all

soclal systems,
The notion of all of these properties, boundaries,

Interdependence of components, and tendencies toward self-
maintenance, also suggests the importance of the notion of
the "growth" of the number of groups in the population.

The bossibiiity that growth in population may occur points

Tbonald T. Campbell, "Common Fate, Similarity, and

Other Indices of the Status of Aggregates of Persons as
Social Entities,®™ Behavioral Science, Vol, 3, No. 1 (1958);
Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, op. cit.

8Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, op.
¢lt., p. 87.
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to the need for information concerning the strains of
adjustment that may accompany growth, James G, Miller
notes that ", . . growth in size, number and complexity of
components often compels a system to reorganize relation-
ships among its parts."9 If we view the interest group
system as a subsystem of a larger political system
encompassing decision-making by the presidential adminis-
tration and the Congress, the impact of growth in compo-
nents in the subsystem may increase the volume or intensity
of group demands on the Congress. On this type of prob-
lem David Easton states:
Stress may occur because too many demands are

being made, or their variety and content may be such

that the conflict they stimulate requires an excessive

amount of time to process.10

How autonomous are groups of each other? What

kinds of structured relationships exist among them? Do the
groups in a given population have a consciousness of mutual
interests? These questions have been raised only infre-
quently and have been researched even less, The literature
on interest groups has tended to focus heavily on the

relationships between interest groups and official actors

in the political decision-making process, chiefly

9James G, Miller, "Living Systems: Structure and
Process," Behavioral Science, Vol. 10, No. 4 (October, 1965)
373; See also Kenneth Boulding, The Organizational Revolu-
tion: A Study in the Ethics of Economic Organization
ew York: Harper and Brothers, 1953) pP. 22-25.

10Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, op.
c—i;t.ﬂ p' 1200 -
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congressmen, One scholar, for example, has asserted that
the general relation of groups to officilals, especially
elective officilals, is one of dependence: the groups are
dependent on the pae.r'ties.11

But perhaps the relations of groups to each other
constitute an equally important condition of dependence,
It would be significant if the size, stabllity, composition,
activities, and methods of groups in the population were not
affected in important ways by the relationships of the groups
to each other, The leaders of each group are informed of
the presence and actlvitiles of many other groups that are
also interacting with congressmen., This information about
other groups 1s certain to have an impact on the behavior of
the group receiving it, If the dissemination of common
knowledge about group behavior and methods is widespread
in the group population, group leaders will find their
freedom of action more limited than otherwise. Thus each
group in the population is denied control over its own
affairs, to some degree, as the interdependency of the
entities in the system 1is developed.

What occurs when representatives of two groups
first interact may be a great deal like what happens when
interaction is begun by individuals in a dyad relationship.
Voluntary interaction between two individuals, even in its

earliest phase, consists of exploratory behaviors by each

11Schatf;schneide:r', The Semisovereign People, op.
Sit_" P. 42'3-
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individual designed to gather information about the
other, This exchange of é.ctions consists of a recon-
nalssance by each concerning the other, and one effect
of 1t 1s to structure to some degree the relationship
between them, If the costs of the behavior transaction
are low and the rewards high for both individuals,
each 1s likely to develop the relationship further,
perhaps at the sacrifice of exploring the environ-
ment for other individuals with whom rewarding relation-

ships might be esta‘blisl’xed.l2

Or each individual may
continue to explore the environment for other satis-
fying relationships but not at the cost of sacrificing
the first rewarding relationship. Thus, the interaction
leads to a relationship that tends to restrict or

exclude Interactions with others and usually leads to
the development of relatively stable expectations by
each concerning the behavior of the other on events 1n
which both have an interest.

It 1s a tenable hypothesis that leaders of an
interest group behave toward the leaders of other
Interest groups in the same way as the individual
discussed above., The leaders of a new national interest
group must explore the group population in Washington
for potential allies and threatening enemies, The

1250hn W. Thibault, and Harold H. Kelley, The

Social Psychology of Groups éNew York: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc., ¥9b'§) D. gﬁ- 6.
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congressional environment of interest groups i1s not
equally friendly to all groups. Many studies of groups
in Washington show that group success often depends on
coalition~building among groups in the population.13
Group leaders in formulating strategy estimate the support
and hostility of other groups., It 1s this shaping of the
group leaders?! behavior choices in the light of the
estimated behavior choices of the leaders of other groups
in the population that makes the hypothesis of the group
population as a system credible, Thomas Schelling in a
discussion of strategy between adversaries stresses this
interdependency.

e« « o 8trategy . . . focuses on the fact that each

participant!s "best" choice of action depends on what

he expects the other to do, and that "strategic

behavior" is concerned with influencing anothert's

choice by working on his expectation of how one's

own behavior is related to his,l4

This research does not attempt to define all the

variables pertaining to intergroup relationships among
the interest groups in the group population at the

congressional level, Parsons and Shils indicate what must

be done in determining the interdependence of the entities

13Riggs, op. cit.; Latham, The Group Basis of
Politics: A Study in Basing-Point ILegislation, gp_.—Fit.;

