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Interest Group Influence in the Administrative, the Parliamentary and the Media Arena

1. Research question and relevance
Interest groups are important players in liberal democracies. Trade unions seek influence on
labour market politics, business groups are active in debates on market regulation and envi‐
ronmental groups try to make climate policy a central governmental priority. Studying which
groups are successful in influencing policy is a core issue for political science (Christiansen et al.
2004; Dür & De Bièvre 2007; Jordan et al. 2004). Interest groups operate in complex political en‐
vironments and are active in relation to the bureaucracy, parliament, and the media. While the
administrative arena has traditionally played the most central role for interest group influence
in European countries, the media and the parliament have in recent decades become increas‐
ingly important arenas. Consequently, it is particularly relevant to examine whether these are‐
nas give access to previously low influence groups – or whether the same groups are successful
across different arenas.
This project aims to explain the influence of interest groups in the administrative, the par‐
liamentary and the media arena. An explicit focus on the interplay between different arenas will
allow us to answer a range of questions not systematically addressed in the existing literature:
1) To what extent is group influence cumulative across arenas? 2) Are different resources rele‐
vant for gaining influence in different arenas? 3) How do characteristics of political issues affect
group influence in different arenas? 4) What variation exists over time and across countries in
the influence of groups in different arenas? Answering these questions is fundamental to en‐
hancing our knowledge about interest group influence.
A central challenge is conceptualizing and measuring group influence. The project con‐
tributes to recent efforts (see Baumgartner et al. 2009; Dür & De Bièvre 2007; Mahoney 2009) to
tackle the issue of group influence by incorporating three different operationalizations of influ‐
ence: 1) quantitative indicators of group positions, 2) comparisons of group goals with political
outputs, and 3) attributed results. This will allow a more robust measurement than relying on a
single measure of influence. In explaining group influence in different arenas, the project draws
on resource exchange theory. From this perspective, groups gain influence in exchange for re‐
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sources valued by bureaucrats, politicians and reporters. Factors expected to affect group influ‐
ence can be identified at the group level, at the level of the issues that groups seek to influence,
and at the system level. The research design includes three countries: Denmark, the UK and
Germany selected on the basis of variation at the system level.
The project is innovative in several ways. First, it asks the old question “how influential
are interest groups?” in an institutional environment with a changed mix of influence arenas.
Second, the project presents a research design that links measures of influence in different are‐
nas with measures of the independent factors expected to affect influence in a common data‐
base. This research design allows us to answer questions about the interplay between different
arenas that have not been addressed in previous studies.

2. Theoretical outline
Interest group influence is defined as influence over public policy. A group is influential if it
achieves policy outputs closer to its preferences than would have been the case if the group did
not act (see also Dür and de Bièvre 2007: 2; Mahoney 2009: 185). While this definition does not
capture all aspects of influence, it incorporates both success in shaping the political agenda and
influencing issues already on the agenda (Dür 2008: 1220).
European interest group research has traditionally focused on group interaction with bu‐
reaucrats. In reaction to the increased political importance of the media and the rise in parlia‐
mentary power in many countries (Binderkrantz 2003; Damgaard 1994; Kepplinger 2002), it is
now common to consider simultaneously group strategies directed towards bureaucrats, par‐
liament and the media. Most groups use strategies targeting all arenas – although it is debated
to what extent an insider strategy, where groups approach decision makers, takes priority over
an outsider strategy focusing on the media (Baumgartner & Leech 1998; Beyers 2004; Binder‐
krantz 2008; Eising, 2007a; Grant, 2000; Kriesi et al. 2007; Maloney et al. 1994; Marsh et al. 2009).
The prominence of different arenas makes it relevant to study whether different groups are in‐
fluential in different arenas – or whether the same groups tend to dominate all arenas.

