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Introduction

The contemporary debate about the European public sphere and the „democratic deficit“ is based on a model of representative democracy that is no longer quite adequate at whatever level of government we focus on, because it does not sufficiently take into account how the process of democratic representation actually works today. It is for this reason that we would like to start our report with a number of more fundamental considerations concerning the process of democratic representation that will allow us to better situate the results of the Work Package presented in this report. 

In his book on the „principles of representative government“ Bernard Manin (1995) distin​guishes between three consecutive forms of representative democracy: Classic parliamen​tarism was followed by party democracy, which is currently being replaced by a new form which he calls “audience democracy”. The model of the “audience democracy” is based on developments that have long been noticed by specialists of political parties and political communication. For decades, the former have observed the decline of mass parties based on a strong ideology and embedded in a closely monitored social context and they have pointed to the corresponding rise of a new type of party which, less dependent on traditional party bureaucracies and activists, establishes a direct link between the party leaders and their electorate. Against the background of these developments and the related loss of partisan functions, Peter Mair (2000, 2000a) envisages the coming of a democracy without parties or a „populist“ democracy. Specialists of political communication, in turn, have observed that the originally party-centered political communi​cation is increasingly becoming media-centered (Swan​son und Mancini 1996). Moreover, they have noticed the increasing independence of the media from parties and they even have begun to speculate about a third age of political communication (Blumler und Kavanagh 1999), in which the individual citizens are becoming increasingly independent from specific media channels. Manin’s model draws our attention to the fact that the public sphere, the public debate and its singular product – the public opinion – are of increasing importance for the political process. The political debate is increasingly shifting from the smoke-filled back-rooms to the public stage where it is taking place in front of the media audience. This, in turn, implies that the citizen public no longer manifests itself during elections only, but that it has a say every day between elections – in the form of opinion surveys, focus groups or all sorts of protest events. 

Manin considers the regular repetition of elections as the key mechanism allowing the voters in a representative democracy to influence the decisions of the rulers. It is because of the repetition of elections that the democratically elected representatives are forced to take into account the voters’ retrospective judgement about their policies in the next elections. Accordingly, once elected the representatives are under an anticipatory pressure to take into account the preferences of their voters on a day to day basis. Representative democracy, Manin maintains, is not the form of government that allows the people to govern, but it is the form of government, where every decision is subject to the public judgement. In other words, under such a regime, the elected have a strong incentive to take into account the public opi​nion – i.e. the opinion of the mass public as well as the dominant opinion emerging in the public sphere. The idea is simple and old: the political decision-makers register any change in the public opinion and adapt their policies accordingly. 

The simple model of „dynamic representation“ elaborated by Stimson and his collaborators (Stimson et al. 1995, Erikson et al. 2002) takes up this idea. According to this model, the elected politicians are very sensitive to the general opinion climate, they evaluate the general trend in this climate, anticipate its consequences for the next elections and adapt their deci​sions accordingly. These authors assume that informations about specific preferences are of lesser importance, they believe that public opinion is rarely focusing on specific aspects. Moreover, if they exist, opinions about specific aspects are difficult to measure. In other words, these authors assume that the large shifts in national opinion climates are most important for politicians. According to this model, the public opinion has a direct and an indirect effect on policy decisions (Figure 1): 

· On the one hand, the public opinion has an indirect effect on policy decision: by influencing the election outcome, which in turn determines the policy decisions.

· On the other hand, the public opinion has a direct effect on policy decisions by its influence on the rational anticipations of the political decision-makers during the legislative period between elections. 

For the US (during the period 1956-90), Stimson et al. found indications for both types of effects: the global opinion climate of the mass public influences the global orientation of policy decision both directly and indirectly. As the public becomes more conservative or more interventionist, the politicians adapt their overall policies accordingly. Large shifts in the general orientation of the mass public give rise to equally large shifts in the general orienta​tion of public policy. Without going into details, one can conclude on the basis of their studies that American politicians continuously and immediately register informations about changes in the public opinion so as to stay politically ahead of their opponents. Additional studies such as the well known work of Hartley and Russett (1992) on American defense expenditures confirm that political decisions are continuously influenced by the opinions of the mass public. 
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While this model of dynamic representation closely corresponds to Manin’s basic idea, it is not sufficiently complex for the analysis of the role public opinion currently plays in the policy-making process. In particular, this model treats public opinion as an exogenous determinant, an assumption that cannot be sustained given the current strategies of political actors and their increasingly media-centered political communication. In order to extend the model of dynamic representation, we draw on ideas of the agenda-setting approach – especially on work by Paul Bur​stein (1998), Frank Baumgartner and Bryan Jones (Baum​gartner and Jones 2002, Jones 1994). The agenda-setting approach differs from traditional approaches to democratic representation in that it does not focus on the representation of preferences, but on the information processing by citizens and decision-makers. This approach assumes that there is an abundant supply of information, but that attention for a specific type of information constitutes the critical factor. While both the public and decision-makers are very sensitive to new informations, at any given moment, their attention can only focus on a limited number of politically relevant problems. This is why the presentation and selection of information by the political elites and the media becomes decisive. Since this approach considers informations to be basically ambivalent, there is a large space for inter​pretations or „framing“ of political problems. The way the information is processed deter​mines, in other words, the orientation of the attention of the public and the policy-makers. 

The struggle for attention becomes the key element of democratic politics (Burstein 1998: xvi) and attention shifts become key mechanisms in the development of political conflicts. Thus, on the basis of a reanalysis of Hartley and Russett’s (1992) data,  Jones (1994: 124-28) was able to show that the impact of the preferences of the American public on the defense expenditures is most substantial, when the issue of foreign policy attracts the public’s attention. More generally, Iyengar (1991: 130) argues that a theory of the role of public opinion for the political process should take into account not only the long-term stability of the public’s political preferences, but also the context-dependent nature of human judgement. The latter is all the more important in politics, since issue-specific political decisions typically are multi-dimensional and touch on so many relevant aspects that it is often impossible to do justice to all of them. Most decision-makers only take into account a limited number of aspects. This implies that strategically minded political actors can often have a dramatic effect on public debates and parliamentary votes by shifting the attention of the debate from one aspect to another (Riker 1984, 1986). Public debates are particularly prone to shifting atten​tion, since they are social processes, where positive feed-back processes based on imitation effects (for example „bandwagon“ effects) or „social cascades“ (for example the increasing „momentum“ of a candidacy) play an important role.

The participants in the struggle for the attention of the public include political decision-makers, but also an increasing number of collective political actors – interest associations, social movement organizations, expert groups, international organizations – and of individual actors – experts (think of the famous David Kelly), writers of letters to the editor, and political enterpreneurs of all stripes. The media themselves become key political actors who try to influence the political decision-making by their presentation and selection procedures (Figur 2). All participants try to attract the attention of the public and, indirectly, of the political decision-makers for their own concern. In the audience democracy, where the traditionally close ties between the citizens and the political parties no longer exist, where the preference structures of the citizens have become more heterogenous and their voting behavior more volatile, politicians react very sensitively to shifting patterns of attention in order to improve their chances for reelection. Against this background, collective and individual actors of all kinds attempt to influence the patterns of attention of the public in order to promote their own agenda and they are keen on signaling any kind of corresponding public attention shift to the politicians. 
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In the final analysis, the participants in the struggle for attention do not only want public attention, but public support for their own issue-specific positions. For issues, where the public already has established preferences, the art of influencing public opinion resides in focusing the public’s attention on those aspects of the issue, for which its opinion coincides with the actor’s own point of view. For issues, where the preferences of the public are not yet well established and have a more superficial quality, the art consists in shaping them in line with the actor’s own preferences. 

Strategies and conditions for influencing public opinion

If our assumption is correct that the public opinion not only determines the political process but is, in turn, decisively shaped by politics, then the analysis of the political strategies designed to influence public opinion becomes of crucial importance. The study of this kind of strategies has been seriously neglected by both political science and communication science. WP5 and WP6 of the EUROPUB-project constitute an attempt to improve on this situation by focusing on the strategies political actors and the media use in the political decision-making process. Broadly speaking, these strategies fall under two headings – “inside-oriented” strate​gies designed to influence decision-making directly in the parliamentary and administrative arenas, where the political decisions are actually taken, and “public-oriented” strategies designed to influence such decisions indirectly by appealing to the citizen public. Both types of strategies can be employed for decisions at any given level of the political system. We can, in other words, expect both types of strategies to be employed at the national as well as at the European level. The classic repertoire to influence political decision-making consists of inside-oriented strategies at the national level. To the extent that “public-oriented” strategies are becoming ever more impor​tant in the action repertoire of political actors, we can speak of the “publicization” of the classic repertoire; to the extent that an actor’s repertoire becomes increasingly focused on influencing decision-making at the EU-level, we can speak of its “Europeanization”. Both developments can, of course, take place at one and the same time (Figure 3).
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The kind of strategies used by a political actor and their success is determined by a complex set of factors. First of all, the strategic repertoire is a function of the political opportunity structures. Political opportunity structures have been shown to be decisive for political mobilization. We assume that these findings also apply to political communication and to the choice of political strategies more generally. The core of political opportunity structures is made up of the formal political institutions which regulate the access for political actors to the decision-making arenas. Following Lijphart’s (1999) typology of democracies, we shall distinguish between country-specific institutional structures accor​ding to the extent to which they concentrate power. We assume that the more power is concentrated, the less the political system will be open and accessible to non-governmental actors. Lijphart makes a distinction between “consensus democracies” – i.e. countries which share power between several insti​tutions and between different political forces within each institution – and “majoritarian democracies” – i.e. democracies which concentrate power in the hands of a few political insti​tutions and actors. Based on Lijphart’s assessment of the power sharing in our seven countries, we can roughly divide them into two groups – the group of the more consensual democracies (CH, D, I and NL) and the group of the more majoritarian demo​cracies (E, F, and the UK). As far as Italy is concerned, its recent change in the electoral system brought it closer to the majori​tarian model, but we should acknowledge that its institutional structure in many ways still contributes to the sharing of power (Hine 1993: 2). As for the EU, its institu​tions are, accor​ding to Lijphart (1999: 42-47), of a more consensual nature. 

In addition to the formal concentration of power, we shall also take into account the extent to which political actors cooperate informally in a given country. There is, of course, the notion that consensus democracies provide strong incentives for cooperation among political actors, while majoritarian democracies go together with a more competitive or unilateral style of policy-making. However, there is not necessarily a one-to-one relationship between the two aspects of the political opportunity structure. Thus, the British style of policy-making is known to “emphasize consensus and a desire to avoid the imposition of solutions on sections of society” (Jordan and Richardson 1982: 81); in Britain, the concentrated power is used with a certain informal restraint (Punnett 1989: 208). By contrast, the Italian style of policy-making appears to be more unilateral, although the country has institutions which are rather of the more consensus-democratic type. As far as the EU is concerned, if it does grant formal politi​cal access, the hurdles which non-governmental actors must pass in order to be effectively taken into consideration are quite important, which is why we would consider it to be rather uncooperative (Marks and McAdam 1999; Streeck and Schmitter 1991). Combining the two dimensions, we get the typology of country-specific opportunity struc​tures that is represented in Figure 4
. 
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We assume that the country-specific political opportunities constitute a factor determining the strategies of collective political actors. We expect that highly accessible and/or cooperative institutional settings invite inside strategies, while little accessible and uncooperative insti​tutional settings invite public-oriented strategies and render them more important than inside strategies. As far as social movement organizations are concerned, a comparative study of the mobilization of new social movements in four Wes​tern European countries (D, F, NL and CH) (Kriesi et al. 1995) has shown that low institutional accessibility induces movement actors to adopt radical public strategies, but does not increase the amount of their public activity above the level of that which obtains in more accessible political systems. While this result contradicts our present expectations, it is not based on a systematic compa​rison of inside and outside strategies, but only includes an analysis of public mobilization. As far as more open settings are concerned, we expect public-oriented strategies to be more prevalent in consensus democracies than in a cooperative majoritarian democracy like the UK. In the latter, the access guaranteed by a cooperative political system allows the collective actors to get things done, if their allies are part of the dominant coalition in the subsystem in question. In the former, access is generally likely to be less effective because of the diffusion of power within the system, which means that it will be more important than in majoritarian democra​cies to back up inside lobbying by outside pressure.

At the European level, the relevance of the political opportunity structure depends on whether or not a country is a member of the EU. For Swiss actors the situation is in this respect en​tirely different from that of political actors in member states: the access to decision-makers at the EU-level is limited for Swiss actors, but it is also less relevant, given that EU-decisions do not have a direct impact on them. However, the national actors in member states are also likely to operate primarily at the national level. There are several reasons for this. First of all, national actors are usually specialized in policy-making at the national level; they delegate the representation of their interests in policy-making at the EU-level to European federations or other kinds of partners. Thus, interest groups have created specific associations at the EU-level to represent their collective interest. Second, the most important legislative body in the EU – the European Council of Ministers – is composed of representatives of national govern​ments. It is, there​fore, important for collective actors to influence their own national govern​ments in order to obtain advantages at the EU-level. Third, the executive body of the EU – the Commission – is known to be open, far more open than most national administrations, but its accessibility is highly selective. It listens carefully to major economic groups, particularly if they represent interests that have already been aggregated to the EU-level (Marks and McAdam 1999: 105). For other contenders, however, the national level still seems more promising for getting something done. To the extent that they try to influence the EU-level, we expect collective actors to privilege inside strategies. As already pointed out, the EU does grant formal access to some contenders. But even for those who do not have formal access, the lack of a proper European public sphere does not make public-oriented strategies at the EU-level very attractive. In addition, time and money constraints discourage outside mobi​lization compared to inside lobbying activities at the EU-level. 

A second key aspect of the political opportunity structure refers to the actors’ configurations within the policy-specific subsystems. The political process is usually taking place in policy domain-specific subsystems which operate more or less independently of one another in a parallel fashion. At a given moment, in a given subsystem we find a limited number of coali​tions with varying political influence on the political processes within the subsystem. This is the basic insight of the advocacy coalition approach (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1999). These coali​tions do not all exert the same amount of influence in a given policy domain, but domain-specific policy-making is typically dominated by one of the coalitions that exerts what Baum​gartner and Jones (1993) have termed a “policy monopoly”. Such a “policy monopoly” has two important characteristics that closely parallel the two basic characteristcs of an advocacy coalition and which specify the core elements of the structural context in the policy-specific setting: a definable institutional structure responsible for policy-making which limits access to the policy process and a powerful supporting idea connected to core political values associated with the structure in question. The institutional structure minimally consists of the pattern of cooperative interactions between the members of the advocacy coalitions all of whom share the same core ideas (beliefs). 