Thomas K. Bailey, Congress lakes a Law: e Story Behind
_tPﬂe_ Employment Aé'c Q_I‘ 1006 (New York: Columbia UniversIEy
ress, 1950).

l4Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict
(Ca:ingridge, Massachusetts: Harvard Unlversity Press, T1960)
p' .
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in the interest group system:
Interdependence consists in the existence of determinate
relationships among the parts or variables as contrasted
with randomness of variability. In other words, inter-
dependence 1s order 1n the relationship among the
components which enter a system.l5

This study does not undertake the derionstration of
all the dimensions of interdependency among interest groups,
nor does it attempt to construct a model of the interest
group system, Thlis research seeks only to determine and
appralse a few dimensions of the relatlionships between
groups at one level of government while at the same time
it stresses the heuristic value of the concepts of systems
analysis for thils subject, It 1s appropriate to use the
vocabulary and constructs of systems analysis in this
discusslon insofar as these terms seem likely to contribute
to accurate description and fruitful analysis.

In using the concept "system" to gain a new
perspective about the interest group'population at the
congressional level, 1t 1s clear that no case need be made
(1) that each group is unaffected in important ways by the
environment of the groups, or (2) that the relations of
each group with others are more vital to group survival
than the relations of the group with government officials
or with the individuals affiliated with the group. It is
feasible to study the circulatory system of man in

medicine even though that system 1s not a system independent

15Parsons and Shils, op. c¢it., p. 107.






41
of the functioning of other organs, and even though some
of the elements in that system are also elements of other
systems.16

The application of the system frame of reference
to interest groups seems promising because 1t focuses on
the aspects of intergroup relations that have not been
fully studied, A few case studies of specific bills have
reported on intergroup relationships but the language used
to describe these relations does not facllitate comparisons
with the findings of other group studies.

Some authorities have asserted that the survival
of democratic industrial societies is dependent on the
adaptability of these systems to changes within the systems
and in the environment, For example, technological change
in the field of armaments and warfare has made the selec-
tive service system, as it currently exists, inadequate for
some national security situations. We do not know if the
activities or relationships of the interest groups in the
group population are becoming dysfunctional for the
political system because we do not have even the most
rudimentary general information about the group population
and the relationships among groups within it to determine
this,

Systems and communications theorists cite the

importance of the concepts "noise," "distortion," and

16Kuhn, op. cit.
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"overload,"17 Would it be surprising if our interest
group systém became overloaded with excessive numbers of
messages from groups that have resources to spend to attain
legislative ob,jectives?18 We do not have any conception
about the functional 1ifn1ts of the present arrangements
because there has been no attention given to the notion
that the present arrangements operate under limiting factors,
It will not be persuasive 1f observers conclude that the
systems approach does not seem to be useful because the
interest group system in this country, or in any known
political system, has never broken down. The strailns from
nolse, distortion, or overload in the communication system
may help to explaln changes in the relationships among
groups and the relations between groups, legislators, and
administrators,19

Since changes in relationships that are the result
of communications difficulties are not likely to be sudden

or highly visible, they may occur unnoticed. Adjustments

17James G, Miller, "ILiving Systems: Basic Concepts,"
Behavioral Science, Vol, 10, No. 3 (July, 1965), 193-234;
Dan Mclachlan, Jr., "Communication Networks and Monitoring,"

Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. XXV, No, 2 (Summer, 1961), 197;
Rarl W, &ufsch, The Norves of Government: Models of =
Political Communication and Control (Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1963) p. 150 and 162.

181ester Milbrath reports that: "The competition
for the attention of officlals has taken a new turn, however,
+ « + Decision-makers are deluged with messages from
constituents," Milbrath, op. cit., p. 239.

19Easton, A Systems Analysis of Political Life,
.020 9&0, p. 66.
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by the principal actors are likely to be slow and
incremental because they tend to be made on a day-
by-day basis, Some of the existing roup relationships
to congressmen may not be as functional as traditional
interpretations have held, For example, Raymond A.
Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool and Lewis A, Dexter, 1n a
recent case-study of the leglslative process, assert
that the excessive volume of communications directed at
congressmen contributes to the freedom of the congressman
to take a position on a bill according to his pre=-
dispositions toward 11:.20

The transformation of an agrarian soclety
into an industrial society 1s a revolution in human
relationships as well as in technology. The growth
of the group population may cause a transformation
in relationships, too, because it impinges on the
environment within which the population is set and
with which it 1s related., Changes in these relations
seem likely under circumstances of growth but no dis-
cussion of growth can be found in the récent literature

on interest groups .21

2ORaymond A, Bauer, Ithiel de Sola Pool and
Lewls Anthony Dexter, American Business and Public

Policy: The Politics of Forelgn Trade (New York:
K’Eher%on Press, 1064) p. L21.

