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The integration of organized interests into the formation and implementation of public pohicies
15 a core institutional trait of the Scandinavian countries. However, significant changes have
taken place in the relations between orgamzed interests and public authenties in Denmark and
Morway during the last two decades. The use of traditional corporatist structures of interest
intermediation has been reduced in favor of a corresponding increase in lobbyism. At the same
time a marked increase in the frequency and intensity of contacts between organized interesis
and parliamentary actors hastaken place. The shift in focus mirrors the increasing role played by
the two parliaments in public policy formation and a less positive assessment of the outcomes
of strongly institutionalized cor poratist policy making by administrative decision makers.

Introduction’

The integration of organized interests into public and administrative policy
making 1s a core political structure of the Scandinavian countries. Numer-
ous studies place the Scandinavian countries in the upper end on scales
measuring the degree of integration of organized interests into public policy
making (e.g., Lijphart & Crepaz 1991). In the Scandinavian countries,
legislation has often been prepared on boards and in commissions or in
other forms of close cooperation with organizations that represent the
target groups ol public policies. The implementation of public policics in
many cascs also involves organized interests as an integrated part of the
implementation processes. However, significant changes in the position of
organized interests in the policy making process seem to have taken place
during the last decades. It 15 not vet clear, however, what exactly the
changes are, how they should be explained, or what their consequences
are.

* Peter Munk Christiansen, Depactment of Economaes, Palitics and Admenistration, Aalborg
University, Fibigerstrade 1, 9220 Aalborg, Denmark. E-mails pmei@socselawe.dk; Hilmar
Rommetvedt, Rogaland Research, Stavanger, and 108 Centre, Hergen.  E-mail:
Halmar, Rommetvedtia los. wib, no

195



Scandinavian Political Studies, Yol 22 - No. 3, 1999
IS5M 0080-6757
) Nordic Political Science Association

From Corporatism to Lobbyism?
Parliaments, Executives, and Organized Interests in
Denmark and Norway

Peter Munk Christiansen and Hilmar Rommetvedt®

The integration of organized interests into the formation and implementation of public pohicies
15 a core institutional trait of the Scandinavian countries. However, significant changes have
taken place in the relations between orgamzed interests and public authenties in Denmark and
Morway during the last two decades. The use of traditional corporatist structures of interest
intermediation has been reduced in favor of a corresponding increase in lobbyism. At the same
time a marked increase in the frequency and intensity of contacts between organized interesis
and parliamentary actors hastaken place. The shift in focus mirrors the increasing role played by
the two parliaments in public policy formation and a less positive assessment of the outcomes
of strongly institutionalized cor poratist policy making by administrative decision makers.

Introduction’

The integration of organized interests into public and administrative policy
making 1s a core political structure of the Scandinavian countries. Numer-
ous studies place the Scandinavian countries in the upper end on scales
measuring the degree of integration of organized interests into public policy
making (e.g., Lijphart & Crepaz 1991). In the Scandinavian countries,
legislation has often been prepared on boards and in commissions or in
other forms of close cooperation with organizations that represent the
target groups ol public policies. The implementation of public policics in
many cascs also involves organized interests as an integrated part of the
implementation processes. However, significant changes in the position of
organized interests in the policy making process seem to have taken place
during the last decades. It 15 not vet clear, however, what exactly the
changes are, how they should be explained, or what their consequences
are.

* Peter Munk Christiansen, Depactment of Economaes, Palitics and Admenistration, Aalborg
University, Fibigerstrade 1, 9220 Aalborg, Denmark. E-mails pmei@socselawe.dk; Hilmar
Rommetvedt, Rogaland Research, Stavanger, and 108 Centre, Hergen.  E-mail:
Halmar, Rommetvedtia los. wib, no

195



The purpose of the article is two-fold. First, we describe some of the
changes that have taken place in the position of organized interests in the
policy making process in Denmark and Norway. We show that the relations
between interest organizations and administrative actors are less insti-
tutionalized today compared to 20 years ago, and we show that today
parliamentary actors have more intensive contacts with interest organ-
izations than two decades ago. Second, departing in recent institutionalist
theory, we delimit some of the explanations of the changing relations
between interest organizations and parliaments.