Baumgartner und Jones (1993) assume that a policy monopoly remains intact as long as it is not destabilized by exogenous shocks and/or the mobilization of competing coalitions. As policy monopolies are breaking down, the opportunity structure improves for challenging actors and minority coalitions. In other words, the opportunity structures of a given subsystem vary over time, depending on whether the subsystem is in equilibrium (in periods of incre​mental routine-like politics) or in a critical phase (in periods of rapid policy change). The domain-specific coalitions determine the configuration of alliances and opponents of strate​gically operating actors at a given moment in time. We shall analyze the network structures in each one of the three selected policy domains in all the countries of our study so as to be able to identify the coalitional configu​rations in which the various actors operate. In general, we would expect members of domain-specific minority coalitions, i.e. the challengers of the policy monopoly, to have more public-oriented strategies than the coalitions which predo​minate in a given policy domain, since appealing to the public serves challengers as a strategy to reinforce their position within the subsystem. More generally, we would expect more frequent appeals to the public in critical periods, when policy monopolies break down and when all the actors in the subsystem have an incentive to “go public” so as to muster public support for their position in the struggle to prevail within the policy domain. 

The policy domains and their subsystems also differ with respect to the extent that the natio​nal opportunity structure still predominates. We shall be analyzing three domains in this study, which have been selected on the basis of their variable degree of Europeanization:

· European integration, i.e. the institutional construction of the EU (in particular the question of the Convention)

· Agricultural policy (in particular agricultural subsidies), i.e. the policy domain which, together with monetary policy belongs to the key policy domains of the first pillar, where the EU has crucial policy responsibilities

· Immigration policy (in particular questions concerning political refugees), i.e. a domain which, according to the Amsterdam Treaty is supposed to become part of the first pillar, too, but which currently still is of lesser importance for the EU-level than agricultural policy. 

Given the characteristics of these three policy domains, we expect the Europeanization of the actors’ strategies to be most advanced with respect to questions of European integration, and least advanced with regard to immigration policy. Otherwise, we expect to find the imprint of the national context characteristics to make themselves felt across policy domains as well.

In addition to the general and domain-specific structural context, the use and success of certain strategies also depends on the characteristics of a given actor. We shall distinguish between four types of actors in this study: state actors, political parties, interest associations and social movement organizations (SMO-NGOs). These categories clearly have different roles to play in the political decision-making process, which has repercussions for their action repertoire. To state the obvious, state actors do not typically desire or need to make appeals to the public, since they are directly involved in the decision-making arenas. Still, under the conditions of the audience democracy, even state actors may be „going public“ (Kernell 1997). Even they may use public strategies in order to impose their point of view in the political struggle. By employing public-related strategies, they may attempt to reinforce their own position in the policy-making process. Parties, by contrast, constitute the main orga​nizational channels linking the individual citizens to their represen​tatives in the policy-making process. On the one hand, parties are continuously seeking public attention for electoral reasons. They are campaigning more or less permanently today. On the other hand, parties also appeal to the public in order to impose their point of view in the policy-making process. They need both to listen to the public and to prove their responsive​ness. Public-oriented stra​tegies are crucial for them. Interest associations are a more mixed case. They are trying to defend their group-specific interests in the decision-making arena above all by insider stra​tegies. However, if they do not succeed by using such strategies, they will also use “outside lobbying” (Kollman 1998). We suggest that their appeal to the public is likely to strongly depend on the opportunity structure provided by the political context.  The last category – the SMO-NGOs – can be distinguished from the former three by its lack of routinized access to the decision-making arenas as well as by the fact that it usually lacks the resources required for a regular access to the media. Again, its action repertoire is likely to strongly depend on the context characteristics.
The extent to which the repertoire of collective actors is public-oriented also depends on the factors which determine their public „standing“. Chief among these factors are the actors’ organiza​tional resources, and their prominence and the prestige (Neid​hardt 1994: 16). Pro​minence can be defined as the generalized capacity to get attention, i.e. the capacity to produce events which will be noticed by the media. Someone who is prominent can count on public interest in his person and in his concerns. Political prominence is tied to high positions, the occupants of which benefit from the personalizing trends in the media (Peters 1994). Prestige, by contrast, is the generalized capacity to get not only attention, but also support (resonance, legitimacy). Prestige, in turn, is based on social estime and trust. It can have a traditional, value-rational, emotional (charisma) or legal-rational basis. A speaker who has prestige is known to be trustworthy, which is why his informations are generally accepted. We shall operationalize the “standing” of collective actors by indicators measuring their reputational power. This kind of power, however, is an ambivalent determinant of strategy. While powerful actors stand a good chance of drawing the attention of the media and getting their support, they often do not need to appeal to them. SMO-NGOs and weak actors more generally, by contrast, may need to appeal to the public for lack of other means, but may find it difficult to get access to the public for lack of prominence and prestige. 

Weak actors, for whom public-oriented strategies are of particular importance need to get into the media by the back door, as Wolfsfeld (1997) has observed. In other words, they need to be capable of organizing events of a particularly original (e.g. a rubber boat action by Green​peace) or particularly violent (e.g. a suicide attack) nature. However, such entry via the back door typi​cally comes with a high price attached, because the means used for getting the atten​tion of the media tend to undermine the possibilities to get support. Moreover, what is „extra​ordi​nary“ and, therefore, newsworthy proves to be time- and culture-dependent and rapidly loses its value. 

SMO-NGOs typically use two kinds of public-related strategies: in addition to “protest-politics” (mobilizing for protest events), they also tend to rely on “information politics” (the collection of credible information and their introduction into the public sphere as well as in strategically selected intervention points of the decision-making arena). With their inter​ventions, SMO-NGOs typically pursue two goals: they try to create a public debate and to reinforce the position of minoritarian actors within the relevant policy subsystem. By creating controverses where there have not been any, protests or new informations provide legitimacy and access to journalists for some speakers of the movement or its allies (Gamson und Meyer 1996: 288): there is, in other words, a sort of division of labor between social movement orga​ni​​zations that produce protest events and their more moderate allies whose position is rein​forced by the mobilization of the movement. Indirectly, protest always creates opportunities for established political actors – in the negative sense of allowing them legitimate repressive measures as well as in the positive sense of allowing them to identify themselves with the concerns raised by the protest (Tarrow 1994: 98). In the final analysis, the goal of mobilizing public attention is to divide the political elite and to reinforce the opposition within the elite (Wolfsfeld 1997: 27). 
Finally, the use and success of public-oriented strategies also depends on the reactions and strategies of the other actors participating in the political process. The control of the informa​tion flow in the public sphere is part of a more encompassing struggle for political control. On the one hand, the media cannot simply be instrumentalized. They respond to political actors attempting to instrumentalize them by a declaration of war. The journalists respond to the increasing rationalization of political communication by political actors („spin“) with “reflexive resistance” (Neveu 1998: 450). The increasing scandalization of political behavior can be interpreted as an expression of the attitude of resistance on the part of the journalists with regard to the politicians (Blumler und Kavanagh 1999). On the other hand, the success of public-related strategies on the part of political actors is not guaranteed, even if they obtain attention and even support in the public sphere. In the final analysis, they must obtain support in the political decision-making arenas. For outsiders, the mobilization of the public may already be successful, if it contributes to dividing the policy-specific elite and to reinforcing their sponsors in the policy-specific subsystem. For the members of the political elite, how​ever, public-related strategies are only successful to the extent that they contribute to the con​stitution and maintenance of majoritarian coalitions. In this respect, public-related strategies may backfire, since they often violate traditional rules of political negotiation in multiple ways (Kernell 1997: 3f.). 

Data and methodology

We have chosen to interview 16 actors in each one of three policy fields (immigration, agri​cul​ture and European integration) per country, i.e. in the seven countries and at the EU level, altogether 8 x 48 = 384 actors. For each policy field, we intended to select the four most important organizations in each one of our four categories of actors – state actors, political parties, interest associations, and SMO-NGOs. Note that this selection procedure does not necessarily include all the most important actors in a policy domain. It could be that all the SMO-NGOs were marginal in one of the policy domains, while several additional state actors played a key role. While neglecting some key actors, this procedure has the advantage to provide us with informations about the action repertoires of all four types of actors. 

The interviews were held in 2003 by members of the different country teams
. They were based on a semi-structured questionnaire which has been elaborated by the Swiss team, but criticized and pretested in a truely collaborative effort by the different country team. The country teams also translated the final version into the different languages. Concerning the persons to be interviewed within the selected organisations, we have chosen the most impor​tant persons who are in charge of designing the organisation’s mobilisation and communica​tion strategies. In those cases, where this person was not available for interviews, we have selected a person lower in the hierarchy, but capable of answering our questions concerning strategic orientations of the organizations in question. Inter​viewing was face-to-face, where possible (especially in the smaller countries). Otherwise, it was conducted by telephone. We completed interviews with 345 actors, who are distributed as follows over the different countries:
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Switzerland
	48
	13.9

	Germany
	47
	13.6

	Spain
	43
	12.5

	France
	32
	9.3

	Italy
	49
	14.2

	Netherlands
	45
	13.0

	United Kingdom
	42
	12.2

	EU
	39
	11.3

	Total
	345
	100.0


The interviews were designed to cover several key topics of our research project with a questionnaire containing a mixture of closed and open questions. First, the questionnaire adresses the mobilization and communication strategies of the organizations involved: their action repertoires (media-related strategies, strategies directly informing or mobilizing the public, negotia​ting/infor​ming/consul​ting/lobby​ing/con​tacting strategies within the political system and court-action). It asks about these strategies at both the national and the European level.  Particular attention is paid to the media-related strategies and the strategies directly informing or mobilizing the public. Next, the questionnaire tries to get an assessment of the different types of media from the interview partners who are particularly well placed to eva​luate the importance of the various media organizations for their policy field. In a third part, the interviews deal with the assessment of the set of organizations involved in the specific policy field. While we only interviewed 16 of the most important actors per policy domain and country, we asked these 16 interview partners to give us an evaluative assessment of the 40 most relevant corporate actors in the respective policy domains (including the subset of the 16 organizations interviewed). Among other things, this procedure allows us to check whether the organizations selected for interviewing really include the most important ones. Moreover, it gives us a broader view of the relative influence of the various organizations we covered in our analyses of the news​papers in WP2 and WP3. 

The fourth section of the interview covers the network of the corporate actors in each policy domain. We ask about targets of the strategic interventions of the organizations interviewed, about alliance partners and opponents. Given that all the 16 organizations interviewed were confronted with the same list of organizations, we are able to analyze the network of relations for the system of these 16 organizations in each country. The network part of the interview also includes questions concerning contacts with international organizations and related orga​ni​zations in other countries. The analysis of this part is based on UCINET and NETDRAW.

In the fifth section, the questionnaire deals with the specific aspects of the policy domain in question. For each policy domain, questions were asked about the general position of the orga​nization with respect to the key issues of the domain, whether the organization was actively involved in the formulation of policy options, in the policy-decisions at various levels (European, national, regional, local) and whether its attempts to influence the policy were effective or not. We also asked about the assessment of the perceived relevance of the specific policy issues for the public at large and about whether or not the organization believes that the public shares its particular point of view. 

Finally, the interviewees were invited to evaluate the role of the EU. This final part of the inter​view replaces the originally planned delphi-round of the project (see separate report). It allows us to give a detailed account of how the key players in the different countries and at the EU-level perceive the EU in general and in the three policy domains. This section deals with an assessment of the EU’s general policy impact in the domain concerned and of the EU’s impact on the organization in question. The respondents were asked to compare the role of the EU with the role of the national policy in the specific domains. In addition, we also asked about the expected future impact of the EU in the policy domain in question and about the organization’s position with regard to the future role of the EU in this policy domain. With respect to the media in particular, we wanted to know whether the respondents thought that the EU’s role in the issue-domain in question is adequately reflected in the media. The ques​tion​naire ended with some more general questions about assessing the role of the EU with regard to European security, political stability, economic growth, economic competitiveness, environmental protection and social security and a general question about the process of European integration more generally.

There are six versions of the questionnaire, one each for each policy domain at the national and at the EU-level. Each version consists of a mixture of closed and open questions. The closed questions are very much inspired by earlier research about political elites and their involvement in specific policy areas (e.g. Knoke et al. 1996; Kriesi 1980; Kriesi and Jegen 2001; Laumann and Pappi 1976; Laumann and Knoke 1987; Marin and Mayntz 1991, Marsh 1998; Marsh and Rhodes 1992; Rhodes and Marsh 1992; Peters 1998; Schubert 1995; Sciarini 1995; Thatcher 1998). It goes without saying, that they have been adapted to the specific pur​poses of our study. Moreover, we have added open-ended questions which are also coded and which allow us to interpret the answers to the closed questions in more detail.

An access file has been constructed for the coding of the interviews at the coordinating center of the project at the WZB in Berlin. On the basis of the access file, we built an SPSS-file which includes all the data from the seven countries and the EU-level. The network data has been analyzed separately by the Swiss team. Based on this analysis, summary indicators characterizing the power and the alliance membership of the various actors have been added to the SPSS-file. The resulting data-set provides a unique opportunity to compare the strate​gies, networks, and assessments of the political elites in three policy domains at the national and at the EU-level. The data-set is in and of itself a major achievement which has no equal in the literature. It provides multiple perspectives for analysis: 

· policy-domain specific comparisons across countries; 

· country-specific comparisons of policy domains; 

· poli​cy-specific comparisons between the national and the EU-level; and 

· country-specific com​parisons of the EU’s role in a given policy domain.

We would like to stress that WP 5 alone constitutes an enormous effort of data collection which is quite exceptional, given that the previous WPs have already required a great effort. Not only the interviewing by the project staff constitutes an exceptional feat, but also the fact that about 350 key policy makers all across Europe have participated in this effort.

Given our selection procedure, the question is a) whether the actors we have selected in a given policy domain generally include the most influential ones and b) whether the actors of a given type include the most influential ones of the type in question. A tentative answer to these questions is provided by a comparison of the power of the actors we were able to inter​view with the power of the remaining actors on the list of the 40 most important actors in a given policy domain. We have made such a comparison for the three policy domains in all coun​tries with quite satisfactory results. Except for France and Italy, the actors we have inter​viewed generally include the most important ones overall and the most important ones in each category. There are some exceptions to this general conclusion:

· In the Swiss case, we have been somewhat weak with respect to the selection of state actors. In particular, we did not interview the single most important actor for EU-integration – the Swiss federal government. 

· In Germany as in Switzerland, some important state actors – in agriculture in parti​cular, but also in EU-integration – are not included in our sample. It is note​worthy, however, that, with respect to the EU integration, the actors not included are non-German actors (EU institutions and the governments of other member-states) whom we did not include in our national samples.