2.1 Explaining group influence
The project takes its theoretical point of departure in a resource exchange perspective (Dür 2008:
1,214; Christiansen et al. 2010; Lehmbruch 1979; Molina and Rhodes 2002; Baccaro and Simoni
2008). Interest groups – defined as membership organizations working to obtain political influ‐
ence (Jordan et al. 2004: 205‐206) – are considered intendedly rational actors in pursuit of politi‐
cal influence. In their interaction with bureaucrats, politicians, and reporters, groups gain influ‐
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ence in exchange for resources valued by these actors. Three sets of variables are particularly
important for understanding which groups are in possession of relevant resources for being
influential in different arenas: 1) variables at the group level, 2) variables at the issue level, and
3) variables at the system level.
Group level: At the level of the individual interest group, the general resources and the
type of group are relevant. General group resources cover finances, staff, and number of mem‐
bers. Finances and staff allow groups to monitor relevant policy developments and to spend
time and money on lobbying tactics targeting different arenas (Binderkrantz 2005a). Many
members increase the chance of being heard by politicians, bureaucrats and reporters. Finances,
staff and members are consequently expected to increase a group’s chance of being influential
across all arenas. To the extent that general resources matter – for example because of large re‐
source differentials between groups – they will lead to convergence in group influence in differ‐
ent arenas.
With respect to group type, bureaucrats, politicians and reporters value different types of
groups as collaborators. Groups representing so‐called sectional interests – i.e. groups in pursuit
of the direct interests of their members – in the labour market and in the public sector are val‐
ued by bureaucrats because they possess resources and information relevant for policy prepara‐
tion and implementation (Binderkrantz 2008; Rokkan 1975). Public interest groups – in pursuit
of interests that go beyond the members’ narrow interests such as human rights groups or envi‐
ronmental groups – are formed simply by “the coming together of like‐minded people”
(Dunleavy 1991: 55). They advocate causes that typically appeal to broad segments of the popu‐
lation. Supporting such groups may be attractive for politicians in pursuit of electoral support
among broad population segments (Binderkrantz 2008; Berry 1977; Gais and Walker 1991: 113‐
114; Rommetvedt 2005). Also, their causes often correspond well with news criteria and are
likely to find resonance among news readers (Waldahl 1999: 123‐5). While sectional groups are
expected to have an advantage in the administrative arena, public interest groups are therefore
expected to stand a better chance in the media and parliamentary arena.
Issue level: Interest groups are involved in many political issues or cases. Characteristics at
the issue level may affect group influence (Baumgartner & Leech 1998: 148; Beyers et al. 2008: 7‐
8). The project includes three aspects of the issue context: First, the salience or level of attention
from the general public and the policymaking community; second, the conflict structure defined
as the composition and positions of the actors involved; and third, the phase of the policy mak‐
ing process.
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The administrative arena will be particularly important when issues are characterized by
lack of salience and low levels of conflict, while the parliamentary arena and the media arena
will be more relevant when issues attract broader attention and involve many actors and con‐
flict among these (Christiansen & Nørgaard 2003a; Mahoney 2009: 41; Schattschneider 1960). In
turn, this affects which groups are most likely to be influential (cf. discussion of sectional vs.
public interest groups above).
In the policy making process, issues pass through several phases from being placed on the
political agenda, through policy preparation and formulation, and towards implementation.
Although actual policy processes seldom occur in such a linear fashion, the importance of dif‐
ferent arenas can be expected to vary according to the phase of the policy making process. In
the agenda setting phase bureaucrats, politicians and the media may be important for raising
issues. This leaves the floor open for different types of groups. In contrast, the bureaucracy
plays a crucial role in the drafting of bills and regulation (Blom‐Hansen 2001), which may nar‐
row the field of influential groups, and provide groups with resources relevant for the adminis‐
trative arena with an advantage.
System level: Institutional factors such as country specific patterns of interest intermedia‐
tion have been incorporated in several studies of group strategies (Eising 2007b; Klüver 2010;
Kriesi et al. 2007; Schneider et al. 2007), but few studies systematically examine their effect on
group influence (Dür 2008; Mahoney 2009: 6). This project includes cross‐country variation in
media systems and in the integration of groups into decision making processes. It also incorpo‐
rates variation over time by comparing the 2010 situation in Denmark with the highpoint of
Danish corporatism in 1975.
Concepts such as ‘corporatism’, ‘policy communities’ and ‘insider status’ aim at capturing
how some groups are closely integrated into decision making in the administrative arena
(Blom‐Hansen 2001; Christiansen & Rommetvedt, 1999; Jordan et al. 2004; Kriesi et al. 2006;
Rhodes & Marsh 1992; Marsh et al. 2009: 623‐624). In a given political system, the degree of in‐
tegration differs between policy areas and groups (Rhodes & Marsh 1992). The extent to which
groups are generally integrated into decision making processes also differs across countries. In
systems of strong institutional integration this is expected not only to affect group influence in
the official circles of policy making but also to have spill‐over effects on other arenas. Integra‐
tion into public decision making can be seen as a resource enhancing group influence across
arenas. For example, the media literature argues that reporters are more likely to pay attention
to actors with official positions in the political system (Bennett 1990; Cook 1998). Convergence
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in group influence in different arenas is therefore expected in systems with strong institutional
integration of groups.
Building on Hallin and Mancini’s (2004) discussion of different media systems, the project
also distinguishes between systems with differing levels of marketization and media independ‐
ence. In systems of high media independence, group resources specific to the media arena be‐
come more crucial and divergence between groups wielding influence through the media and
other arenas is expected. The section on research design discusses the selection of countries for
analysis.