Corporatism and Lobbyism

There ars basically two kinds of institutions that govern the relations
between organized interests and state actors, corporatism and lobbying, We
define the cerperatist channel of participation as an ‘incorporation of
interest groups into the process of policy formation and implementation’
{Lijphart & Crepaz 1991, 235). As an admimstrative model, corporatism
covers the participation of organized interests through membership of
boards, councils, committees, etec., consultations, hearings, other formal-
ized contacts, and often supported by a variety of informal contacts be-
tween bureaucrats and organized interests. Corporatism is, in other words,
strongly institutionalized. When relations between organized interests and
public authorities are mostly informal, ad hoc based, and the degree of
institutionalization is low, we talk of lebbyism. Applied to real world
phenomena, corporatism and lobbyism should be seen more as the two ends
of a continuum than as discrete and distinet models. However, if we look
at them as ideal types, we get the following pictures: Corporatism as an
institution exactly specify which organizations enjoy privileged access to
decision making arenas, whereas as the rules for access are much more open
and ambiguous under lobbyism. The corporatist structure has to be set up
by the authorities but once established, the initiative for action can be taken
by interest organizations as well as by public authorities. Decisions are
reached through negotiations with status quo as the default rule, and the
actors involved in corporatist policy making can make de facto authori-
tative decisions. With lobbyism, the initiative primarily lies with interest
organizations, the involvement of interest organizations in the decision
making process is consultation on an ad hoc basis, and the relevant interest
organizations are not directly involved in authontative decision making.
The strategies of interest organizations can be directed towards bureau-
cratic as well as parliamentary actors. By combining the two dimensions,
institutionalization and direction, we get a fourfold typology as shown in
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Figure 1. Four Types of Relations Between Public Authorities and Organized Interests.

Low Level of Institutionalization | High Level of Institwtionalization

Slrategies direcled towards

parliamentary actors Parliameniary lobbvism {Parliamentary corporatism)

Steategies directed towards

- , Administrative lobbyism Adminisleanve corporatism
adminisirative aclors ¥ pe

Figure 1 (cf. Rommetvedt & Opedal 1995). Since parliamentary corpor-
atism based on functional representation in legislature is not relevant in
contemporary Scandinavia, we exclude this category from further analysis.

Administrative and parliamentary lobbyism share some core characteris-
tics. The rules governing behavior tend to be ambiguous, and the degree of
institutionalization is low. However, they are also very different, because
they incorporate different actors which are under very different constraints.
From the perspective of control and interest maximizers in interest orgamz-
alions, corporatist institutions imply strong mutual commitment between
the actors involved, whereas lobbyism is less demanding. Lobbyism 15 a
more flexible institution with a greater potential for change than cor-
poratism.

Corporatist Policy Making in Norway and Denmark

The strong integration of orgamzed interests into political and administra-
tive decision making in the Scandinavian countries started in the late 19th
century and was expanded during the first half of the century (Norgaard
1997). The strongly increasing public regulations of the private scetor fol-
lowing the two world wars and the economic crisis of the 1930s prepared
the ground for the integration of organized interests into a large number of
policy arcas. By the end of World War L1, corporatist structures were well
established in Denmark and Norway (Johansen & Kristensen 1982; Nordby
1994). The first three decades of postwar development proved the viability
of the corporatist policy making system. Orgamizalions came to hold a
legitimate and institutionalized right to be involved in more or less all
phases of political and administrative decision making (Olsen 1983, 16611.).
Johansen & Kristensen (1982, 197) find that issues that are *non-ideo-
logical, measurable, divisible, narrow and technical” better facilitate cor-
poratist structures compared to issues with a heavy ideological load and
issues on very general questions. Organizations based on a functional
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Table |. Number of Boards, Councils, Commissions ete. in Denmark and Norway, Selected
Years 1936 through 1995

DEK: 1955 DE: 1965 DR: 1975 DE: 1980 DK 1985 DE: W0 DE: 1S
MO 1951 NO: 1966 WO 1977 NO: 1983 NGO 1986 NO: 198F MOk 1993°

Denmark

Toial number 547 673 667 732 315 T 369
Hoards ete, with

members rom i 143 367 537 L3 ) 246

interest organizalicns

Norway
Teoral aumber 503 954 11535 LR S5 b G56

Boards eic, with
members from Id6 242 n.i, 42 483 4350 E T
imterest organizations

Nater: Data on boards, councils, and commissions are not counted in exactly the same wiy in Morway
and Denmark. As a conseguence, 11 may be a problers 1o compare the absolute nembers of councils,
commiiiees etc. beiween the two countries. Howewer, data are comparable over time ineach couniry, excepl
that there are some problems of comparison of the Norwegian fgures belore and after 1977,

* The Marwegian Ggure for boards ere. existing by the end of 1995 15 383,

Bowrces: See Appendix.

division of labor, i.e., business organizations and labor organizations, at
the private as well as the public labor market, developed the strongest tics
to the administration (Egeberg 1981; Johansen & Knistensen 1982; Olscn
1983; Nordby 1994).