· The actors interviewed in Spain are on average more influential than those not inter​viewed, but they do not include the most influential ones. This is generally due to the fact that only national organizations have been interviewed, while, as in the case of Germany, the most important actors are non-national actors. The only exception is the field of immigration, where it proved to be impossible to interview a representative of the ruling party (Partido Popular at the time).

· In France, difficulties to interview important actors were particularly serious and concerned above all the category of interest groups. Thus, we miss the most im​portant actors in agriculture, the main farmers’ associations (FNSEA and Confédé​ration paysanne), not for lack of trying. In immigration, too, interest groups were very reluctant to participate. They did not want to position themselves publicly or even (in the case of the employers’ association) to indicate that they were thinking about the issue. In European integration, it was possible to interview MEDEF (the peak associa​tion of the French business community) and CGT (the main union), but the other unions refused to participate. As far as SMO-NGOs are concerned, the ones inter​viewed in agriculture do not quite fit our sample, since they were mainly interviewed for animal disease control. 

· In Italy, the most important actors in each one of the three policy domains are largely missing among the actors we interviewed. The weakness of the sample is most important for the domain of EU integration, for the same reasons as in the case of Germany or Spain.

· For the UK, the sample is less representative for immigration than for the other two policy domains. Specifically, the political parties and the interest groups selected in this area are less powerful than those not interviewed. Broadly speaking, the samples for European integration and agriculture include the most important actors. For immi​gration, more caveats are needed when drawing conclusions based on these data.

· At the EU level, we have interviewed the most important actors for all types except the SMOs in the domain of EU-integration. The selection is also relatively weak for state actors in this domain and for SMOs in agriculture.

The presentation of the following results is based on the country-reports which have been written by all the country-teams except for the Dutch. The analysis has an exploratory chara​cter given that we are dealing with a novel subject that has not been analyzed to any great extent before. We shall concentrate on an analysis of the action repertoire and the questions related to the strategies used by the actors. Other parts of the information we gained in our interviews – above all the information dealing with the details of the policy-domains and with the assessment of the EU – will be dealt with in other reports. 

Configurations of power and coalition structures

Before turning to an analysis of the action repertoires of the various actors, we first need to characterize the configurations of power in the various domain-specific subsystems in our countries. The power of an actor can be operationalized in many different ways. We have measured it by reputational and by network indicators. In this report, we shall only use the reputational measures. They include
:

· power1: the number of times an actor is mentioned by the respondents in the inter​views as particularly influential in the given policy domain

· power2: the number of times an actor is mentioned as one of the three most influential actors

· power3: the number of times an actor is mentioned as the most powerful actor

These three indicators have been summed to an overall measure (powertot), which has, in turn, been standardized to the 0-1 range (power): for each policy domain in each country, the maximum value has been set to 1 and the remaining values have been adjusted accordingly. For some analysis, the standardized measure has been reduced to two categories by cutting it at the median (weak and strong actors) (act​power). The cor​relation matrix between this set of indicators is presented in Table A-1 in the appendix. In this report, we shall essentially use the standardized summary reputational index (power) and its categorized version. 

The first aspect of the configuration of power in a given policy domain concerns the relative power of national versus European or other supranational actors (e.g. WTO). This aspect can be tested for all the 40 most im​por​tant ac​tors in each one of the three policy domains of our countries. We would expect the relative importance of national actors to depend on the role the EU and other supranational organizations (e.g. WTO) play in a policy-domain. Accor​dingly, national actors are expected to be most important for immigration (the one domain among the three studied here which is still most nationally controlled), less important for agriculture and least impor​tant for EU-integration (the policy domain which is most EU-con​trol​​led). As far as the diffe​rent countries are concerned, we expect the national actors to predominate in the case of Swit​zerland, which is not yet part of the EU and still has greater autonomy in policy-making in the three domains than the countries which are members of the EU. The relative impor​tance of national and non-national actors can easily be calculated by dividing the overall means for national actors by the corresponding means for non-national actors.
Table 1 presents the means of the summary reputational indicator per country and policy domain. The results generally confirm the expected country and domain-specific differences. In Switzerland, the national actors predominate in all three policy-domains. Their domination is even most pronounced with respect to EU-integration. In the EU-member states, by con​trast, non-national actors tend to predominate in both EU integration and agriculture, while national actors still predominate in immigration. The overall ratios for EU-member states (including the EU-level) for the three policy domains are:

· EU integration
0.7

· Agriculture
0.8

· Immigration 
1.3

A value greater than 1 indicates greater importance of national actors, a value of less than 1 indicates greater importance of non-national actors. There are some (minor) exceptions to this overall pattern: on the one hand, German national actors seem to have retained more power with regard to EU integration and agriculture than the correspon​ding actors from other EU-member countries. This may be related to the fact that Germany is the most powerful member of the union. On the other hand, French national actors appear to be particularly weak in the domain of agriculture compared to non-national actors. Given that France is the main benefi​ciary of the CAP, this result is somewhat surprising. It reminds us that our measures of power are based on subjective assessments of the power by the sample of national actors we inter​viewed. As we noted above, the French set of actors interviewed in agriculture did not include the most important interest groups. Less powerful actors may have a less clear idea of the relative power of national and non-national actors. It is also possible that the French actors have exag​gerated their powerlessness for tactical reasons. With respect to the policy domains, we note that agricultural policy is just as much dominated by EU-actors as is Euro​pean inte​gration in general. This reflects the key importance of the EU in agricultural policy. As one of our British interviewees observed: “The EU is agricultural policy”. 
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For the remainder of the study, we only consider the actors whom we have included in our country and do​main-specific samples, i.e. at most 16 actors per policy domain and country. We first analyze their power as a function of their individual charac​teristics – their type – state actors, political parties, interest groups and SMO-NGOs, their country of origin, and the policy domain in which they operate. As it turns out, an actor’s power primarily depends on its type
: state actors are most, SMO-NGOs are least powerful. The average power across all countries and policy domains varies as follows between the four types: 


Average power

· State actors
.61

· Parties
.37

· Interest groups
.40

· SMO-NGOs
.24
Overall
.41

Country differences in the level of power are significant, but from a substantive point of view such differences are not that important because they may to some extent reflect the country-speci​fic selection biases with respect to the actors interviewed that we mentioned in the previous section. Much more important is the fact that the relative power of a given actor type varies significantly from one country to the other. Thus, the results reported in Table 2 entire​ly confirm the stereotypes we are familiar with from the literature on comparative politics: while state actors constitute the most powerful type in all countries (in​cluding the EU-level) except Switzerland, their domination is most pronounced in France. By contrast, SMOs-NGOs are the weakest actors in all countries but France, where not only SMO-NGOs, but also politi​cal parties and interest groups are rather powerless compared to the state. Remember, how​ever, that we were not able to interview the most important French interest groups. Switzer​land is exceptional insofar as its state actors are rather weak compared to political parties and, above all, interest groups. In Switzerland, power seems to be more equally distributed be​tween the state and societal actors than in the other countries. In France, the relative strength of SMO-NGOs may reflect the special vulne​rability of the French state with respect to the mobi​lization of protest by peripheral actors (Wilson 1987: 283; Wilsford 1988).  Figure 5 summarizes these differences graphically by juxtaposing state actors to the all other actors for each country.

The differences between the policy domains are much less pronounced. Essentially the power relationships are similar across policy domains: state actors predominate in each policy domain. However, as is shown by Figure 6, the power of parties and SMO-NGOs varies bet​ween policy fields: parties are much more powerful in EU-integration than in agriculture, with immigration taking a middle position. SMO-NGOs, by contrast, are most powerful in immi​gration, but equally powerless in EU-integration and agriculture.
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Up to this point, the discussion has dealt with each actor separately. However, as we have pointed out in the introduction, the configu​ration of power in a domain-specific subsystem is not composed of uncon​nected political actors, but structured into a limited number of coali​tions. For our present purposes, we have reconstructed the domain-specific coalitions on the basis of the collaborative ties, the disagreements and the target-relationships between the actors in a given policy-domain. Each actor was asked with respect to each other relevant actor in his policy-domain, whether he had

· “closely collaborated” with this actor over the last five years (allies)

· “some major disagreements” with this actor over the last five years (opponents)

· “tried to influence” him over the last five years (targets)

Using network-analytical procedures to analyze the resulting three matrices of ties, we iden​tified the basic coalitions in each policy subsystem
. For the present purposes, we mainly use the results of a block-model analysis, which allows us to distinguish between structurally equi​valent groups of actors (our coalitions) on the basis of a simultaneous analysis of all three types of ties. For each policy-domain in each country we distinguish between four blocks. To under​stand the resulting structure, it is important to keep in mind that the block model ana​lysis proceeds in a stepwise fashion which produces a hierarchical structure among the resul​ting blocks: in the first step, the procedure breaks down the domain-specific set of actors into two structurally equi​valent groups, each of which is broken down into another two struc​tural​ly equivalent groups in the next step, and so forth. We have stopped the procedure after two steps, because we had com​plete information for at most 16 actors in a given policy-domain. This procedure implies that the resulting four coalitional components can, in turn, be re​grouped into two more encom​passing groups of actors. Another point is very important for the interpretation of the results: a block corresponds to a set of structurally equivalent actors, which may be a coalition, but need not be one. There are also blocks of actors – so called “zero-blocks” – whose members do not cooperate among themselves at all, but who are grouped together because they have the same pattern of relationships to all the other actors in the domain-specific subsystem. In order to interpret the coalitional configurations, we need to look closely at the composition of the different blocks and at their pattern of collaborative relationships. Table A-2 in the Appendix presents the details of the results of the block-model analysis for each country. Each sub-table includes informa​tion on the average power of the actors in a given block, the actor-type com​position of each block and the patterns of the three types of relationships between the blocks. These patterns are represented by so called “image-matrices”. An image matrix summarizes the tie-specific densities between blocks (i.e. the share of possible ties between blocks that exist in reality). We have defined three density levels which are represented by 0’s and 1’s in the image matrix
: 

· 0 represents a density of <.1 (no tie), 

· 1 represents a density in the range of .1 to .5 (a weak to medium tie), and 

· 1 in bold type represents a density of between .5 and 1 (a strong tie).

This detailed information can now be summarized into more aggregate measures. Let us first take a look at summary density measures for each country. They constitute our indicators for the extent to which the predominant strategy is cooperative in a given country. As discussed in the introduction, we expect cooperation (number of allied and target relationships) to be particularly dense in Switzerland, Germany, the Netherlands and the UK (see Figure 4). With respect to the density of conflict (number of oppositional relationships), we did not make any predictions. In fact, the level of conflict may be just as high in consensus democracies as in majoritarian demo​cracies, whether they are cooperative or not. It is the way conflicts are dealt with that is expected to vary bet​ween the four types we have distinguished in Figure 4. 

Figure 7 and the two parts of Table 3 present the results for the country-specific aggregate densities with respect to cooperative and conflictual ties. These results quite closely cor​respond to our ex​pec​tations with regard to cooperative relationships (see Figure 4). Switzer​land, Germany, the Netherlands (except for immigration) and the UK are generally characte​rized by above average cooperative ties, France, Italy and the EU by below average coope​rative ties. Spain is the only exception that is not easily classified, since its levels of coope​ration are very close to the mean in each one of the three policy domains. Since its averages are close to the mean, we can classify it either way. We shall refer it to the “unco​operative” category, in line with our expectations. The Swiss and German networks turn out to be the most dense. This is somewhat surprising as far as Germany is concerned, because it is often argued that the networks in larger coun​tries are unlikely to be as dense as those in smaller ones. As for the EU, the low overall density is above all a result of the excessively weak ties in EU-integration. This result is, however, an artefact – a consequence of the fact that several interviews in this domain did not cover the network relations. In other words, the average density levels in the other two domains are empiri​cally more reliable, which means that the EU is probably closer to the mean than it appears in our overall picture.

Turning to the levels of conflict, these appear to be highest in Switzerland and surprisingly low in countries such as France and Italy. The Swiss networks are most conflictual in the area of EU-integration and immigration – the two issues concerned with Switzerland’s relationship with its international environment, which constitute the core of the crucial conflict line in contemporary Swiss politics. According to our data, only the immigration subsystem in Spain is more conflictual than these two Swiss subsystems. This rather unexpected result raises some doubts about the reliability of the network data reported for France and Italy. In parti​cular, it raises the question whether the lack of oppositional ties in these two countries reflects the reluctance of our respondents to disclose information about their relation​ships with other actors. Note that this doubt does not extend to the Spanish data, since the co​operative density in the Spanish case is rather higher than expected and the density of conflic​tual ties is not as low as in the other latin countries. In other words, there is no general propen​sity of respon​dents in Southern European countries to sabotage this kind of research. As for the compa​ratively high level of conflictuality in the Swiss subsystems, it is confirmed by an entirely different dataset, which compares the conflictuality in the Swiss party system with that of the French across the nineties (see Kriesi and Lachat 2004).
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Next, we take a closer look at the image matrices. Such matrices have the advantage that they can be represented by simple graphs. Figure 8 presents such graphs for allies in the three Swiss policy-domains, Figure A-1 presents the corresponding graphs for all the other coun​tries. For these graphs, we have rearranged some blocks in some countries so as to make them more comparable across countries and policy domains. These rearrangements have always respected the hierar​chical order of the configuration. Arrows and circles in bold print indicate strong ties, double-headed arrows indicate reciprocal cooperation, while asymmetrical arrows indicate that the cooperation was rather more one-sided. If there is no arrow between two blocks, there is no corresponding tie. Finally, note that a shaded circle indicates a zero-block. Such zero-blocks constitute “satellites” or “associates” of the blocks to which they are connected. 
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The broad strokes of the coalitional configurations are similar in all countries. Thus, the block in the upper left-hand corner always represents the key component of the dominant coalition in a given subsystem. Usually, this block contains the most important state actors in the policy domain, sometimes it also includes associated parties or interest groups. The block in the upper right hand corner contains the “associates” of the main block, usually actors who closely cooperate with the key state actors of the main block, but who may not be internally connected among themselves. The third block has variable status – depending on the policy domain and the country, it constitutes either a third component of the dominant coalition or a component of the minority coalition in the policy domain. The fourth block usually is the core element of the challenging minority coalition. 