2.2 Investigating interest group influence
Few studies explicitly address the question of group influence on public policy, although the
last decade has seen renewed interest in the issue (Baumgartner & Leech 1998; Baumgartner et
al. 2009; Baumgartner & Mahoney, 2008; Christiansen et al. 2004; Dür & De Bièvre 2007; Golden
1998; Klüver 2009; Mahoney 2009). As argued by Dür and De Bièvre (2007: 2) the lack of studies
of group influence is mainly: “a result of the notorious difficulty to operationalize the concepts
of ‘influence’ and ‘power’, to construct reliable indicators, and to measure these empirically”.
This project adopts a three‐faceted operationalization of group influence. First, group positional
resources are seen as an indicator of influence; second, we measure influence by comparing the
stated goals of groups with actual political outputs; and third, we use measures of attributed results.
A position approach equates influence with positional resources. By positional resources we
mean presence at different arenas for example through membership of boards and committees.
An interest group with a well‐established position in the decision making structure is assumed
to affect decisions made more than groups with less established positions (Christiansen & Nør‐
gaard 2003b: 177). This logic underpins studies of interest group involvement in corporative
arrangements (Rommetvedt et al. 2001; Hermansson et al. 1999; Christiansen et al. 2010) as well
as studies of media appearance (Bennett 1990; Binderkrantz 2010; Thrall 2006). While positional
resources cannot in any individual case equal influence, on average, it can be assumed that a
prominent position in for example boards and committees indicates political influence. The ma‐
jor shortcoming of this type of measure is that positional resources may not always be trans‐
formed into actual influence. It is therefore crucial to combine this measure with measures fo‐
cusing on other aspects of influence.
Control over output: The second measure focuses on the relation between group goals and
political outputs, where outputs are parliamentary or administrative decisions. A group that
manages to bring outputs closer to its ideal position is influential. This approach has been used
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in case studies as well as in quantitative studies of rule making (Christiansen et al. 2004; Golden
1998; McKay & Yackee 2007; Moe 1989; Klüver 2009; Mahoney 2007). The most important defi‐
ciencies of the method are: 1) Groups may already take into account the chances of success
when formulating their goals and 2) the fact that a decision complies with the wishes of Group
X does not necessarily mean that the change was caused by that group’s efforts. The project
seeks to reduce these problems by utilizing a process tracing approach in linking group goals
with political outputs (Dür 2008: 1,223).
Attributed results: The project incorporates a measure of attributed results asking actors to
evaluate their influence. Here, we build on survey questions about the results obtained by
groups. A major objection to relying on self‐reported results is that groups may not be able to
judge their own importance and may have incentives to under‐ or overestimate their influence
(Dür 2008: 1,224; Marsh et al. 2009: 625‐627). To enhance the validity of the measure we will ask
about group results rather than general influence. For example, groups will be asked how often
their press statements have led to news coverage and they will be asked about the results ob‐
tained by other groups active in the same policy area (Dür 2008: 1,224). Self‐evaluations can be
compared to a group’s reputation among other groups. Measures of attributed influence are not
well suited for conclusions about the objective level of influence of any single group, but – in
combination with the other indicators – they can reasonably be used for comparisons across
arenas and groups (Binderkrantz 2005b: 242).
All measures of group influence can be met with objections. The project contributes to en‐
hancing the operationalization and measurement of group influence by combining different
measures of influence across the administrative, the parliamentary and the media arena. Each
measure captures different aspects of the multi‐faceted concept of influence. It will therefore be
necessary to consider explicitly the degree of overlap of the measures and the extent to which
the measures provide a uniform picture of group influence.