2lTne subject 1s ralised by Milbrath but given
only brief attention, Milbrath, op. cit., p. 239,
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These remarks show that the vocabulary of
systems analysis may, by itself, serve as a stimulus
in reordering our thought so that a new perspective
emerges., To talk in terms of system is to converse in
a language different from those now employed by interest
group theorists,22 The apparent dead end at which
interest group theory now stands may reflect an in-
adequate set of conceptual terms to descrilbe some kinds
of relationships which characterize the group popula-
tion,23 It may be fruitful to utilize the concepts
of different conceptual vocabularies so that we may
become aware of features of the fleld under study
that are obscured by other conceptual approaches,
For example, in the early decades of this century,
public administratlion was chiefly centered on formal
organization structure., The literatﬁre and research
in administration has changed markedly with the discovery
of the importance of informal organization. Today
the implications of research findings in social psy-
chology are important for theory bullding in public
administration.

There 1s some evidence to indicate that many

22Except for "equilibrium" that is used by some
group theorists. . .

231t may also be a product of other factors, such
as 1ts inadequacy for general theory construction or

difficulties of making its concepts operational for
research,
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of the studies of interest groups were designed and
executed with a vocabulary that does not lead to
fruitful research, Almost all of these studles are
terminal in nature, not cumulative. A review of
the literature on interest groups makes clear the
fact that certain questions about the 1nterest group
population and the relationships within it have not

been raised. In The Governmental Process, for

example, Truman does not discuss, even 1n general

terms, how many interest groups are active at any

level of government; nor does he ever imply that the
nunber of active groups may be a factor of importance

in interpreting the roles or methods of groups in
politics, Truman says, in effect, that interest

groups are ubiquitous. But only when some answers,

though imprecise, are provided to the questions "How
many?" and "How often?" is one 1likely to turn to the
questions concerning the impact different numbers of
groups and changing numbers of groups have on each

other, and on the arrangements through which groups
relate themselves to each other and to governmental
structures, For example, the chairman of the House Ways
and Means Committee and his staff cannot operate in the
same way toward the leaders and members of twenty groups
and 120 groups, When we discover the magnitude of the
group population, the notion of indirect access may

brove more useful for interpreting group behavior at
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the congressional level, Thus intergroup relations
emerges as a subject of study because of the importance
that group aligmnments have for the effective mobilization
of support,

By using the concept system and asking some funda-
mental questions about the relationships among groups, the
stability of these relationships, and the size of the
population, a body of general information about interest
groups at a given level of government can be assembled
that may yield broad generalizations. For these reasons a
later chapter is concerned with some estimates of the size
and composition of the population of groups that are
active at the congressional 1eve1. Consideration is also
given to indicators of stability and change in this
population.,

Pluralism

A second general conceptual framework to which
this research has relevance is pluralism., Pluralism is
used by historlans, sociologists, social psychologists,
and political sclentists to refer to the numbers of many
different kinds of significant entities within a defined
universe, It frequently i1s used to denote the diversity
of religious, ethnic, and racial subgroups in a society,
Sociologists also refer to social classes as entities in a
pluralistic society. Other types of groups such as

families and clans are also frequently included as entities,
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Political scientists, however, and some sociologists also,
have taken the voluntary assoclation as the basic entity 1n
discussing pluralism in modern political systems.

In the general discussion of pluralism that follows,
authors will be cited who refer broadly to all these groups
as entities in social and political pluralism. Nevertheless,
there gseems to be growlng attention to the role of associa-
tions at the expense of some of these other g;roup:i.ngs.?LL
There 1s general agreement among students of the family
and, to a lesser extent, social classes, that these entities,
the family and class, have suffered a loss of control over
their members in this century, and there are few signs
which indicate a resurgence for them in the shaping of the
behavior of their members, On the other hand, there have
never been so many associations competing for the allegléme
of individuals, both youth and adult, as there are now,

The prospects for continued increases are also favorable.25

In this research, the discussion of the entities in
pluralist political systems will refer only to associations.
The basic types of associations that are included are the
following: business, financial business, agricultural

business, small business, labor, professional, agriculture,

21‘The term association is used interchangeably with
the term interest group throughout the discussion of this
research,

25Richard W. Gable, "Political Interest Groups as
Policy Shapers,” The Annals,.Vol. 319 (September, 1958),
P, 92; See also.Truman, op. cit., p. 52.
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religious, citizen and veteran, Famlly and social class
are not included,

Pluralism 1s a societal condition to which great
importance 1s assigned by many soclal scientists., The
importance attributed to 1t by political scientists and
soclologlists 1s seen in the numerous references made to
it in theories of democracy, totalitarianism, political
parties, and in studies of power and decision-making in
community and nation.

The simple notion of "individualism" on which the
classical theory of democracy.is based has generally been
modified in rece<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>