In the Swiss case, which we use for illustrative purposes here, the dominant coalition for the subsystem of EU-integration includes three elements – the EU-integration establishment of block 1, composed of key state actors and the moderate right parties, the pro-EU left in block 2, and the business interest groups in block 4 who closely cooperate with the key state actors. The peculiarity of the Swiss business interest associations in this policy domain is that they have become quite ambivalent with respect to Swiss EU-membership, i.e. they not only cooperate with the EU-integration establishment, but also to some extent (reciprocally) with the minority opposition of the anti-EU national-conservative right. For the other two policy-domains, the Swiss dominant coalition only includes two components – the key block with the crucial actors and its associates in block 2. In agricul​ture, the government’s most impor​tant interlocutor – the farmers’ peak association – is in​cluded in the main block. In these two domains, the minority coalition is also composed of two components: the environmental refor​mers and consumers/dissident farmers’ associations in agriculture, and the pro-immi​grants lobby and relief organizations in immigration. As Figure 8 shows quite graphically, the opposition is not isolated in any one of the three Swiss policy domains. In each case, its com​ponents are connected to the main block, this connection being most intense in the case of agriculture. 

We cannot go into the details of the image matrices for the other countries here. Suffice it to say that they rather closely resemble the Swiss coalitional structure just sketched. The align​ment of poli​tical forces is quite similar in each one of the policy domains across countries. Moreover, with one exception, the challenging minority coalition is always connected to the main block in all coun​tries. The one exception concerns the Italian domain of EU-integration.

Finally, let us now look at the power of the coalitional configurations and their components. We shall only analyze the power of the key state-led blocks in comparison to the other blocks
. We would expect the power to be concentrated in the block containing the key state actors. The stronger the national state, the more power should be concentrated in this way. As outlined in the introduction, we start from the assumption that power is more strongly concen​trated in the majoritarian countries than in the consensual countries. Figures 9/10 and Table 4 compare the average power of actors in the key state-led block with the ave​rage power of the actors in the other three blocks. Figure 9 summarizes the overall situation per country, Figure 10 and Table 4 give the details per policy domain. The greater the discrepancy between the power of the state-led block and the other blocks in a given country, the greater the concen​tration of power in the hands of key actors in that country.
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The pattern in Figure 9 corresponds to some extent but not entirely to our expectations (see Figure 4). The greater the difference between the average power of the actors in the key state-led block and the other blocks in this figure, the greater the concentration of power. As expec​ted, power is very dispersed in Switzerland and Germany, while it is highly concen​trated in France and the UK. For the rest of the countries, however, the overall results presented in Figure 9 do not quite fit. They are most unexpected for the EU, where power appears to be rather concentrated overall. Moreover, as far as the EU is concerned, power is in fact concentrated in each one of the policy-domains (Figure 10). Lijphart’s suggestion that the EU resembles a consensus democracy because of its far-reaching division of power cannot be confirmed by our data. Although the EU has a complicated institutional structure, the actual power seems to be concentrated in only a few of them. As for the remaining cases – Spain, Italy and the Netherlands, once we control for policy domains (Figure 10), the results more or less fall in line with expectations, although there are several close calls and two major ex​cep​tions. The two exceptions concern immigration in Spain (where power is much less concen​trated than expected) and agriculture in Italy (where it is much more concentrated than expec​ted).

Combining the results about cooperation and concentration, we can largely confirm the typo​logy we introduced in the introduction on theoretical grounds. The reader can verify this conclusion by comparing Figure 11a with Figure 4. The only major difference concerns the EU, where the configuration of power seems to resemble above all the situation in France. The result for the EU is quite surprising, given the widespread idea among comparative political scientists that the institutional fit is particularly close between Germany and the EU, which is supposed to favor the Germans over the French in their relations with the EU (e.g. Katzenstein 1999, Schmidt 2004). The way the EU actually functions is, as it turns out on the basis of our data, closer to the situation in France and Spain than it is to Germany. There are also some domain-specific deviations from expectations which are summarized in Figure 11b.
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Action repertoire I

We are now equipped to analyze the action repertoire of the different types of actors in the specific policy domains. We shall analyze the action repertoire on the basis of two sets of indicators. The first refers to the actual use of different strategies to influence public policy-making. We have presented the interviewees with a list of strategies and asked them to indi​cate which of these strategies they used “regularly or occasionally”. We asked the question twice, once for the national level and a second time for the European level. The list included

· inside strategies: 

for all actors:

· participating in governmental consultation procedures, 

· serving on governmental advisory commissions or boards, 

· testifying in parliamentary committees or intervening in Parliament

· filing suit or engaging in some sort of litigation

only for state actors: negotiating with or informing

· branches of government

· members of Parliament

· interest groups

only for non-state actors: direct personal contact with

· members of Parliament or their staffs

· members of government or their staffs

· public officials

· public-related strategies: 

1) for all actors: media-related strategies

· giving interviews to the media

· writing newspaper articles

· distribution of press releases

· holding press conferences to announce policy positions

· presenting yourself on the web

2) for all actors: informing the public/getting informed about the public (“information politics”)

· making public speeches

· hiring a public relations firm to assist in your public activities

· running ads in the media about your position on policy issues

· polling the general public on policy issues of concern to you

· (only for non-state actors) polling your members on policy issues

3) only for non-state actors: mobilizing the public, including campaigning (“protest politics”)

· making financial contributions to electoral campaigns

· making public endorsements of candidates

· contributing to other political campaigns

· engaging in direct mail fund-raising for your organization

· organizing letter campaigns in newspapers

· organizing petitions/signature collections

· launching/supporting referendum campaigns

· holding public assemblies and meetings

· protesting or demonstrating

· organizing boycots

· striking

Based on the responses to this list, we constructed several indicators. The simplest set just records for each level whether or not an actor has used any inside or public-related strategies at all. More detailed, but still rather crude indicators have been constructed to take into account the range and intensity of the different types of strategies. One such summary indicator has been constructed for both inside and outside strategies at both levels. In addition, we have constructed analogous indicators for each one of the three categories of public-related strategies. These indicators take into account the range of activities by simply adding the number of strategies used by a given actor and they take into account their intensity by weighting regular activities twice as much as occasional ones. Finally, each indicator is standardized to the 0-1 range by dividing the resulting score by the maximum possible value. The standardization implies that the resulting indicators measure the extent to which a given action repertoire – e.g. the inside strategies – is exploited by a given actor: a value of 0 means that an actor does not exploit a given repertoire at all, while a value of 1 means that he uses all components of the repertoire regularly, i.e. he exploits the full range of the repertoire inten​sively.

As a first cut at these data, we shall take a look at the most general indicators. As discussed in the introduction, we expect that national actors still focus their strategies primarily on the national level, while we obviously expect EU-actors to focus above all on the level of the EU. However, we expect a significant share of national ac​tors to undertake activities at the EU-level as well, given the importance of EU-level policy-making for national actors: this should be true especially for the domains of EU-integration and agricultural policy, but less so for immigration. Moreover, we expect the Swiss actors’ action reper​toire to be less EU-oriented than the repertoire of the national actors in EU-mem​ber countries. Among the latter, we hesitate to make any distinctions. Finally, at a given level, we generally expect that actors em​ploy both inside and public-related activities. Not all of them are likely to do so with the same intensity, but under today’s general condi​tions of policy-making, public-related activities can​not be neglected by political actors. 

Figure 12a presents the first overall results reporting the share of actors who have used any strategy of a given type at all
. These results confirm the general expectations. At the national level, virtually all national actors use some inside and some public-related stra​tegies to in​fluence public policy-making. EU-actors do the same at the EU-level. With respect to the EU-level, the Swiss actors, indeed, distinguish themselves from the actors in the EU-member states: their action-repertoire is much less EU-focused. Among the member-states, we note the exceptional case of France, where the action-repertoire of national actors seems to be least EU-focused. Contrary to expectations, there are no differences between the policy domains in this regard, since the country-specific action repertoires are no less EU-oriented in immigra​tion than in the other two domains
. 
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Taking into account the range and intensity of the actors’ activities, we again find little country-differences for the national repertoire. However, once we weight the two sets of strategies for their range and intensity, the relationship between inside and public-related activities at the national level becomes more accentuated (see Figure 12b). In all countries, inside acti​vities now appear as more important than public-related activities
. This overall result should, however, be differentiated. As we can see from the first part of Figure 13, in all countries most actors not only exploit a wide range of inside strategies at the national level, but one component of the public-related strategies – media-related strategies – is employed to an even greater extent at this level. It is quite significant that virtually all actors claimed medium to high levels of media-related strategies. This reflects the fact that all kinds of poli​tical actors, ranging from state actors to SMO-NGOs need to use the media. Media strategies are not merely resorted to in order to gain wider publicity for an organiza​tion’s claims once insider strategies fail; rather, political communication is an integral part of the vast majority of these organizations’ activities. As the representative of the Swiss Ban​kers’ Associations sug​gested, “media-related strategies and classical political work are complementary. Lobbying is more important in the short run when important issues are debated in parliament. It is more goal-oriented. Media-related work is more continuous”. Media-related strategies are consi​dered to “accompany the daily political work” as a Swiss public official put it. And a repre​sentative of Forza Italia – someone who should know what he is talking about – implicitly confirmed our notion of the “audience democracy” by pointing out that “today, media strategies are fundamental to obtain political support, because society is fragmented, the intermediary interlocutors are no longer present and there is a strong persona​lization of the political life”. It is most significant that the seven countries are in no way different from each other in this respect. 
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While media-related strategies are very important everywhere, the second part of Figure 13 shows that the strategies for informing and mobilizing the public are used much less fre​quently. Moreover, there are some minor country-specific differences with regard to infor​ming, and some more substantial ones with regard to mobilizing. The fact that such strategies are used less frequently than media-related strategies does not necessarily mean that they are not considered to be important, but rather reflects a lack of resources on the part of some actors. While giving interviews to media, issueing press declarations or running an Internet presentation (all media-related strategies) are relatively low cost activities, several of the components of the set of informing (e.g. running advertisements in the media, appointing a PR agence or running opinion polls) and mobilizing strategies involve considerable costs. Thus, German pro-European campaign groups claim to be very active in holding public speeches but they do not have the financial resources to use the entire repertoire of informing activities. The high costs involved in some of these activities were also frequently mentioned as reasons for not employing them in Swiss interviews:

“The APK (Foreign Affairs Committee of the Council of States – the upper chamber of Swiss Parliament) has neither the financial nor the time resources for opinion polls”

“Opinion polls would be desirable, but are too expensive. However, polling our members is one of our core tasks as an umbrella organization.
”

As for country-specific differences, we would expect the largest differences for the mobili​zing repertoire, and this is, indeed the case. Based on the discussion in the introduction, we would expect mobilizing to be most important in majoritarian and uncooperative contexts (F, E), and least important in majoritarian and cooperative ones (UK), while consensus democracies (CH, D, I, NL) would consti​tute a context favoring an intermediate level of mobilizing. The discus​sion in the introduction does, however, not take into account one institutional aspect, which is very important from the point of view of mobilizing – direct-democratic institutions. Such institutions provide strong incentives for the mobilization of collective political actors (see Kriesi et al. 1995) 
. Therefore, we expect the mobilizing repertoire to most fully developed in Switzerland which has the most developed direct-democratic institutions among the coun​tries compared. Similarly, we also expect widespread use of mobilizing activities for Italy, since this is the European country with the second most elaborate direct-democratic insti​tutions. In other words, on the basis of the contextual opportunity structures, mobilizing should be most important for collective political actors in Switzerland, Italy, France and Spain and least important in the UK with Germany and the Netherlands taking intermediate posi​tions. 

In the light of these expectations the results are mixed: mobilizing turns out to be most impor​tant in Switzerland and Italy and least important in the UK, the Netherlands and France, with Germany and Spain taking an intermediary position. The Swiss collective actors come out at the top with respect to both informing and mobilizing. Although their margin is not very sub​stantial, this result is in line with expectations as is the high level of both types of activities in Italy. The low level of mobilizing in the UK also cor​responds to expectations. To some extent this is also true of the low level of mobilizing in the Netherlands. Although the Netherlands are a consensus democracy and have been classified in the same category as Germany and Switzerland above (see Figure 11), theirs is a much stronger (uni​tary) state. In fact, the data on which their classification in Figure 11 is based are somewhat more ambiguous than the data for the Swiss and the German case (see Tables 3/4). As we shall see in the subsequent analyses, the action repertoire of the Dutch collective actors is generally closer to that of their British colleagues than to that of the Swiss and German ones. Spain also deviates somewhat from expectations, since its collective actors do not turn out to be particularly heavy mobili​zers. The greatest surprise, however, is the result for the French actors: contrary to expecta​tions, they exploit the mobilizing repertoire to a lesser extent than the actors from all the other countries. This is a result that needs further exploration by more detailed analyzes. It may be linked to the fact that our data for the French case are less reliable than those from the other countries. As we have pointed out before, we are, for example, missing the most important French interest groups in the field of agriculture. It is well known, however, that the French farmers are particularly protest prone and it is likely that their most important interest groups are involved in their protest mobilization. Another, more substantive possi​bility to interpret this result builds on our previous study of the mobilization of new social move​ments in Western Europe (Kriesi et al. 1995), which we have already mentioned in the introduction. This study has shown that the closure of the French politi​cal system does not so much in​crease the volume of mobilizing activities in general, but that it only increases the volume of radical mobilizing actions. This would suggest that majoritarian systems quite generally give rise to less mobilizing activities than consensus democracies – whether they rely on cooperative informal policy styles or not.

Let us now turn to the European level. Introducing range and intensity also accentuates the difference in importance of national and European-level strategies (see second part of Table 12). With the exception of EU-level actors, national strategies predominate in all countries. The low level of EU-activities of Swiss actors is confirmed. The Swiss actors who have the most elaborate action repertoire at the national level are least active at the European level. Swiss parties in particular are almost completely absent from the European scene. Moreover, those EU-activities they do claim focus on the Council of Europe and not on the EU. The EU-actors constitute the mirror image of the Swiss actors – least active at the national level, they have the most elaborate action repertoire at the EU-level. The national actors from all the other countries are situated in between the two. France deviates from the other member-states, however, to the extent that the French actors are almost as little EU-oriented as the Swiss. 