3. Research design and data collection
The project uses a nested research design involving variation at the group level, the issue level
and the system level. Variation at the system level can be found over time and cross‐nationally.
Both types of variation will be included in the project. The integration of groups in corporatist
structures has been in decline in Denmark and in other countries (Blom‐Hansen, 2000; 2001,
Christiansen et al. 2010; Öberg et al. 2010). The project investigates how this development has
affected the influence of interest groups in different arenas by comparing the present‐day situa‐
tion in Denmark with the situation in 1975 at the high point of Danish corporatism.
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Cross‐nationally, variation is present in media systems and in the degree of integration of
groups into decision making processes. The research design includes Denmark and Germany as
cases with high levels of institutional integration and Britain as a case with less institutional
participation by groups in decision making. Britain is characterized by the most liberalized me‐
dia system, but Germany and Denmark also exhibit different degrees of media independence
and marketization.
The institutional integration of groups is one aspect of corporatism – an aspect that is par‐
ticularly emphasized in the Scandinavian literature on the subject (Christiansen et al. 2010;
Öberg et al. 2010). Even though Danish corporatism has been in decline, Denmark still ranks
among the most corporatist countries alongside the other Scandinavian countries and countries
such as Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium. In contrast, the United States, Britain and Can‐
ada are less characterized by corporatism and thus by less institutional integration of groups
into decision making processes (Poppelaars 2009; Siaroff 1999). These countries do, however,
exhibit some degree of integration of groups into decision making: the phenomena discussed in,
for example, the British network literature display similarities to those discussed in the litera‐
ture on corporatism (Rhodes & Marsh 1992).
Hallin and Mancini (2004) distinguish media systems into three broad categories: 1) the po‐
larized pluralist model, 2) the democratic corporatist model and 3) the liberal model. Of most
interest here is the distinction between the latter two models, as this concerns the degree to
which the media system is market driven and independent (Curran et al. 2009). While the US is
the archetypical example of the liberal model, Canada, Britain and Ireland are also considered
liberal in their media systems. By contrast, the Scandinavian countries as well as the Nether‐
lands and Austria are characterized by a democratic corporatist media system with high levels
of public service orientation and a history of close linkages between the party system and the
press (Hallin & Mancini 2004: 70).
A challenge in selecting countries for comparison is that media systems and degree of in‐
stitutional integration of groups co‐vary empirically. Countries with liberal media systems are
characterized by less corporatism than countries belonging to the democratic corporatist media
model. However, some variation in the media system can be found within countries with rela‐
tively high levels of corporatism. Notably, even though Germany is classified as having a de‐
mocratic corporatist media system with less commercialization than for example Britain and the
US (Esser 1999), it is characterized by fewer public media subsidies and more emphasis on pri‐
vate media ownership than the Scandinavian countries (Hallin & Mancini 2004: 71). Therefore,
Denmark and Germany are selected as countries with high levels of institutional integration of
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groups into public decision making but differing levels of marketization and independence of
the media. Britain is included as a case with less institutional participation of groups in decision
making and higher media liberalization.
These countries obviously vary on factors other than media liberalization and institutional
integration of interest groups. To some extent it is possible to take this into account in the re‐
search design. For example, in selecting case studies in Germany we will ensure that the issue
areas in question are of federal responsibility in order to control for differences between Ger‐
many’s federal system and the unitary (or semi‐unitary in the case of Britain) systems of Den‐
mark and Britain. Also, in pair‐wise comparisons between Germany and Britain we can hold
country size relatively constant, while this may be a disturbing factor in comparing Denmark
and the two other countries.
Within each country, the research design incorporates measures of different aspects of
group influence as well as independent variables on the issue level and the group level. To meet
these demands, three data collection strategies will be pursued:
1) Quantitative indicators of group positional resources. Positional resources will be measured
by counting group participation in boards and committees, responses to administrative
hearings, references to interest groups in parliamentary speeches, and appearance in news‐
papers. For all three countries relevant documents are available in online databases or, in
the case of boards and committees, through government web pages and registers. As dis‐
cussed in WP 2, these measures will be coded both for 2010 and for 1975 in the Danish case.
2) Surveys of nationwide interest groups will ask groups about their results in different arenas,
about their scores on the factors hypothesized to affect influence, and about informal con‐
tacts to civil servants and MPs. A crucial challenge is establishing relevant populations of in‐
terest groups in the three countries (Berkhout & Lowery 2008). We will rely on identification
of groups through the data on quantitative indicators, which has the advantage of providing
comparable populations across countries. However, these populations will not include
groups that have not succeeded in being heard in any arena. Therefore, the Danish survey
will further include groups identified in previous group surveys as well as groups identified
in relevant registers. Comparisons across countries will be restricted to groups identified by
quantitative indicators. In the Danish case, all groups (an estimated 2,500) will be included
because this allows statistical analyses on subsets of groups and the matching of survey re‐
sponses with the quantitative indicators. In the British and German case, the populations of
groups are larger and it may be necessary to survey only a subset of the population. The
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surveys will be conducted as combinations of postal surveys and web based surveys in or‐
der to ensure sufficiently high response rates.
3) Case studies of about 30 issues/cases in each country will examine the role of the issue con‐
text and the relation between group goals and policy outputs. A case will be defined as a
policy issue where an official decision has been made. This encompasses both bills and ad‐
ministrative decisions. The selection of about 30 cases in each country balances the advan‐
tages of quantitative and qualitative research designs. The number of cases is not too large
to get quite detailed information on each case from document analysis and interviews and
not too small to allow for variation in independent variables and control for third variables
and even for some statistical analysis (cf. Baumgartner et al. 2009). In cases involving large
numbers of actors and much text material, computer assisted text analysis will be used to
code the standpoints of actors (Klüver 2009). The selection of cases in each country will en‐
sure variation in type of groups and resources, and in the issue context.

A main innovation of the research design is the linking together of different data sources in a
common project database. Previous research has relied on one data source only or on data from
several sources without linking these by the individual interest group or policy issue. One ex‐
ception is a study of Scottish interest groups by Halpin and Binderkrantz (2010) where data on
group participation in public hearings is linked with survey information. For a given interest
group our database will include survey information on group resources and type and attributed
influence as well as external information on for example media appearance and participation in
public boards and committees. For groups involved in case studies, the database will also in‐
clude information on issue context and goal attainment.