The strongest means through which organizations were integrated were
the numerous boards, committees, and councils established on a temporary
basis in order to come up with proposals for solutions to small or large
problems or on a permanent basis through which interest organizations
became part of the admimistration through advisory or administrative roles.
Boards and committees thus came to play a role on the input side of the
political system as well as on the output side. Table 1 shows the develop-
ment in the number of boards, committees, etc. We can see that corporatist
integration through these structures increased significantly from World
War Il and through the 1970s. In Sweden, interest organizations even
appointed members of the governing boards of the semi-independent state
agencies (Olsen 1983, 167). A less constraining, but still important insti-
tution was the norm that organizations were consulted through formal
hearings in almost all proposals for legal and administrative rule making
which could somehow be related to the interests of specific organizations.
The integration of organized interests also took place on a less formalized,
but not necessarily less important, basis. Interest organizations pursued a
policy of creating and maintaining close contacts with civil servanis and
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ministers. Some of the large industrial and labor market organizations even
had daily contacts with civil servants at all levels in the central state admin-
istration {Buksti 1985; Johansen & Kristensen 1982; Olsen 1983).

The development of strong corporatist structures apparently had con-
sequences for the role of parliaments in public policy making. In the
mid-1960s, Norwegian political scientist Stein Rokkan described the two
channels of representation, ‘numerical democracy’ and ‘corporate plura-
lism.” The balance between the two channels was formulated in the phrase
‘voles count, but resources decide’ (Rokkan 1966, 105). It seemed to be a
general observation that parliaments had come to play a smaller and
smaller role in public policy making. Some quotations may give an im-
pression of the assessment of the relative strength of the two channels of
participation: Robert B. Kvavik, an American scholar who studied the role
of inlerest organizations in Norway, was ‘surprised to discover the absence
of “lobbyists™ " in the Norwegian Parliament, Stortinget. He observed that
‘legislation was shaped in the administration; once in parliament, the lines
were fixed” (Kvavik 1976, 15, 120). Having interviewed the leaders of in-
terest organizations, Kvavik concluded that ‘[plarliamentary institutions
receive an exceedingly weak evaluation” (ibid., 118). In the conclusion on
the Norwegian power study, Hernes (1983, 303) wrote that there was
agreement among the holders of power in the Norwegian society that power
had been displaced ‘from Srortinger towards the administration and the
interest orgamizations,”

The parliaments in Norway and Denmark scemed to play only a modest
role in public policy making. Apparently, these results were in close
accordance with the literature on the ‘decline of legislature” which domin-
ated the study of policy making in Western democracies in general and the
study of parliaments in particular (Damgaard 1992a). To some extent, the
observations made by students of corporatist participation on the limited
role of parliaments in the Nordic countries are the result of a lack of
scholarly interest in this role, When studying corporatism, onc may be
prone to look for signs of the strength of corporatism. However, to some
extent, the observed weaknesses of parliaments in the policy process also
reflect a real development,

Decline of Corporatism?

Al the very same time as some of the above mentioned statements on the
limited role of the Nordic parliaments were published, other scholars obser-
ved that the picture might look somewhat different. Johan P. Olsen, a
colleague of Hernes in the Norwegian power study, in 1983 claimed that
‘during the last part of the 1970s the Storting became a more rather than less
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significant institution’ (Olsen 1983, 72), In 1981, Egeberg (1981, 143) found
that ‘. . . not only ministrics and agencies, but also the cabinet and the
institutions of Srorfinget are core elements in the national environments of
workers’ and business organizations.” Damgaard (1992a) points to the
increased activity of the Nordic parliaments in a number of respects. In
‘The Strong Parliaments of Scandinavia,” he opposes the *decline of legis-
lature-thesis’ directly (Damgaard 1994). Today, it is relevant to ask the
opposite question of what was done in the 1960s and 1970s: Is corporatism
on decline?