The general predominance of national level activities for national actors is, among other things, a consequence of a division of labor which exists, at least for parties, interest groups and SMO-NGOs, between national actors and their European-level umbrella organi​zations. Thus, speakers of political parties in the German Bundestag would leave European-level activities to the corresponding political groups in the European Parliament. As far as unions are concerned, a representative of the British Trades Union Congress commented that most of their European work was done by the European TUC, arguing that “the European institutions would much rather be approached by the European bodies” than by the British TUC or its equivalents in other member states. Similarly, the CBI, the UK employers’ organization, often works through the EU-level business umbrella organization UNICE at Brussels, which is in close contact with the European Commission. The CBI would also approach the Commission directly rather than through UNICE, but this would be mainly in cases where its position differed from that of CBI equivalents in other member states. Where SMO-NGOs have a Brussels office, that office would typically handle all their EU-level activity. For example, the British branch of Amnesty International commented that “anything at the EU level is dealt with by the Brussels office”. Similarly, WWF – cited by many respondents in the agricultural field as an organization that has considerable success and influence at the EU level – claimed that their EU-level activity was all done through their European office, and that “it tends to be lobbying positions and briefings that have come out of the European office that we might use in the UK, not the other way around”. Where SMO-NGOs have no Brussels office or umbrel​la organization, they typically undertake activities at the European level through their Euro​pean partners. In the field of agriculture, for example, the British organization “Sustain” works at the EU-level mainly with partners such as the European Environmental Bureau (EEB), Birdlife International, and the European Consumers’ Organization (BEUC). Similarly, the Italian association Altragricola or the Swiss Uniterre – dissident farmers’ associations – work with the Coordination Paysanne Européenne, the agricultural trade unions’ coordination, at the European level. Finally, the British Churches’ Commission for Racial Justice, an example of an interest group active in the immigration field, works through the European Network Against Racism (ENAR). 

Just as at the national level, media-related activities are relatively important for national actors at the EU-level, too (Figure 14). Switzerland and France are again the exceptions, since Swiss and French actors generally are quite inactive at the EU-level. For EU-level actors in parti​cular, media-related activities are of paramount importance, they are clearly even more impor​tant than inside strategies. EU-level actors in all policy domains try to influence natio​nal mass media. Just as at the national level, strategies directed towards the media are much more important than infor​ming and mobilizing strategies at the EU-level, too. Informing and mobilizing activities generally seem to be of a rather modest nature at this level. This result confirms the idea that the political opportunity structure at the EU-level does not lend itself to mobilizing and that the required resources to do so are quite forbidding. 
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Up to this point, the discussion has focused on overall levels and country-specific differences in the action repertoires. Detailed analyses indicate that there are mainly two factors which determine the action repertoire as measured here: country and actor type
. Contrary to expec​tations, the policy domain turns out to be relatively unimportant in this respect. Actors tend to use the same kinds of strategies independently of the domain. We only find some minor differences for public-related activities at the EU-level: confirming the overall expec​tations, such activities are generally most wide ranging and intense in the domain of EU-inte​gration, while they are least pro​nounced in im​migration. However, although significant, these dif​feren​ces are rather small. Once we control for the actor type and the national context, the actors’ power also is of only secondary importance for their action repertoire. In particular, on the basis of these data, we cannot maintain that weak actors “go public” more assiduously than strong actors. Related to this similarity in repertoires between weak and strong actors, there are no significant differences between the coalitional components (the blocks) in this respect, once we control for the actor type. While the blocks differ considerably with respect to their action repertoires, these differences are largely a consequence of their variable com​po​​sition in terms of actor types. 

In addition to differences between countries (including the EU-level actors), action repertoires mainly differ with respect to actor types. Table 5 provides the basic data, Figures 15-17 illustrate them under different angles
. Although they turn out to be highly significant, these differences are still not as important as we might have expected. We first consider them from the perspective of publici​zation. As argued in the introduction, we expect SMO-NGOs to be particularly likely to address the public. In addition, political parties are also likely to be strongly involved in the public sphere. By contrast, we expect interest groups and state actors to be less active with regard to the public sphere, although, for the reasons discussed in the introduction, they should also be extensively addressing the media. The results presented in Figures 15/16, which compare inside with public-related activities and detail the latter at each one of the two levels, confirm some of these expectations but also include some surprises. As expec​ted, the interest groups have the most wide-ranging and intense inside action repertoire, while they do relatively little with respect to mobilizing the public. Moreover, political parties are most active in the public sphere – overall and with respect to the different components of public-related activities. This result, which applies to the national as well as to the EU-level,  is also largely as expected, if we keep in mind that mobilizing includes campaigning activities as well. Third, all actors work extensively with the media, as we have expected against the background of the trend towards an “audience demo​cracy”. Fourth, state actors do less infor​ming than other types of actors and, by definition (we did not ask them about their use of such strategies) do not mobilize. Contrary to expectations, however, SMO-NGOs are just as active in the deci​sion-making arenas as the other types of actors. The reason that we do not find more diffe​rences between the SMO-NGOs and the other types of actors may be a result of our selection of actors. For each type of actor, we have chosen the most important ones, which means that even the SMO-NGOs in our national samples are relatively important actors. As we have seen before, in some policy domains in some countries, the SMO-NGOs even consti​tute a very powerful category of actors. Finally, with the exception of state actors at the EU-level, all actors are on average more fully exploi​ting the inside- than public-related activities. This result is expected for the EU-level as far as the non-state actors are concerned, but not for the national level. Moreover, the excep​tional lack of inside activities among state actors at the EU-level poses a puzzle that we are unable to resolve at this stage. It could be that this is an artefact resulting from our choice of interlo​cutors in the different branches of the public administration
. 
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Figure 17 looks at these same data from the perspective of Europeanization. It shows that, as far as inside activities are concerned, the interest groups have the most Europeanized action repertoire, in spite of the fact that they often delegate lobbying to their EU-level umbrellas and partners (see above). Parties follow in line, SMO-NGOs are next and state actors are by far the least involved in inside activities at the EU-level, as we have just pointed out before. As far as Europeanization of public-related activities are concerned, there are few differences between the actor types.

Action repertoire II

Even in its weighted form, the indicator used in the previous section proved to be somewhat crude for getting at the importance of the various components of the action repertoire of the different types of actors. We, therefore, introduce a second indicator measuring the relative importance of public-related strategies as compared to inside strategies for the actor in question. This indicator is based on two questions which asked the respondents to evaluate the importance for their organization of media-related strategies and strategies directly informing and mobilizing the public compared to working with policy-makers. This indicator ranges from a value of –4 (both types of public-related strategies are much less important than working with policy-makers) to a value of +4 (both types are much more important than working with policy-makers). As it turns out, this evaluative index constitutes a sharper test for our hypo​theses. Unfortunately, we do not have an equivalent indicator for assessing the relative importance of EU- and national-level activities.

Actor types

First of all, with respect to this second indicator there are stark differences between the actor types. As can be seen in Table 6a,  these diffe​rences correspond to our expectations. State actors and interest groups are the two types of actors for whom inside activities turn out to be more salient on average, while public related activities are more important for political parties and SMO-NGOs. Somewhat unexpectedly, however, SMO-NGOs are less oriented towards the public sphere than the political parties. This is also illustrated by Figure 18, which shows the percentages of each actor type that evaluate public-related activities as more or less impor​tant for their operations than working with policy-makers. Overall there are somewhat more actors who assess public-related activities as more important than working with decision-makers – 45 percent compared to 38 percent. One sixth of the respondents considers the two sets of strategies as equally important insisting that they are comple​mentary. As the large German environmental SMO “Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz” (BUND) phrased it: “sometimes you don’t achieve anything without public pressure and sometimes direct lobby​ing is just as important. It is like the two sides of the same working coin”. In addition, as the BUND representative explained, the priority for inside or outside strategies varies over time: “in the short run direct lobbying is more effective to influence daily politics; but in the long run, support by the public is essential for a member driven organisation like us – we need members”. A similar point of view is, as Figure 18 shows, particularly widespread among political parties.
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State actors most often claim that their work with policymakers is either more important than their media- and public-related work, or an equally important part of their activity. Many concentrate on inside strategies, because they per​ceive their role as such or because their mandate does not include direct intervention with the gene​ral public. This is illustrated by the statements of the representatives of the Swiss Confe​rence of Cantonal Directors of Justice and Police (KKJPD) and the Swiss Conference of Cantonal Governments (KdK):
“Media-related strategies are less important for institutional reasons. The KKJPD has not the competence to formulate political statements, but can only express itself on technical issues. […] The articles of association lay down that the main task of the KKJPD consists in the collaboration between the cantons, with the Confederation and other important organisations. Information of the public is very marginal, because the statements of the KKJPD are not binding for the cantons.”

“For the time being, the KdK has not been public-oriented. This is partly explained by an agreement with the Swiss Government according to which the KdK must not ‘go public’ with its postions. The KdK must rather be an ally of the Swiss Government.”

However, as we have seen in the previous section, media-related activities constitute an impor​tant part of the action repertoire of many a state actor, too. Thus, a British Foreign and Commonwealth Office representative felt that the separation between media, public, and policy-related strategies was artificial because the three constitute intertwining parts of the FCO’s work: 

“Everybody is encouraged always to be on the lookout for the public ramifications of the policy they are proposing or discussing.  Every submission to ministers must include a section on the media and parliamentary aspects.”

This point that the different types of strategies are intertwined is echoed by many of the other state actors. For example, the British Home Office representative interviewed on immigration, pointed out that ‘effective communication is an integral part of the policy’ and a Swiss colleague from the same policy field commented:

“Even though personal contact with the parliament and the cantons is the daily business of IMES, media-related strategies are also important. Work in parliament alone does not guarantee the acceptance by the people. Media-related strategies are even more important with regard to migration than in other policy fields.” 

Some state actors – the government and its representatives – seem to seek public support for their policies in order to have them implemented. As the representative from the German Chancellor’s Office explained, “some policies are only possible if the Chancellor has the support of the public, especially in a media democracy, it is not sufficient to be right but one also needs to be acknowledged to be right
”. While acceptance is crucial for the implemen​tation of policies everywhere, it becomes all the more essential in the context of Swiss direct democratic decision making, where state actors seek to impose their policy options. Accom​panying outside strategies therefore fulfill a particularly important role in the Swiss case: 

“In a direct democratic system, all important decisions with regard to EU integration have to pass a referendum vote. Thus, it is not a strategy to inform the public, but a necessity. Transparency is a prerequisite for public acceptance. The Federal Department of Foreign Affairs can simply not work ‘behind close doors’.”

Turning to the interest group representatives, their comments leave no doubt, that lobbying is their core business and that they believe to reach their ends better by concentrating on contacts with decision makers. However, they do not deny that media- and public oriented strategies have their place and justification also in their work. In fact, outside and inside strategies serve different purposes and their use therefore depends strongly on the policy process, as the following citations from Swiss interest associations illustrate. 

“Lobbying is more precise than media-related strategies because it allows a constant and direct contact with the administration. It is a process of ‘give and take’. Media-related strategies are however necessary to inform the public about the work and position of Economiesuisse. (Furthermore,) lobbying and information of the public are used at different stages of the decision making process. Lobbying intervenes much earlier. For Economiesuisse it is vital to be present in the early stages of the process. When it comes to a popular vote, Economiesuisse must become active and mobilize the public, though Economiesuisse is rather in the background during the campaigns.”

“Lobbying and direct contacts are the daily business, the central task of the Swiss Federation of Trade Unions (SGB), which is reinforced by the media-related strategies. […] In the last few months information and mobilization was however more important because the SGB participated in several referenda and popular votes. SGB is absorbed, even swamped with direct demoracy.”

“The core task of the SGV (Schweizerische Gewerbeverband) is to defend the interests of small and medium-sized enterprises. Thus lobbying and political work in the parliamentary arena is most important. […] But media-related work must accompany the political work. Lobbying is not efficient if the public does not know the political positions of the Gewerbe​ver​band. […] Before popular votes, information and mobilization of the public gets more important.”

The British CBI representative points out that use of the media is a means of raising the ante once insider tactics have failed: “what you are trying to do is move the object you weren’t able to move through consultation, lobbying MEPs and Commission officials”. Similarly, the British TUC representative commented that “when there are problems, we’d go more through the lobbying… but sometimes you’ve got to expose things through a media cam​paign”. Similarly, the German Farmers’ Union representative stated that inside and public-related strategies are “communicating tubes, first you have to prepare the ground, after that you can have personal contacts on the political level – without media or public resonance, nothing happens”; thus, the public-related work “is done to make sure that a topic falls on fertile ground”. This is exactly the way “outside lobbying” is supposed to work according to Kollman (1998) – as a strategy to reinforce one’s position inside by appealing to the public outside. The Italian shopkeepers’ association Confcommercio, by contrast, has a more traditional view of how you should work with the media: 

“The contacts with the media come only second, after the political decision is taken. The work that we do with the decision makers is constant and it is structured. After that work there is the publicity activity outside”. 

For party actors, the relative weight of inside and outside strategies depends, among other things, on whether or not they are part of the government. Thus, the only British party whose representative viewed policy strategies as more important than public (though equally impor​tant to media) strategies was Labour, which as the incumbent party of government necessarily had different priorities from the other parties for whom, as the Conservative Shadow Minister for Europe remarked, it was more important trying to convince people they would make a better government than the present party in power than speaking to the civil service. Similar​ly, FDP and CSU/CDU speakers for all three policy fields felt that media and public related activities are more important than working with decision makers: “Media report more on government institutions, the opposition therefore needs to be more active in addres​sing the media” (EU expert of CDU). At the same time, the party actors from the government coalition saw outside activities as less important, the SPD agriculture speaker, for example, said that “media strategies begin only after the consultation with political decision makers - doing it before increases the risk of failing. This is the situation of a party that is in power.” The testimony of the Swiss Democrats – a small party of the radical right – underlines the same point: their representative claimed that for a party in opposition information and mobi​lization of the public was much more important than political work in parliament. Repre​sentatives of the mainstream Swiss parties by contrast stress the variable importance of the different kinds of strategies for different stages in the decision-making process and the im​portant role of direct-democratic institutions:

“To attain a majority in Parliament is important, but in a direct democratic system it is not sufficient. In order to win votes on initiatives or referenda the CVP needs to convince the public of its position and get popular support.” (CVP-representative)

“[The two different orientations] can not be compared because they are important for different reasons or at different moments in the decision making procedure. Media-related strategies are important in the post-parliamentary stage – before popular votes and for opinion formation.” (FDP-representative)

As for the surprising result concerning the SMO-NGOs, it can at least partly be explained by the fact that many of these outsiders consider the two kinds of strategies as complementary. Moreover, as already pointed out in the previous section, our outsiders tend to be important organizations, which means that “lobbying” for them becomes just as important as “infor​mation politics” or “protest politics”. However, there still are those SMOs which evaluate their strategic situation precisely as we expected. The interviewee of the Swiss „Vereinigung zum Schutz der kleinen und mittleren Bauern” (VKMB), for example, described its predica​ment as follows:

“With its concerns the VKMB would have very little access to the political decision makers. The VKMB needs the support of the public, the issues need to be public issues – only then decision makers are accessible for VKMB.”

This statement also reveals the perception of several of our interviewees that public-oriented strategies can be used to put pressure on political decision makers since “political authorities are sensitive to the position manifested by public opinion”.  