4. Description of work packages
To facilitate division of labour and coordination of data collection the project is divided into
four work packages (WPs) that focus on different aspects of the overall research question. The
WPs draw on all types of data sources included in the project, but it is specified in which WP
responsibility for data collection is situated. A postdoc will be recruited as responsible for WP 3.

Work Package 1. Measuring interest group influence (responsible: Anne Skorkjær Binderkrantz)
WP 1 asks whether group influence is cumulative across different arenas. This WP concentrates
on developing the three measures of influence. It draws on the case studies (partly collected as a
part of WP 3) when it comes to influence defined as control over outputs; the project surveys
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include measures of attributed influence, and positional influence will be measured by the fol‐
lowing quantitative indicators: 1) For the corporative arena, responses to administrative hear‐
ings and representation on boards, 2) for the parliamentary arena, references to interest groups
in parliamentary speeches, and 3) for the media arena, group appearances in national newspa‐
pers. Based on these measures, the WP investigates whether different measures provide a uni‐
form picture of group influence and to what degree influence is cumulative across different
arenas. This WP will be responsible for case studies in Denmark and Britain and will combine
these with data collected in the other WPs. Binderkrantz will spend two months in Britain to
facilitate data collection.

Work Package 2: Group type, resources and influence (responsible: Anne Skorkjær Binderkrantz
& Peter Munk Christiansen)
WP 2 asks whether different group resources are relevant for gaining influence in different are‐
nas. It contrasts the perspective that different resources related to group type are relevant in
different arenas with the view that general resources such as finances, staff and number of
members lead to convergence in group influence. Answering this question is particularly de‐
pendent on connecting measures of influence in different arenas with measures of group type
and resources obtained by survey. The surveys will ask groups to report on resources in terms
of staff, finances, and number of members. Survey responses and group names will be used to
distinguish between different types of groups. These measures of independent variables will be
connected to the indicators of group influence. Parallel analyses will be conducted for Denmark,
the UK and Germany in order to investigate whether relations between group‐related variables
and influence depend on system level variation. This WP will draw on data collected in the
other three WPs.

Work Package 3: Issue context and influence (responsible: Postdoc)
WP 3 investigates how characteristics at the issue level affect group influence in different are‐
nas. Salience, conflict structure, and decision making phase are expected to affect group influ‐
ence. When policy processes take place in relatively narrow circles and when the degree of con‐
flict and salience is low, the administrative arena is expected to be of particular importance. In
contrast, the more general attention an issue attracts and the more conflict between actors, the
more the parliamentary and the media arena gain in importance. Systematic differences in the
type of groups being influential may depend on which arena is in focus – when the administra‐
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tive arena is central, sectional groups related to the labour market will for example be at an ad‐
vantage because bureaucrats value them as collaborators.
Detailed analysis of group goals, the conflict structure and the output of the policy proc‐
ess is required to connect the issue context to group influence. The WP’s most important data
are the case studies. The selection of cases will secure variation on the relevant aspects of the
issue context and control for third variables. Case studies will be carried out in Denmark, the
UK and Germany to investigate if the effect of the issue context differs according to the media
system and the degree of integration of groups into official decision making. To ensure that the
postdoc can pursue a project of his/her own, the postdoc will be responsible for collecting the 30
German cases with assistance from student coders. Binderkrantz and the postdoc will share
responsibility for coordinating the postdoc’s German cases and the British and Danish cases.
The postdoc will spend two months in Germany for data collection.

Work Package 4: System level variables and influence (responsible: Anne Skorkjær Binder‐
krantz, Peter Munk Christiansen, Darren Halpin & Anne Rasmussen)
WP 4 focuses on variation in group influence across countries and over time. Variations in me‐
dia systems and in the institutional integration of groups into public decision making are ex‐
pected to affect group influence. The project compares Denmark, the UK and Germany. It fur‐
ther compares the 2010 situation in Denmark with the situation in 1975 at the high point of Dan‐
ish corporatism. The WP draws on the measures of group influence described above and sup‐
plements these with a more limited set of measures of group influence in 1975. An existing data
base with all committees related to the state administration is utilized (Johansen & Kristensen
1978).
The cross‐national comparison is particularly demanding in terms of data collection. This
WP will be responsible for coding quantitative indicators and conducting surveys in the three
countries. Responsibility for data collection will therefore be divided between participants in
the research group: Binderkrantz and Christiansen will be responsible for data collection in the
Danish case, Halpin for the British case, and Rasmussen for the German case. Binderkrantz will
be responsible for coordination of data collection across countries.