In 1982, Johansen & Kristensen declared that ‘public committees have
long since become one of the most important, il not the single most
important, mode of interest mediation’ (p. 196). However, Table | shows
that the use of boards, committees etc. has been reduced over the last
decades. In Denmark, the number of committees peaked in 1980 as did the
number of committees with members from interest organizations. The year
registered as the peak year in Norway is 1977 for the total number of
committees. The decline in the number of commissions, etc. during the
1980s and 1990z is significant in both countries. In Denmark, the pro-
portion of committees with members from interest organizations rose from
1980 through 1990 (73, 77, and 84 percent in 1980, 1985 and 1990) but fell
significantly in 1995 (67 percent). However, the absolute number, which is
what counts in real-life policy making, fell significantly. Further analysis on
Danish data shows that the reduction in the number of committees is much
more significant for committees dealing with the preparation of policy
decisions than with the implementation of policies (Christiansen 1998). In
Norway, the ratio of committees, ete. with members from interest organiz-
ations to all committees did not change much after 1977, but the absolute
number fell significantly. A parallel drop in the use of committees is also
found in Sweden (SOU 1990),

If, as claimed by Johansen & Kristensen (1982), boards, committees;
elc. are the main structural mechanism that links public bureaucracy to
organized interests, it is clear that this institution has come under strong
pressure. However, it cannot be concluded that the use of boards, com-
mittees, cte. as a linking mechanism 15 insignificant. First, there is still a
significant number of commiltees with members from interest organiz-
ations, More detailed analyses of Danish data show that the reduction in
the number of committees is much less than average within ministrics
concerned with specific regulation, 1.¢., the traditional ‘corporatist’ min-
istrics, such as Agniculture, Industry, Labor, ete. (Christiansen 1994,
Although a reduction is found in all types of ministrics, the reduction is
most significant in ministries responsible for public service production. This
brings us to the second reservation. In Denmark and Norway, the public
sector has become stull more decentralized during the last two decades.
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More and more responsibility as regards public sector management is taken
care of at the local and regional levels. Third, the reduction in the number
of committees etc. may, to some extent, also reflect the policies of the 1980s
through which some reduction in the complexity of public sector organiz-
ation was pursued. In some Danish ministries, a number of councils and
committees were merged in order to reduce structural complexity without
necessarily reducing the influence of interest organizations. Nordby (1994)
correspondingly finds that many of the abolished Norwegian boards and
committees were only of insignificant importance. Even with these reser-
vations, we must conclude that the most institutionalized element of trad-
itlonal corporatism is considerably less widespread in the 1990s than
before.

Representation in commissions and boards has, to some extent, been
replaced by contacts with bureaucracies on a lower level of institutionaliz-
ation. Table 2 shows that even if the number of commissions and boards
has been reduced, the total frequency of contacts between interest organiz-
ations and administrative actors has increased from the beginning of the
1980s till the beginning of the 1990s. It is interesting to observe that the least
frequent type of contact ("Yearly’) has increased more than the most
frequent type of contact (*Monthly").

In order to control for the effect of the changing population of interest
organizations between the two years observed, we have separated the
organizations represented both years in the two national studies so that we
are able to compare the development over time for the same group of
orgamzations. The numbers for these organizations are shown in the tables
in brackets. For all organizations, the increase in contacts is much larger
in Denmark than in Norway. However, for the organizations represented in
both years, the differences in contacts with the cabinet are of the same
magnitude in the two countries, and for contacts 1o ministries and agencies
the Danish organizations show a small drop in contacts and the Norwegian
a small increase (Table 2, figures in parentheses),

In Table 3, we have split the organizations in two groups: The first group
- business and labor organizations - are the traditional partners in cor-
poratist institutions, and the other group consists of all other organizations.
The table shows that the increase in administrative contacts s primarily
found for ‘business and labor® organizations. In Denmark, the group of
other organizations has small increases in administrative contacts except
for frequent contacts with ministries and agencics which have dropped. In
Norway, ‘other organizations’ contacts with cabinet and ministries are
about the same in 1992 as in 1982, and contacts with agencies have dropped
significantly, particularly the less frequent contacts. Again, the picture
changes when we look at the orgamizations represented in both vears. The
Norwegian figures (in brackets) show that “other’ organizations have some
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increase in less frequent contacts with cabinet, ministries and agencies com-
pared to Denmark, where the figures for organizations represented both
years are not that different from the figures for all organizations. In the
Morwegian case, business and labor organizations represented both years
generally have small increases in contacts with cabinet and ministries.
Danish business and labor organizations represented both years have fewer
contacts compared to all organizations.