Countries

In addition to differences between actor types, there are also significant differences between countries with respect to the evaluation of one’s action repertoire, although they are not as substantial as those between actor types (see Table 6b)
. There are four contexts that differ from the average: actors in France and Italy – two countries, where we expected a lot of outside activities – are, indeed, more public-oriented, while actors in the UK and in the EU – two contexts, where we expected relatively little public-related activities – are, indeed, more inside-oriented. However, the relevant country-differences appear only, once we also control for the actor type, because the two factors interact in this respect. This is shown by Table 7. In all countries, state actors are more inside-oriented and political parties (with the possible exceptions of Germany and Spain) more public-oriented. In other words, there are not much country-specific differences with regard to these two types of actors whose action repertoire seems to be more or less determined by their respective functions in the political process – functions which are everywhere rather similar. It is with respect to the other two types of actors – interest groups and SMO-NGOs – that the opportunity structure of the national con​text makes an important difference. As far as interest groups are concerned, they are not more inside oriented in all the countries. In France, Italy and Spain, i.e. in the countries where the political process is relatively closed to them, they are more public-oriented. As for the SMOs-NGOs, in three contexts – the Netherlands, the UK and the EU, where they are rather more inside oriented. These are precisely those contexts, where we would have expected them to put a greater accent on inside orientation. Figure 19 summarizes these results with a typology of countries which can be compared with our theoretical characterization of contexts (Figure 4) and our empirical typology of coalitional configurations (Figure 11). The results are much as expected: public-related strategies are more important than inside strategies both for interest groups and SMO-NGOs in France, Italy and Spain, i.e. in those countries, where the policy style is uncooperative. By contrast, inside strategies are more important than public-related strategies for both types of actors in the UK, the Netherlands and the EU, i.e. in countries, where law-makers are cooperative and the state is strong (UK, NL) and in the EU, where public-related strategies are discouraged for various reasons pointed out before. In the two consensus democracies with a weaker state (Germany and Switzerland), interest groups and SMO-NGOs display the classic pattern with the former being rather more inside-oriented and the latter more public-oriented.


____________________________


  Table 7 and Figure 19 about here


____________________________
Given these country-specific differences in the assessment of the components of the action repertoire, we would expect to find analogous differences with respect to the actual use of the repertoire by the interest groups, on the one hand, and SMO-NGOs on the other: interest groups in France, Italy and Spain should be using informing and mobilizing techniques more heavily than interest groups in other countries, while SMO-NGOs in the UK, the Netherlands and the EU should do so less intensively than in other countries. Table 8 provides the data for testing these hypotheses. The results are mixed: interest groups in Southern Europe, indeed, are more involved in “information” and “protest politics” than interest groups in the UK, the Netherlands and the EU, but not more so than interest groups in the cooperative consensus-democracies. By contrast, SMO-NGOs are less involved in this kind of activities in the Nether​lands and the EU, but not in the UK.

Attitude with respect to EU

Policy domain and actor power are, contrary to expectations, once again not important at all for the action repertoire. However, there is an additional factor which plays an important role for the action repertoire of a collective political actor – the actor’s attitude about European integra​tion. We have asked our respon​dents to evaluate the process of European integration, i.e. we have asked them whether they think that this process contributes to European security, political stability, economic growth, economic competitiveness, environmental protection and social equality. The responses to this set of questions (“yes”, “partly”, “no”) were then sum​marized in a single scale ranging from strong opposition to strong support of EU integration
. For the following analysis, we have singled out the strong opponents of the process of EU integration and compare them with all the other actors
. 

Mainstream political actors in the Western Euro​pean countries under study (including Swit​zer​land) generally support the EU integration process, which suggests that access to decision-makers is more difficult for the eurosceptics than for supporters of the integration process. In other words, we expect the strong EU opponents to rely more heavily on public-related strate​gies than the EU supporters. As Table 6c shows, this is, indeed, the case. As the marginals in Table 9 show, this holds across all countries and across all policy domains. Even at the EU-level, where all actors are more inside-oriented, the inside orientation still is much more pro​nounced among the EU-sup​porters than among the EU-sceptics. Although there are some exceptions to this general pattern – most notably agriculture in the Netherlands and immi​gration in the UK (Table 9), they do not change the general impression that eurosceptics are obliged to rely more heavily on public-related strategies, because they find it difficult to get access to decision-makers at the national or the EU-level. 


__________________


  Table 9 about here


__________________
Once we take an actor’s attitude with respect to European integration into account, the pre​vious result with respect to actor type is somewhat modified. Figure 20 shows how. As far as state actors are concerned, they generally tend to privilege inside activities, whether they support European integration or not. For the other three actor types, however, euroscepticism makes a difference. For all three types, it enhances the importance of public-related strategies. Thus, while interest groups are generally more insider-oriented, eurosceptic interest groups privilege the public-related activities. Eurosceptic political parties are the type of actor that is most public oriented, followed by eurosceptic SMO-NGOs. By contrast, the SMO-NGOs that support the European integration process are not particularly public-oriented. 
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For the time being, the distinction between eurosceptics and EU-supporters is the only way we have to operationalize the position of the actors on our key issues. Its strong impact on the action repertoire suggests that we need to operationalize the dominant coalition and the chal​len​gers by their positions in the policy domains. Our coalitional configurations based on net​works are not sufficient in this respect. 

Context for public-related strategies

Following Kollman (1998: 157-60), we can finally expect that the incentives for public-rela​ted strategies depend on the public opinion context, i.e. on the popularity of an actor’s policy position and the salience of the policy in the general public. Although Kollman formulates his hypotheses for “outside lobbying”, i.e. for interest groups only, it seems possible to adapt them for all kinds of collective political actors. Kollman distinguishes between four types of situations: 

(1) Interest group politics: the general public finds the issue important (salience is high), but disagrees. 

(2) Elitist politics: the public finds the issue unimportant (salience is low) and disagrees at the same time. 

(3) Latent supported politics: the salience of the issue is low, but the general public agrees with the policy position. 

(4) Comforting politics: the salience of the issue is high and the general public agrees with the position of the collective actor. 

For the operationalization of these four situations, we asked our interview partners (1) to evaluate the salience of a particular issues for each policy domain (second round of bilateral agreements, asylum policy and agricultural subsidies) for the general public, and (2) to esti​mate whether or not the majority of the public agrees with their organization’s position on the issue. The combination of the salience and direction of public opinion, as perceived by the actors themselves, allows us to create a measure for the public opinion context. 

Following Kollman, we expect the least outside activities and the least importance attributed to outside strategies for elitist politics, since collective actors have no incentives to awaken greater interest of the general public for issues which, for the time being, have low (perceived) saliency in the public and for which the latter disagrees with the political actor. If the situation remains like it is, the political elites can realise their policy (almost) regardless of the general public. Using outside lobbying, however, would be like “waking the lion”. Equally, we expect relatively few outside activities and little importance attributed to outside strategies for in​terest group politics. Given the perceived disagreement of the public, mobilization and infor​mation seem to bring little benefit. If outside lobbying is being used (by non-state actors), it is mainly for signalling the salience of the issue among group members. In cases where the public is perceived to be against one’s position, one might not be prepared to engage in a “fight against windmills”. 

Much more outside activities and importance attributed to such activities should be found for latent support politics and comforting politics – i.e. for context conditions where the public is favourable with respect to the position of the actor concerned. In cases where the salience of the issue is low, but the general public is perceived to agree with the policy position, challen​ging collec​tive actors have great strategic interest in expanding the conflict. As Schatt​schnei​der (1960) has argued, the dominant groups tend to privatize conflict, while challen​ging groups tend to socialize it. Kollman’s argument now is that challengers try to do so especially when they can assume that the public agrees with them. By using outside strategies they might be able to transform latent into manifest support. Given a comforting context, i.e. high salience of the issue and agreement of the general public with the policy position of the actor concerned, public-related strategies are primarily used to signal salience among all consti​tuents in order to rein​force one’s own position in the decision-making process.

This is the theory. Unfortunately, our data do not allow to confirm its validity. We can show that the three policy domains differ considerably with regard to the public opinion context as defined here (Table 10). In agriculture, actors widely assume that the public shares their opinion. A relative majority of the actors in agriculture even believes that the public not only shares its opinion but finds agri​cultural subsidies important, too. In other words, agricultural politics are either perceived as comforting or as benefiting from latent support. In European integration, a two-thirds majority of the actors believes that the issue of the European Convention was not important for the public. But this majority was quite evenly divided between those who believed that the public agreed with their point of view (latent support) and those who believed that it did not (elitist politics). Latent support politics or, in European parlance, “permissive consensus” was not the dominant mood according to the perception of our interlocutors. In fact, with respect to European integration, our actors were quite evenly spread across the four context conditions. Finally, with regard to immigration and the asylum question in particular, the public was perceived as mainly hostile. Asylum policy is a divisive issue according to most of our specialists, they only differ with respect to whether the public finds this issue important or not. 
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But, as we have seen, action repertoires do not tend to vary with policy domains. Moreover, it appears that our indicators for the public opinion context are less reliable than we would have liked. This has to do with the fact that public attention is rather volatile and shifts from one issue to the other within short periods of time. Moreover, given that most issues are highly complex and multidimensional, attention may shift from one aspect of the issue to the other, as we have pointed out in the introduction. In other words, the public salience of a given issue can change rapidly and, depending on which aspect of an issue is salient, the public may agree with you or not. This was pointed out by a trade union migration expert who was inter​viewed by our German team. Asked whether the public agreed with his organization, he said that “it depends on how you ask the question: if you asked the broad public ‘should civil war refugees be granted asylum’ it would reply ‘no’, but if you asked the same public ‘should refugees be entitled to earn their living in Germany’, they would say ‘yes’ ”. Similarly, concerning the general public’s position on asylum policy, there seemed to be general agreement among the experts at the EU-level that the public’s opinion highly depended on the messages they received about migration and asylum and on the way one phrased the question: “each indivi​dual has contradicting views; they may be against immigration but when you ask for family reunion, they say yes” (Council of Europe, Commissioner for Human Rights). Indeed, there is an empirical study which confirms this point of view: Saris (1997) has shown that the public’s opinion on the EU in particular can be easily swayed in different directions by simply high​lighting different aspects of the issue. A UNHCR Brussels official observed: “When statistics about refugees are published, there is a negative opinion, but when individual refugees are portrayed in the media, there is a positive opinion”. In this sense, most of the respondents in the EU-interviews on immigration felt that the public is not necessarily against protection of migrants, but that migration and asylum are being communi​cated in a way that would make a majority oppose their claims. In a similar vein, the German SPD home affairs speaker com​men​ted that due to the opposition’s suc​cessful com​munication, “the public misunderstands our proposals as an opening of doors to immigrants, which isn't really the case”. The com​missioner for foreigners of the German protest church adds another factor – public attention is also a result of public policy: “public attention for this issue has decreased; before it was a catalyst for right wing organisations. A positive result of [the minister of the interior] Schily’s policy is at least that asylum is not an issue of dissent anymore; but it can come back at any time.”
 

Finally, as we have pointed out in the introduction, the success of a strategy depends, among other things, on the reactions and strategies of actors, too. In other words, we have to consi​der the possibility that informing and mobilizing the public may constitute a strategy chosen by an actor to counter an opponent who has chosen the same strategy. Thus, a pro-immigra​tion association may choose to counter the mobilization by an opponent by mobilizing its own constituency, although it is well aware that the majority of the public disagrees with its posi​tion on the question of asylum. Mobilizing its own constituency allows such an orga​nization to signal the decision-making authorities that the civil society does not speak with one voice only. In other words, while the anti-immigration organization may be in a situation of latent support or even comforting politics, the pro-immigration organization may find itself at the same time in a situation of elitist or interest group politics. Nevertheless, both have an incentive to mobilize public opinion.
For these reasons, the action repertoire hardly varies as a function of the context conditions, as can be seen from Table 11. All more detailed analyses did not give conclusive results either. In Table 12 we present one such analysis. In this table, we collaps the context conditions to just two types, depending on whether the public agrees with the organization or not. In addi​tion, we distinguish between policy domains as well as between organizations that support and those that oppose European integration. As the table shows, there is not much variation in the extent to which public-related activities are considered to be more important than inside activities here either. Under all conditions, eurosceptical actors find public-related activities to be more important, while EU-supporters find insider activities more important. For immi​gration, outside activities are considered to be twice as important by the euroscep​tics when they believe the public agrees with them than when they don’t. This is in line with the hypo​theses. However, for EU-integration, there is no such difference, and for agriculture, the difference between the corresponding types is just the reverse, which disconfirms the hypo​thesis. On the basis of this analysis we conclude provisionally that the decision of a given actor to “go public” or not depends much more on his or her position in the political sub​systems, and much less on his or her specific public opinion context. The malleability of public attention is such that every actor under all circumstances may benefit from “going public”, if the situation in the political subsystem requires it.
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Problems with the media

Given the importance of media-related strategies for the political process in the audience democracy, we also wanted to know what kind of relations actors in the three policy fields have with the media. More particularly, we wanted to know what kind of problems they had with the media. We asked our interview partners to elaborate on their relations with journa​lists at the national as well as the European level. The answers were coded on a five-points’ scale ranging from very good to very bad. Additionally, respondents were asked to give an overall evaluation of their problems with accessing the media. An overall indicator was calculated on the basis of these three questions. It has the value of 1, if the respondents had any problems with journalists or the media in general, and 0 otherwise. Ambiguous relations are considered to be unproblematic. 

We hypothesise a general relation between the importance actors accord to the media and the problems they have with the media. We expect actors to be all the more likely to have prob​lems with the media, the more important the media are for them. Furthermore, weak actors are expected to have more problems with the media. They are likely to lack easy access to them due to their lack of prominence and prestige and to their lack of other resources to make up for this. Weak actors, for whom the media are important, are expected to have the greatest problems with the media, because of their dependence on them (Wolfsfeld 1997). 