5. Project coordination and practical aspects
The project team has prior experience with the types of data collection involved in the project
and is therefore well equipped to manage the necessary large‐scale data collection. Binderkrantz
has surveyed interest groups and collected data on group approaches to parliament and media
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appearance (Binderkrantz 2003; 2010). Christiansen has used different approaches to studying
corporative institutions over time (Christiansen & Nørgaard 2003a; Christiansen et al. 2004).
Halpin has done case studies on groups and has linked data on actual group behaviour with
survey material (Halpin & Jordan 2009; Halpin & Binderkrantz 2010). Rasmussen has carried out
surveys and collected data on group contacts to the administration and parliament in Denmark,
the Netherlands and the UK (Rasmussen 2009).
Binderkrantz will be responsible for coordination and management of the project. She has
experience with project management from projects on interest group strategies, Greenlandic
administration and contract agencies. She also participates in the Policy Agendas project, where
large‐scale data collection has been conducted (Binderkrantz, 2007; 2010). The present project
will provide further options for developing skills in managing large research projects. In con‐
tinuation of the project it is planned to apply for an ERC Starting Grant in cooperation with
other European interest group researchers. The present application includes funding for par‐
ticipation in a European network of interest group scholars. The project will also host a research
conference inviting group scholars in Europe and the US. These activities are crucial for the pro‐
ject and in preparing the ground for future projects.
A number of research goals will be pursued in the course of the project. The first three
have already been discussed; the latter four sum up the publication strategy:
‐

Develop skills in project management and coordination

‐

Build a network of international interest group scholars

‐

Prepare application for ERC Starting Grant

‐

Publish book with recognized international publisher

‐

5‐6 articles published in Danish or Scandinavian journals

‐

10‐12 articles published in refereed international journals

‐

of these 2‐3 articles published in top‐ten international journals

The publication strategy includes publication in top‐tier international journals. A precondition
for publishing in such journals is not only high quality work but usually also country compara‐
tive research. The project is therefore well suited for achieving this research goal.
The project will be conducted in four phases to ensure that data collection is coordinated
and that the different types of data can be combined in the project data base. First, existing data
sets will be collected and data recoded (2011). Second, quantitative indicators of group posi‐
tional resources in different arenas will be collected and coded (2011‐2013). Third, group sur‐
veys will be executed to the groups identified by the quantitative indicators (2012). Fourth, case
studies will be carried out (2012‐2014).
12

6. References
Baccaro, L. & Simoni, M. (2008). “Policy Concertation in Europe: Understanding Government
Choice,” Comparative Political Studies, 41(10), 1323–48.
Baumgartner, Frank & Christine Mahoney (2008). “Converging Perspectives on Interest Groups
in Europe and America”, West European Politics, 31.
Baumgartner, Frank R. & Beth L. Leech (1998). Basic Interests. The Importance of Groups in Politics
and in Political Science, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Baumgartner, Frank R., Jeffrey M. Berry, Marie Hojnacki, David C. Kimball and Beth L. Leech
(2009). Lobbying and Policy Change: Who Wins, Who Loses, and Why. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Bennett, L.W. (1990). Toward a Theory of Press‐State Relations in the United States. Journal of
Communication 40(2): 103‐125
Berkhout, Joost and David Lowery (2008). “Counting Organized Interests in the European Un‐
ion: a Comparison of Data Sources,” Journal of European Public Policy 15, 4: 489‐513.
Berry, Jeffrey M. (1977). Lobbying for the People. The Political Behavior of Public Interest Groups,
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Beyers, Jan (2004). “Voice and Access. Political Practices of European Interest Associations”,
European Union Politics, 5, 2: 211‐240.
Beyers, Jan, Rainer Eising & William Maloney (2008). “Much We Study, Little We Know? The
Study of Interest Group Politics in Europe and Elsewhere”, West European Politics, 31, 6:
1,103‐1,128.
Binderkrantz, Anne (2003). “Strategies of Influence: How Interest Organizations React to
Changes in Parliamentary Influence and Activity”, Scandinavian Political Studies, 26, 4: 287‐
306.
Binderkrantz, Anne (2005a). “Interest Group Strategies: Navigating Between Privileged Access
and Strategies of Pressure”, Political Studies, 53, 4: 694‐715.
Binderkrantz, Anne (2005b). Magtens midler. Danske interesseorganisationer og deres indflydelses‐
strategier, Århus: Politica.
Binderkrantz, Anne (2007). “Competing for Attention: Interest Groups in the News in a Danish
Election” in David Farrel & Rüdiger Schmitt‐Beck (eds.), Non‐Party Actors in Elections, Baden‐
Baden: Nomos‐Verlag.
Binderkrantz, Anne (2008). “Different Groups, Different Strategies: How Interest Groups Pur‐
13