In Denmark, there is also a significant increase in the proportion of
organizations that assess contacts with administrative actors as important,
cf. Table 4. (Since the Danish 1981 survey did not ask organizations to
assess the importance of contacts, we have used data from 1976 in the
Danish case.”) In Norway, there is no increase in the importance of
administrative contacts. However, when we control for the change in the
observed populations by looking only at organizations that are represented
in both years, the two countries again converge (figures in parentheses). In
Morway, we find a minor increase of five percent that find administrative
contacts important. In Denmark, the overall 16 percent are reduced to ten
percent for the organizations represented in both years.,

In Table 5, the organizations are split into business and labor organiz-
ations and other orgamzations. In Denmark, there 15 a strong tendency for
an increasing part of business and labor organizations to say that their
admimistrative contacts are important, This 15 also the case for “other’
organizations in Denmark, albeit less significant. In Norway, there is a
certain increase in importance of administrative contacts for business and
labor organizations, whereas ‘other’ Norwegian organizations show a small
drop in the proportion that estimates administrative contacts to be impor-
tant. Again, we find that Danish and Norwegian organizations converge
when we look only at organizations that were represented in both years
{figures in parentheses). The increase in the assessment of the importance of
administrative contacts is halved in the Danish case to 13 percent, and in
the case of ministries turned from a two percent drop into an cight pereent
increasc in the Norwegian case.

One should not push the conclusion too far: Corporatism 1s far from
abolished, but use of the most institutionalized structure of traditional
corporatism, boards, commissions, etc., is significantly lower today than 20
years ago. Although sectors with very strong corporatist struclures remain,
ministries are significantly less inclined to establish the traditional medi-
ation structures when a problem needs to be solved. We must interpret the
figures on the cluster of contacts as a kind of ‘compensation’ to this develop-
ment. Contacts are somewhat more frequent compared o a decade ago,
they are asscssed as significantly more important, and in particular the
organizations that were carlier involved in strong corporatist structures
tend to increase contacts and to assess their increasing importance. The
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Danish development is more pronounced than the Norwegian. The decrease
of formalized contacts through commissions and boards does not auto-
matically imply that corporatism is replaced by lobbyism. However, tradi-
tional corporatism is under pressure, and the relative importance of
administrative lobbyism is growing. With this conclusion, we turn to the
relations between interest organizations and parliamentary actors.

Parliamentary Lobbyism in Denmark and Norway

Party groups and individual MPs have probably had contacts with interest
organizations since modern parliaments were established. Some of the
political parties have had, and still have, close relations to interest organiz-
ations. The social democratic parties have always had close and even
formalized relations with the labor movement, although the formal ties
have been weakened through the last decade. The Danish Liberal Party and
the Norwegian Center Party have had close contacts with agricultural
organizations. However, these contacts have linked specific organizations
and specific parties. Lobbyism is a broader phenomenon. Some elements of
parliamentary lobbyism in which organizations have approached a number
of parties and MPs have probably always existed in modern parliaments.
If Kvavik's (1976) observation of the absence of lobbyism in the Norwegian
parliament was correct, it is no longer true.

Table 2 shows that a quite substantial proportion of all nationwide
interest organzations in Denmark and Norway have contacts with parlia-
mentary actors. 43 percent of Danish and 35 percent of Norwegian organiz-
alions have contacts on at least a yearly basis, whereas the corresponding
figures for monthly or more frequent contacts are 17 and 15 percent.
Although the development is parallel in Denmark and Norway, the increase
in contacts 1s much more outspoken in Denmark than in Norway. However,
the difference in increases between Denmark and Norway 1s almost non-
existent when we look only at organizations represented in both vears in the
two countries (figures in parentheses). Comparing all organizations with
organizalions represented both years within each country reveals that in the
Danish casc, the latter group has increased its contacts less than the former
group, whereas it is the opposite in Norway.

If, again, we split the organizations into the two groups, business and
labor organizations versus other organizations, as done in Table 3, we find
a much stronger development for parliamentary contacts for business and
labor organizations compared to the group of other organizations. In rough
numbers, contacts on a yearly basis (and on a monthly basis in Denmark)
doubled for business and labor organizations, whereas the development for
other organizations is much more modest. Sull, if we compare the group
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of other organizations’ contacts with parliamentary actors and the admini-
stration, these organizations appear to have increased contacts to poli-
ticians, while their contacts with the administration were almost constant.
Parliamentary lobbyism is not first and foremost an activity reserved for
organizations that confront problems of establishing institutionalized links
with bureaucratic actors. Business organizations and labor organizations
have by far the highest frequency of contacts with all types of actors. Apgain,
we find that for all organizations the increases are much higher in Denmark
than in Norway, whereas differences tend o be smaller when we compare
the organizations represented in both years (figures in parentheses).