These hypo​theses are confirmed by Table 13 and Figure 21, which illustrates the table. Weak actors are, indeed, more likely to have problems with the media than strong actors and those actors for whom public-related strategies are more important also have more problems with them. Overall, the effect of the two factors appears to be cumulative, i.e. they do not seem to reinforce each other. If we look at the situation in the different countries (Table 14), it appears that this cumu​lative effect only holds for Switzerland, Germany, Spain and the Netherlands, while in Italy and the UK all weak actors seem to have a lot of problems with the media, irrespective of whether public-related activities are of particular importance to them. In France all weak actor seem to have relatively few problems with the media.
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In their comments to these questions, respondents of weak organizations attributed their problems in part to their own lack of resources. Successful relations with the media require continuous efforts to establish and maintain contacts with journalists, a task that small orga​nisations may not be able to fulfill for lack of resources, as the secretary general of the SMO Europa-Union Deutschland pointed out: “Relations with the media are difficult. We do not receive the resonance we would like, but as we only have volunteers, we cannot maintain our contacts to the press in a sufficient way”. The Secretary General of the Union of European Federalists felt that “there is a kind of pessimism about newspapers never publishing our press releases” and that their staff was predominantly made up of volunteers who would need training for efficient media work. Travail.Suisse, a Swiss trade union, mentions the lack of resources on their part among the reasons for the difficulties in their relations with journalists.  The European Farmers Union COPA representative said that “here is one of our biggest problems: we don’t have enough money to foster contact, to invite [journalists] for lunch, etc.; nearly eighty percent of our budget is spent on salaries” and the European NGO Confedera​tion for relief and development speaker explained “you need to invest a lot of time on per​sonal relations to have a good net of relations [with journalists], we don’t have the capacities”. 

But the problems of weaker associations with the media may also be the result of a lack of the required prestige in certain policy domains. Some actors “own” certain issues and are per​ceived as experts in the field by the media, while other actors are not taken seriously for lack of perceived competence or for reasons of their minority positions. The status of “issue owner​ship” varies, however, from one policy domain to the other and one and the same actor may find himself in entirely different situations, as one goes from one issue to the other. Thus, representatives of Swiss trade unions have the feeling that the media deliberately conceal their point of view, since they prefer to cover immigration issues in a “heretical and lurid way à la SVP” (SVP=the national-conservative Swiss People’s Party): 

“The media do not want to report the position of the Swiss Federation of Trade Unions (SGB), especially not if a legitimate organisation as we are promotes an opinion on immigra​tion issues, which does not please the political establishment. The SGB is a victim of censor​ship.”

This perception of the media treating certain points of view inadequately is shared by the unions’ opponents, i.e. the members of the Swiss “anti-European right” in the policy domain of EU-integration. The Swiss People’s Party (SVP), does not consider the media coverage to be well balanced, since all journalists are thought to be pro-European. AUNS (Action for an Independent and Neutral Switzerland) claims to have “very bad relations with the Ringier press (Blick, SonntagsBlick) that seeks to disqualify and discri​minate AUNS”. And the Swiss Democrats (SD), a small party from the radical right equally accuse the press of being pro-European and hence to boycott the positions expressed by the SD. Finally, in the field of agriculture, it is again the left that has troubles getting enough prestige to be taken seriously in the Swiss media: for the Social-democratic Party (SPS) – a weak actor who is part of the third block of “environmentalist reformers” in agriculture – the problem of access to the media is clearly related to its reform policy and the low profile it has in agricultural issues, as the following citation indicates:

“The SPS is not being noticed, even if it is the only party which has tried to develop a new agricultural policy over the last four years. […] The SPS has few farmers amongst its members and the few are in most of the cases ‘outsiders’ focusing on biological farming. Also among its voters the SPS counts very few farmers, since the SPS is still perceived as the party who, wants to let farmers die out – which is not true, but the media seems to have the same perception. Furthermore no competence in agricultural matters is attributed to the SPS.”

Similar frustrations are voiced by a representative of the French Greens: they have less experience and resources than the agricultural establishment in France and they have more difficulties in having access to the media. Still their strategy is to develop contacts with the local and specialized press:

“on est des empêcheurs de tourner en rond dans un milieu pétri de certitudes. Si on veut faire passer des dossiers, on commence à avoir des relais (également des titres spécialisés plus proches de nous) mais il a fallu parfois plus de 12 ans de lutte ! (ex. le quotidien Sud-Ouest) à cela s’ajoute sans aucun doute un défaut interne : gestion technique et de communication beaucoup trop amateur. »

In France, as the representatives of two large SMOs (UFC and Amis de la Terre) pointed out, there is a far-reaching institutionalization in agriculture, which means that if one is not in the agricul​tural institutions, one has very little access to the debate:

“... si on n’est pas dans les institutions agricoles, on a très peu accès au débat, à l’écoute, et du coup, la presse elle-même reprend les discours de ces institutions, c’est-à-dire elle interroge la FNSEA, le CNJA (les « jeunes agriculteurs »)..... Le traitement des questions agricoles est toujours très gentillet, parce que soit on dénonce très fortement par une campagne particulière la pollution ou la qualité de l’alimentation, des choses comme ça ; soit on reprend le discours général, dominant, avec très peu de recul parce que le monde agricole n’apprécie guère quand on ne reprend pas ce qu’ils disent, et du coup comme c’est très institutionnalisé, on n’a plus les portes ouvertes... c’st vraiment un problème je pensse le traitement de l’information agricole ».

In a more general vein, a representative of the German CDU/CSU claims that as an opposition party, they “are less interesting for the media, only when there is a dispute or when we table exceptional claims, can we attract media attention”. 

Weak actors also depend on the issue attention cycle. As McCarthy et al. (1996: 494) have shown in their analysis of demonstrations in Washington D.C., in addition to the size of the demonstration the „timing“ („being in the right place at the right time in a media attention cycle“) is crucial for the reporting in the media. This means that the peaks in the media atten​tion cycles constitute „windows of opportunity“ for challengers which allow them to catch the media’s attention. Thus the escalation of the reporting about the Gulf War 1991 had as a consequence that even small demonstrations got the attention of the media in Washington. The media attention may even cause protests in the first place, as Koopman’s (1996) study of the issue of political refugees in Germany shows. As an example from our cases, the secretary general of the NGO Europäische Bewegung Deutsch​land (EBD) observed that “the issue ‘Europe’ is being taken more seriously by journalists, and a dialogue is wanted, because the European Constitution is coming up”. In a similar vein, some British NGOs pointed out their dependence on the issue attention cycle, given that they are weak actors: 
“While on occasions we try to get stories and issues looked at, we can't drive the news agenda. We're not big enough or important enough. We have to coincide with the agenda of the media. In that sense there is a problem.” (Asylum Aid)

“It's a reflection of the fact that asylum policy is high profile, but at the moment is driven by high-level political objectives and by sections of the media in a situation where they are definitive views being put across, it is challenging for an NGO to be almost penetrating there.” (Refugee Council)

However, the issue attention cycle may not only open “windows of opportunity”, it may also create a predicament for certain actors, as the representative of the German Farmers’ Associa​tion DBV points out: “our relations are generally good and we can get our news through, but .....during the BSE crisis we felt that we were treated in an unfair way, but this situation is over now”.

Not all weak actors such as SMO-NGOs have problems with the media. Some of them have established favorable relations with them. Thus, an environmentalist SMO like the German BUND that is neither attached to a specific political party nor to an interest group may have preferential relations with journalists who use them as independent sources. An agricultural specialist of this environmental organization claimed that “journalists who have a specialisa​tion for environmental issues like us as we inform in a sober way”. One otherwise weak actor, the environmental SMO Euronatur, even claimed that “the media are our most important capital, without the media our organisation would not exist in its today’s form. Media are somewhere in between our partners and a critical companion”. 
As far as strong actors are concerned, they have the prominence and the prestige it takes to establish strong relations with the media. Thus Italian state actors typically do not have any problems with the media. For them, the situation is the opposite of the one for weak actors: journalists persistenly try to reach them. In all the policy fields state actors report similar experiences about their relation with the media. For the Italian Agriculture Minister (DG for Rural Development policies): “the relations with the media are generally good. Generally media would give us more space but the Office is reticent”. Similarly, the Italian Minister for Communitarian Policies comments: “Our relations with the media are excellent, because we have succeeded in making that the journalists call the department for clarifications, specific issues, in order to understand better difficult topics, and so on…. “. The Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs (DG  for immigration and Italian communities abroad) explains that: “Obviously the minister does not have any problems with media access. When we want to say something about an issue, all the journalists are ready to listen to us. In fact, the relation is the other way around…we are solicited continuously by newspapers to provide information, technical details and so on….”. 

French state actors similarly have excellent contacts with the press. In the field of EU-integration, to take just this example, journalists contact the ministry and seek its opinions. The minis​try of European Affairs has set up a sort of European “propaganda unit” within the ministry with a strategy of its own. The basic idea is to actually target people who do not care about Europe. Typically, these people do not read the quality press like Le Monde…. This means for the ministry trying to get articles into other types of media (the spe​cia​lized press, women’s magazines, travel magazines, teenage and children’s press). In these media, it is easier to insert didactic pieces that portray Europe in a positive manner. Still, even French state actors do not control the media. In spite of the fact that the government has a deliberate strategy towards the media with regard to Europe, the representative of the ministry acknow​ledges that they do not control the “focus events” which the media will cover extensively and which will influence people’s interest in Europe and their (positive) attitude towards integra​tion. He joked that the best pro-European propaganda was a recent film called L’auberge espagnole  that portrayed a bunch of Erasmus students sharing a flat in Spain and that a blockbuster. And the worst were the farmers’ protests.

In addition to the ministry of European affairs whose goal is to make Europe known and create a positive attitude towards the EU, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the most im​portant ministry (with the Ministry of Economy and Finance) when it comes to developing a French position on European integration. There is a division of labor between the two minis​tries, given that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs seeks to influence political and business elites rather than raise awareness among the electorate. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is a key ministry in France and it calls the shots with the media. Its strategy towards publicizing the French position in European negotiations in the written press is to target the quality broad​sheets through informal “off “ diners with French correspondents in Brussels. Generally, the ministry tries to be “everywhere”  depending on the message that it attempts to bring across, whether this means the “popular” or widely read press such as the local and regional papers and the foreign press addressing European elites such as the Financial Times. However, even the Ministry of Foreign affairs underlines that, in a comparative perspective, the French media seem less inclined to cover the debate on European integration than the media of other countries. The Ministry takes this as a (positive) sign of the permissive consensus with respect to European integration in France. Compared to the UK, they take this to be a much more favorable situation.  

So much for strong actors par excellence. They are in a favorable situation, but even they cannot control the flow of information. Moreover, if they do not have problems with access, they may have problems with coverage. Thus, where state actors reported problems in the UK, they typically had to do with the kind of coverage gained, media inaccuracies and misrepresentation of their claims. The Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs explains:  
“It's not difficulties, it's more that someone is running a story that's wrong, and we try to get them to change it, and they don't like it because no one likes to admit they're wrong, so we sometimes have a bit of a row with journalists or newspapers about what we regard as inaccurate reporting.” 

“[S]cepticism about DEFRA's opinion comes through the coverage. We get reasonably straight reports of what we actually say and do, but there is scepticism as to whether that will be acceptable to farmers or consumers or whoever.” 

In addition, all actors – whether weak or strong – have to cope with the intrinsic charac​teris​tics of the policy domain which often do not make for easy relations with the media. Thus, the European agricultural policy – the CAP – is highly technical, complex and difficult for the media to communicate to the public; the immigration policy is highly divisive and, at least in some countries, EU-integration is both complex and divisive. As far as agriculture is con​cerned, its technicality make it difficult to cover:

“[This morning’s press release] …will probably only get picked up by the specialist media, it's on CAP reform, so it's not a sexy topic for the media.” (Sustain, Agriculture UK)

“[On agriculture] It’s difficult to get coverage because it’s so complex. Subs think readers won't get their heads round it. Also, it’s an overfished pool, with many pressure groups campaigning on the same issue.” (Consumers’ Association, Agriculture, UK)

“… in agriculture policy, sometimes the issues are complex and specialized and this makes it more difficult to capture the media’s attention”. (Altroconsumo, Agriculture, I)
And the representative of the British National Farmers’ Union complains that the media coverage of agriculture is episodic, increasing hugely at times of crisis. 

“Agricultural policy is only interesting in its controversial aspects, i.e. where it comes in conflict with other public policy, so the coverage tends to be heavily slanted in that way, for obvious reasons, but unhelpful to us. It is very episodic, and we have had periods of media overload… particularly over BSE and foot and mouth.”

But then, in agriculture, the relevant target public is not necessarily the public at large. Thus, the French interlocutors point out that the specificity of agriculture is the importance of the specialiced press. Since the farmers do not read the quality papers, but the regional press, this is much more important for reporting on agriculture. Moreover, the specialized press – France Agricole or AGRA Presse is most important.

On immigration and asylum, political actors of all types and in different countries pointed out that the media tended to focus on the negative aspects of the issue, making it difficult to get positive coverage. In Italy, several parties perceive the media as being primarily interested in the negative side of immigration. From the UK, there are these concise comments:

“Relations are problematic. Trying to get the message across in a positive way is difficult as it is quite often perceived in an opposite way.” (National Asylum Support Service, UK)

“Most stories about migration are negative. It is difficult to find ways of bringing positive comments into play because most of the time you're reacting to negative stories.” (Immigration Law Practitioners’ Associations, UK)

“When we want to get a positive view across, then there is an access problem. That's because most journalists on asylum have almost the stories made up before they approach us, so our role is just to comment on something they've already got in mind.” (Refugee Council, UK)

With respect to EU-integration, some UK actors mentioned the fact that some newspapers take strong positions for or against Europe, which slants the media coverage of European issues.

“We do have occasional problems with the way in which they cover issues.  It’s difficult on European stories, where you know newspapers have their own agenda. It doesn't help us if they give the impression we're Brussels-bashing, which we don't do – we’re agnostic on the subject of Europe, it's a fact of life we work within.” (Consumers’ Association, Agriculture, UK)

“[We only have problems with] …those sections of the media which have a pre-policy on Europe adverse to ours. Sometimes it can be hard to get our message in, and/or if we get our message in they follow it up with a spoiler story.” (European Movement, EU-integration, UK)

Some do not have these problems because they have their own press and only try to reach their target public. Thus, French interest groups have less incentives to appeal to the public at large to present their views on Europe and focus primarily on their own membership in their public relations. Accordingly, the French Communist Trade Union CGT stated that it does not specificially try to put forward claims on Europe to the mass public, except that it inserts references to European mobilizations and issues in the public speeches and interviews of its leader, Bernard Thibault, who is also its most visible figure and media spokesperson. What CGT does is to use its own press, the five CGT newspapers and the union web site to present its views on issues such as the Convention to its own constituency and thus to local union leaders whose role will be to diffuse the information. Similarly, MEDEF, the peak business association of France focused during the Convention on keeping its members informed using its own media channels. 
International contacts

In the minds of its founding fathers, the EU should contribute to cement the cross-national ties and thus lead to the emergence of a European civil society, which would then help prevent a repetition of the devastating wars that destroyed Europe in the first half of the 20th century. To round off our study, we wanted to check whether and to what extent the political parties, interest groups and SMO-NGOs from our countries were in fact embedded in a network of inter- and cross-national relations. For the present analysis we simply counted the number of such contacts, up to five per type of relation. Table 15a presents the average number of ties of all actors per country. As can be seen from this table, the founding fathers of the EU are vin​di​cated in a double sense. On the one hand, this table shows that the organizations constituting the European civil society are all interconnected. On average, in each and every country, the organizations we interviewed maintain more than one contact with international organizations and also more than one contact with organizations in other countries. On the other hand, and this is even more significant, the organizations in the one country which is not a member of the EU – Switzerland – are clearly more isolated from the European civil society than the organizations of the EU-member states. 
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Table 15b shows that parties generally have fewer contacts than SMO-NGOs which, in turn, have fewer contacts than interest groups. The fact that the parties appear to be less connected may be an artefact of our interviewing procedures. The individual party representatives we interviewed in the different countries may not have been aware of the contacts that actually exist between the party organi​zations in Europe. Thus, all the parties in the member states are both connected to the parliamentary groups in the European parliament and to the internatio​nal federations of their respective parties (e.g. the Socialist International). The fact that their representatives did not always mention these contacts may, however, still indicate that they are not very conspicuous even for some of the more important party members. With respect to the SMO-NGOs one should distinguish between the transnational SMOs, such as Amnesty International, Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace or the European Federalist Movement, which have branches in the various countries and the national SMOs which were founded in one of the countries and then establish inter- or crossnational contacts of their own. 