sue Their Political Ambitions”, Scandinavian Political Studies, 31, 2, pp. 173‐200.
Binderkrantz, Anne Skorkjær (2010). “Diversity in the Media Appearance of Interest Groups”.
Århus: Department of Political Science.
Blom‐Hansen, Jens (2000). “Still Corporatism in Scandinavia? A Survey of Recent Empirical
Findings”, Scandinavian Political Studies, 23, 2: 157‐181.
Blom‐Hansen, Jens (2001). “Organized Interests and the State: A Disintegrating Relationship?
Evidence from Denmark”, European Journal of Political Research, 39, 3: 391‐415
Christiansen, Peter Munk & Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard (2003a). Faste forhold ‐ flygtige forbindelser.
Stat og interesseorganisationer i Danmark i det 20. århundrede, Århus: Aarhus Universitetsforlag.
Christiansen, Peter Munk & Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard (2003b). “Positionel magt ‐ om at slutte
fra at være (til stede) til at have og til at gøre” in Peter Munk Christiansen & Lise Togeby
(red.), På sporet af magten, Århus: Aarhus Universitetsforlag.
Christiansen, Peter Munk & Hilmar Rommetvedt (1999). “From Corporatism to Lobbyism? Par‐
liaments, Executives and Organized Interests in Denmark and Norway”, Scandinavian Politi‐
cal Studies, 22, 3: 195‐221.
Christiansen, Peter Munk, Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard & Niels Christian Sidenius (2004). Hvem
skriver lovene? Interesseorganisationer og politiske beslutninger, Århus: Aarhus Universitetsfor‐
lag.
Christiansen, Peter Munk, Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard, Hilmar Rommetvedt, Torsten Svensson,
Gunnar Thesen & PerOla Öberg (2010). Varieties of Democracy: Interest Groups and Corporatist
Committees in Scandinavian Policy Making. Aarhus: Department of Political Science.
Cook, Timothy E (1998). Governing with the News. The News Media as a Political Institution, Chi‐
cago: Chicago University Press.
Curran, James, Shanto Iyengar, Anker Brink Lund & Inka Salovaara‐Moring (2009). “Media
Systems, Public Knowledge and Democracy”, European Journal of Communication, 24, 1: 5‐
26.
Damgaard, Erik (1994). The Strong Parliaments of Scandinavia: Continuity and Change of
Scandinavian Parliaments. In Parliaments in the Modern World. Changing Institutions. Edited by
G. W. Copeland and S. C. Patterson. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Dunleavy, Patrick (1991). Democracy, Bureaucracy and Public Choice. Economic Explanations in
Political Science, New York: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.
Dür, Andreas (2008). “Interest Groups in the European Union: How Powerful Are They?”, West
14

European Politics, 31, 6: 1,212‐1,230.
Dür, Andreas & Dirk De Bièvre (2007). “The Question of Interest Group Influence”, Journal of
Public Policy, 27, 1: 1‐12.
Eising, Rainer (2007a). “Institutional Context, Organizational Resources and Strategic Choices:
Explaning Interest Group Access in the European Union”, European Union Politics, 8(3): 329‐
62.
Eising, Rainer (2007b). “The Access of Business Interests to EU Institutions: towards Élite Plu‐
ralism?”, Journal of European Public Policy, 14, 3: 384‐403.
Esser, Frank (1999). “‘Tabloidization’ of News: A Comparative Analysis of Anglo‐American and
German pres Journalism”, European Journal of Communication, 14, 3: 291‐324.
Gais, Thomas L. & Jack L. Jr. Walker (1991) “Pathways to Influence in American Politics”, in
Mobilizing Interest Groups in America. Patrons, Professions and Social Movements. Edited by Jack
L. Jr. Walker. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.
Golden, Marissa Martino (1998). “Interest groups in the Rule‐Making process: Who partici‐
pates? Whose Voices Get Heard”, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 8(2):
245‐270. 26 s.
Grant, Wyn (2000). “Insider groups, outsider groups and interest group strategies in Britain” in
R. A. W. Rhodes (ed.), United Kingdom, vol. 1, Aldershot: Ashgate.
Hallin, Daniel C. & Paolo Mancini (2004). Comparing Media Systems. Three Models of Media and
Politics, New York: Cambridge University Press.
Halpin, Darren & Anne Binderkrantz (2010). “Explaining Policy Specialists and Generalists:
Patterns of Interest Group Mobilization in Public Policy”. Forthcoming in Journal of European
Public Policy.
Halpin, Darren & Grant Jordan. (2009) “Interpreting Environments: Interest group response to
population ecology pressures”, British Journal of Political Science, 39: 243‐265.
Hermansson, Jörgen, Anna Lund, Torsten Svensson & PerOla Öberg (1999). Afkorporativisering
och lobbyism, Stockholm: SOU.
Johansen, Lars Nørby & Ole P. Kristensen (1978). Dataarkiv indeholdende oplysninger om offentlige
udvalg 1946‐1975. Rapporter og dokumentation nr. 1/1978. Odense: Institut for Samfundsvi‐
denskab.
Jordan, Grant, Darren Halpin & William Maloney (2004). “Defining Interests: Disambiguation
and the Need for New Distinctions”, British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 6, 2:
15

195‐212.
Kepplinger, Hans Mathias (2002), “Mediatization of Politics: Theory and Data,” Journal of Com‐
munication 52, no. 4): 972‐986
Klüver, Heike (2009). “Measuring Interest Group Influence Using Quantitative Text Analysis”,
European Union Politics, 10, 4: 535‐549.
Klüver, Heike (2010). Europanization of Lobbying Activities: When National Interest Groups Spill over
to the European Level, unpublished manuscript.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, Silke Adam & Margit Jochum (2006). “Comparative Analysis of Policy Net‐
works in Western Europe”, Journal of European Public Policy, 13, 3: 341‐361.
Kriesi, Hanspeter, Anke Tresch & Margit Jochum (2007). “Going Public in the European Union:
Action Repertoires of Western European Collective Poitical Actors”, Comparative Political
Studies, 40, 1: 48‐73.
Lehmbruch, G. (1979). “Liberal Corporatism and Party Government,” in Schmitter, P. C. and
Lehmbruch, G. (eds), Trends Towards Corporatist Intermediation, pp. 147–83. London: Sage.
Mahoney, Christine (2007). “Lobbying Success in the United States and the European Union”,
Journal of Public Policy, 27, 1: 36‐56.
Mahoney, Christine (2009). Brussels versus the Beltway. Advocacy in the United States and

the European Union, Georgetown: Georgetown University Press.
Maloney, William A., Grant Jordan and Andrew McLaughlin (1994). Interest Groups and Pub‐
lic Policy: The Insider/Outsider Model Revisited. Journal of Public Policy 14(1), 17‐38. 94.
Marsh, David, David Toke, Claes Belfrace, Daniela Tepe & Sean McGough (2009). “Policy Net‐
works and the Distinction Between Insider and Outsider Groups: The Case of the Country‐
side Alliance”, Public Administration, 87, 3: 621‐638.
McKay and Yackee (2007). “Interest Group Competition on Federal Agency Rules”, American
Politics Research, 35: 336‐357.
Moe, Terry M. (1989). “The Politics of Bureaucratic Change”, pp. 267‐329 in John E. Chubbs &
Paul E. Peterson (eds.). Can the Government Govern? Washington, D. C.: The Brookings Insti‐
tution.
Molina, Oscar & Martin Rhodes (2002). “Corporatism: The Past, Present, and Future of a Con‐
cept”, Annual Review of Political Science, 5, 1: 305‐31.
Öberg, PerOla, Torsten Svensson, Peter Munk Christiansen, Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard, Hilmar
Rommetvedt & Gunnar Thesen (2010). Disrupted Exchange and Declining Corporatism? Gov‐
16

ernment Authority and Interest Group Capability in Scandinavia. Uppsala: Department of Politi‐
cal Science.
Poppelaars, Caelesta (2009). Steering a Course between Friends and Foes. Why Bureaucrats Interact
with Interest Groups, Delft: Uitgeverij Eburon.
Rasmussen, Anne (2009). “Does Europe affect how interest groups interact with their national
political parties?”. Paper presented at the ECPR Joint Sessions in Lisbon, April, 2009.
Rhodes, R. A. W. & David Marsh (1992). “New directions in the study of policy networks”,
European Journal of Political Research, 21, 1‐2: 181‐205.
Rokkan, Stein (1975). “Votes Count, Resources Decide: Refleksjoner over territorialitet vs. funk‐
tionalitet in norsk og europeisk politikk” in Ottar Dahl et al. (red.), Makt og Motiv. Et festskrift
til Jens Arup Seip, Oslo: Gyldendal Norsk Forlag.
Rommetvedt, Hilmar (2005). “Norway: Resources Count, but Votes Decide? From Neo‐
Corporatist Representation to Neo‐Pluralist Parliamentarism”, West European Politics, 28, 4:
740‐763.
Rommetvedt, Hilmar, Arild Aurvåg Farsund & Kjersti Melberg (2001). “Corporatism and
Lobbyism in Norwegian Environmental Policy‐Making”, pp. 421‐443 in Stuart S. Nagel (ed.),
Handbook of Global Technology, New York: Marcel Dekker, Inc.
Schattschneider, E. E. (1960). The Semisovereign People: A Realists View at Democracy in America.
New York: Holt, Rienhart and Winston.
Schneider, Gerald; Daniel Finke and Konstantin Baltz (2007). “With a Little Help from the State:
Interest Intermediation in the Domestic Pre‐negotiations of EU Legislation”, Journal of Euro‐
pean Public Policy, 14, 3: 444‐459.
Siaroff, Alan (1999). “Corporatism in 24 industrial democracies: Meaning and measurement”,
European Journal of Political Research, 36: 175‐205.
Thrall, A. Trevor (2006). “The Myth of the Outside Strategy: Mass Media News Coverage of
Interest Groups”, Political Communication, 23(4): 407‐420.
Waldahl, Ragnar (1999). “Medier, meningsdannelse og den politiske dagsorden”, Politica, 31, 2,
pp. 117‐132.

17