Table 15c indicates that an organization’s attitude with respect to European integration makes a difference for the number of contacts it maintains with the rest of the world. Euro​sceptical organizations clearly are less embedded in inter- and crossnational networks than organiza​tions that hold more positive attitudes with regard to European integration. But even euro​sceptical organizations are not entirely cut off from their international context. Thus, even though the French National Front does not belong to an international federation, it belongs to the “Europe of Nations group” in the European parliament and it is very interested in establi​shing contacts with its counterparts in other EU countries to show that it is not isolated. Its representative who mentioned the German Republicans and the Vlaams Blok in Belgium described exchanges as bilateral and relatively informal:

“...des relations entre mouvements nationauy, nationalistes ou patriotes de différents pays d’Europe, c’est une succession de relations, d’”accords” bilatéraux tissés au fil du temps.”

« Il y a un investissement assez fort, nous invitons des représentants de ces partis amis lors de nos congrès, nous participons aux leurs.... Il y a une activité importante en direction des mouvements amis, particulièrement de J-M Le Pen et des députés européens. C’est important car nous considérons que nous sommes porteurs de valeurs de civilisation communes. »

Table 16 presents the level of contacts for each actor type in the different countries. As far as the EU-member countries are concerned there are few systematic differences in the level of embeddedness of the three components of civil society. In the case of Switzerland, however, we note that the Swiss interest groups are just as well or even better integrated into interna​tional networks as the interest groups of the EU-member countries. By contrast, it is the Swiss SMO-NGOs and above all the Swiss parties that are relatively isolated. Adding controls for the attitude with regard to European integration (Figure 22), does not make a difference for Swiss parties: they are all rather isolated, whether they are eurosceptical or not. Similarly, all Swiss interest groups are well connected, whether they are in favor or opposed to European integration. For the Swiss SMOs, however, the attitude makes a difference in the expected direction: the eurosceptical SMOs are less well connected than those favoring European integration. A similar difference also exists for all three types of actors in EU member-states.
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There is one more piece of information which confirms the relative isolation of Swiss actors. We have asked our interviewees to complete a fact sheet on their organization and send it back to us after the interview. This fact sheet included a question on whether or not the orga​nization had Bruxelles offices. Unfortunately, the fact sheet was not used by all our country teams and in some countries, it was returned by only a minority of our respondents. For Switzerland, Germany and Spain, however, the information is quite complete. Thus, we can compare the shares of Swiss organizations having established Bruxelles offices with the corresponding shares of German and Spanish organizations. As it turns out (Figure 23), all types of Swiss organizations (including interest groups) are less present at Bruxelles than Spanish organizations. As for Germany, state actors and interest associations are as present in Bruxelles as Spanish actors, while parties and SMO-NGOs seem to be as absent from the Bruxelles scene as Swiss actors. Overall, however, Swiss actors are least represen​ted at Bruxelles.
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These results complement the results about the action repertoire. The most striking aspect of the country-specific differences was the overall very low level of activities of Swiss organi​zations at the EU-level. The low level of embeddedness of Swiss actors in international networks confirms their relative isolation in Europe. While the action repertoire of all Swiss actors is very limited at the EU-level (see Table A-7 in the Appendix), the Swiss interest groups compensate for this limited repertoire by a dense network of transnational contacts. The Swiss SMOs and especially the Swiss political parties, however, turn out to be very isolated, indeed. 

Conclusion

We have analyzed the action repertoire of collective political actors in our seven countries and at the EU-level against the double background of the transformation of representative demo​cracies into “audience democracies” and the European integration process. We have tried to find out to what extent these repertoires are oriented towards the public audience and to what extent they are Europeanized. Our results are tentative and largely exploratory. Although our data are unique and probably the best of their kind, they still have their limits and we should be prudent with generalizations on this base.

We have started out with the fundamental distinction between insider and public-related strategies in the action repertoire of the collective actors. On the basis of our results we conclude that a threefold categorization of the repertoire is more appropriate: in addition to the inside strate​gies, we should systematically distinguish between two sets of outside strategies – media-related ones, on the one hand, and informing and mobilizing on the other. In the audience democracy, all actors in all countries engage in inside and in media-related activities. By contrast, the national opportunity structure and the type of actor make a difference with respect to infor​ming and mobilizing. This set of strategies is not only used less frequently than the other two, it is also used differently by the different types of actors and in the different countries. State actors and interest groups generally rely less on informing and mobilizing than political parties and SMO-NGOs. Accordingly, state actors and interest groups generally consider inside activities to be more important than public-related activities, whereas the reverse applies to political parties and SMO-NGOs. While there are few differences between the countries as far as state actors and political parties are concerned – state actors generally are mainly relying on inside activities, while political parties generally find public-related activities to be more important, there are systematic differences between the countries with regard to the other two types of actors. The classic pattern – interest groups focusing on inside strategies and SMO-NGOs focusing on public-related ones – obtains above all in Germany and Switzerland. In France, Italy and Spain, that is in countries with relatively uncooperative policy styles, interest groups deviate from the general pattern, since they attribute more importance to public-related than to inside strategies. Correspondingly, interest groups in these countries use informing and mobilizing strategies relatively fre​quently, although not more frequently than in Germany and Switzerland. In the Netherlands and the UK, that is in countries with relatively strong states practicing a cooperative policy style, SMO-NGOs deviate from the general pattern, given that they attribute more importance to inside strategies than to public-related ones. Correspondingly, the Dutch, but not the British SMO-NGOs use mobilizing strategies less frequently than their colleagues in other countries. Just as in the Netherlands and in the UK, both interest groups and SMO-NGOs operating at the EU-level mainly rely on inside activities. This pattern corresponds to the concentration of power we noted at the EU-level, but does not correspond to the rather uncooperative policy style we identified at this level. As we have mentioned, however, the lack of a proper EU public sphere and the time and money constraints geneally reduce the attractivity of informing and mobili​zing strategies for actors operating at the EU-level.

In all countries, the action repertoire of all types of actors is still predominantly focused on the national level. Partly, this is a result of a division of labor which induces national-level actors to delegate the representation of their interests at the European level to European federations or to partner organizations. Partly, this is, however, also a result of the fact that national go​vern​ments constitute the members of the most important legislative body at the EU-level – the Council of Ministers. Obviously, the action repertoire of the collective actors operating at the EU-level is most Europeanized. EU actors do concentrate their activities on the EU-level. If they puruse strategies aimed at the national level, they are limited to inside lobbying in immi​gration (where major competences remain with the nation states) and to influencing the na​tional media. But, with the possible exception of the French, the action repertoire of the national actors in the EU member states has to a considerable extent become Europeanized, too. The impact of the European integration process on the action repertoire of the national actors in the member states has become most visible when comparing their repertoire with the strategies of their Swiss counterparts. Compared to the state actors and the organizations of the civil society in the member states, the Swiss actors turned out to be quite isolated – not only as far as their action repertoire is concerned, but – except for the interest groups – also with respect to their embeddedness in trans​national networks. Finally, at the EU-level just as at the national level, the most im​portant components of the action repertoire are insider and media-related strategies.

Actor type and country context constitute the two key factors determining the action reper​toire. The policy domain and the power of an actor are of much less importance in this regard. Irrespective of the policy domain and of their power, actors of a given type in a given country all tend to use more or less the same strategies. This is true even with regard to the EU-level. We have not been able to find much of an impact of the perceived public opinion context on the action repertoire either. We conclude from this finding that actors choose their strategies less as a function of their assessment of the public opinion context and more as a result of their situation in their political subsystems. Actors who do not have any access to the respec​tive subsystems have no other choice but to appeal to the public, whether the public opinion context is relatively favorable or not. Since the attention of the public is highly malleable, they can always hope to influence public opinion in their favor. 

But, as we have seen in our discussion of the problems the different actors experience with the media, nothing guarantees success of public-related strategies. It is precisely the weak actors who most depend on public-related strategies and who have the greatest problems with the media, irrespective of the country and the actor type. Problems with the media arise because of a lack of resources to work with them professionally and on a continuous basis, and because of a lack of policy-specific prestige which is a general predicament of challengers and oppo​sition parties. However, such problems are not restricted to weak actors. While weak actors mainly have problems of access, strong actors often are not satisfied with the way they are covered by the media. Moreover, no actor can control the flux of information in the public arena. All actors depend on the issue attention cycle, which is largely determined by exoge​nous factors, and on constraints imposed by the characteristics of the policy domain. Thus, all political actors engaged in agricultural policy and EU-integration have to cope with the fact that these policies are highly technical and complex, and all actors involved in immigration policy have to deal with its divisiveness. 
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� This typology resembles the one presented as Table 2.2. in Kriesi et al. (1995: 37). The dimensions in the present typology are, however, not exactly comparable to those in the previous figure. Instead of the strength of the state, here we use Lijphart’s distinctions, and instead of the dominant strategy with regard to outsiders, we use the more general notion of political style. The main resulting difference concerns Germany, which is now classified together with Switzerland and the Netherlands.


� The interviews were done by the following persons: Silke Adam (11), Barbara Berkel (17), Jessica Erbe (30) and Tobias Schlecht (1) for Germany; Virginie Giraudon (31) and Olivier Grosjean (1) for France; Manuela Caiani (27) and Sara Valenza (28) for Italy; Jeanette Mak (24), Jos de Beus (11) and Jovanka Boerefijn (6) for the Netherlands; Elisa Gonzalez Galan (29), Juan Diez Medrano (8) and N.N. (10) for Spain; Margit Jochum (27) and Anke Tresch (27) for Switzerland; Emily Gray (36) and Vibha Metha (11) for the UK. The EU-level interviews were distributed equally over the country-teams and are included in the above figures.


� The network indicators which we have also used are Freeman’s nbetweenness (normalized betweenness)(see Wassermann and Faust 1999: 188-91) and Bonacich’s Power Index (see Wassermann and Faust 1999: 209).


� An analysis of variance reveals that above all actor type and country contribute to the power of an actor with the effect of the actor type being much more powerful (F=32.9***, 3df) than the effect of the country (F=6.9***, 7 df). The 2-way interaction between country and actor type is also significant (1.7*, 21df). The effect of the policy domain is much less important, and does not quite reach relevant significant levels (F=2.8, 2df).


� We made use of UCINET 6 (Borgatti, S.P., Everett, M.G. and Freeman, L.C. 2002. Ucinet for Windows: Software for Social Network Analysis. Harvard: Analytic Technologies) for this analysis.





� For this kind of definitions, see Wasserman and Faust 1999: p. 400ff..


� Table A-3 in the Appendix provides more detailed data on the power of the different blocks.


� Tables A-4 and A-5 in the Appendix provide the exact data.


� These data are not shown in the report.


� Table A-6 gives more details for the constituent components of public-related strategies.


� The representative of Swiss Aid for Refugees (immigration).


� This was observed by one of our respondents – a public official from the Integration Office (EU-integration) : « In a direct democratic system media-related strategies are (more) important (than lobbying) because the important questions are decided by the people. Therefore, sustained information of the public at large is very important”. 


� An analysis of variance reveals that above all country and actor type contribute to the variation in the action repertoire. The main effects of the country (F=24.6***, 23.6***, 17.2***, 26.7*** 7 df) and of the actor type (ninside F=11.7***, noutside F=5.5***, euinside F=58.3, euoutside F=7.1, 3df) are much more important than the effects of the policy domain (F=3.9*, 1.0, 1.0, 6.8*** 2 df) and the actors’ power (F=1.5, .1, .5, 1.4 1 df). There are some significant interactions, too, which mainly concern the two key factors – country and actor type. 


� Table A-7 in the Appendix provides the corresponding figures for the four actor types in the different countries. We shall not comment on the interactions (which are significant) between actor types and countries.


� However, the German and the EU-report draw attention to exactly the opposite bias, a reporting bias in favor of inside as compared to public-related activities, by pointing out that the interview partners were mainly chosen from among the operational or strategic departments of the respective organisation. This means that for large organisations, especially in the case of ministries, which have specialized public relations departments, we did not interview officials who are particularly public-oriented. Thus, many interviewees from ministries referred to the press departments of their administrations for a more informed answer on media related strategies. This point was summarised by a high-ranking official for EU integration from the German Foreign Ministry (Auswärtiges Amt): “Media are important for us because we are a conceptual department, but as we are the operational level, the media work is done by other people, that is the politicians and the press department”.  





� „Es reicht nicht, Recht zu haben, man muss auch Recht bekommen“.


� An analysis of variance reveals that again above all country and actor type contribute to the variation in the action repertoire. The main effects of the actor type (F=18.1***,  3df) and of the country (F=2.8**,  7 df) are highly significant, while the effects of the policy domain (F=1.0, 2 df) and of actor power (F=.9, 1 df) are not significant at all. There is also a highly significant interaction between country and actor type (F2.0**, 21 df).


� This was done by factor analysis. There is a single underlying factor for the six questions which explains roughly one half of their variance.


� Strong opponents are defined empirically by a scale value of less than -.5, i.e. less than half a standard deviation from the mean.


� Only the representative of the CDU/CSU con�tested the possibility for framing an issue by political commu�nication and maintained public attention for asylum policy simply depen�ded on the volume of migration: “the public does not see asylum as very important because the numbers of asylum seekers have dropped; public attention depends on the actual burden“. 