The importance of contacts between parliamentary actors and interest
organizations also increased. Table 4 lists the proportion of organizations
that found the contacts with parliamentary actors important. It shows that
all types of contacts with parliamentary actors are assesscd as more
important in 1992/93 than in 1982/76. It also appears that the importance
of parliamentary contacts has grown more than the importance of contacts
with administrative actors. In the Norwegian case, there 15, as mentioned
above, even a small drop in the proportion of orgamzations thal assess
contacts with administrative actors as important, It should be noted that
cven if the importance of contacts with parliamentary actors has grown
significantly, there are still more organizations that assess administrative
contacts to be important than contacts with parliamentary actors. In the
Danish case, the difference between the assessment of parliamentary and
administrative contacts is much smaller than in the Norwegian case, and
the number of organizations that assess political contacts to be important is
generally twice as high in Denmark as in Norway.

If, again, we follow the organizations that responded both years (figures
in parcentheses), we find a convergence between the two countries. In the
Danish case, these organizations assess political contacts to be more impor-
tant than the group of all organizations, but the increase in the proportion
assessing contacts to be important is less for this group compared 1o all
Danish organizations. In Norway, the same tendency for repetitive organiz-
ations is found only in 1992, but not in 1982, As a consequence, the
difference in percentages between 1976/ 1982 and 1993/1992 converges.

If organizations are split into the two groups also used above, we see from
Table 5 that the proportion of business and labor organizations that find
contacts with parliamentary actors important has risen significantly more
than in the group of ‘other” organizations. In the Danish case, 58 percent of
business and labor organizations find parliamentary contacts important in
1993 compared to 40 pereent of “other’ organizations, The corresponding
figures for Norway are 32 and 18 percent. Again, it should be noted that the
score of administrative contacts is significantly higher for all groups in all
years compared o parhiamentary contacts, In both countries, we see that
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differences between the assessment of political contacts between business
and labor organizations, on the one hand, and the group of other orgamz-
ations, on the other hand, are insignificant in 1976/1%982, but significant in
199371992, Since we found a corresponding cluster in the analysis of
the frequency of contacts, we get another hint of a bias in the development
of corporatist and lobbyist institutions in favor of the economic organ-
izations.

As in the other cases, we find a convergence between Denmark and
Morway when we restrict our analysis to the organizations represented in
both years (figures in parentheses). In Denmark, the difference in the assess-
ment of the importance of contacts is 434 percent for all business and labor
organizations for all contacts to parliament. The corresponding figure for
Norway is +16. When we look only at repetitive organizations, the cor-
responding fipures are +23 and +19. Differences are also converged when
we look at the group of other organizations, with the difference that the
Danish figures for repetitive organizations are not different from the figures
for all other organizations.

In sum, there is clear evidence that contacts between interest organiz-
ations and parliamentary actors have increased significantly from the early
1980s to the early 1990s. Contacts are also considered more important
today than in the early 1980s, There is still ¢lear evidence of strong cor-
poratist structures, but parliamentary lobbyism has increased as traditional
corporatism has declined in scope and intensity. The question to be
addressed on the following pages relates to the second purpose of the article:
How can these changes be explained?

Explaining Institutional Change and Inertia

The increased importance of administrative and parliamentary lobbyism
may be the result of several and different developments, some of which are
related to political and administrative institutions, and some of which are
related o broader social and economic changes. We restrict our investi-
gation Lo the development of political and administrative institutions.
Despite the vast scholarly and public interests in the relations between
public authoritics and organized interests, theories on these relations have
not been strong in terms of explaining the changes, processes, and outcomes
of corporatist institutions. Theories on corporatism (e.g., Schmitter 1974),
policy networks (c.g. Rhodes & Marsh 1992a; 1992b), sectorization and
segmentation (Egeberg et al. 1978) suffer from deficiencics in their explan-
atory capacity (Heisler 1979). They tend to emphasize description in favor
of explanation. In addition, and important in the context of this article, they
tend to ignore the role played by parliaments.” We cannot overcome these
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problems in this article. However, departing in recent institutionalist
theory, we can throw some light on some elements of the essentials and
dynamics of the relations between state and organized interests.

Institutional theory has developed extensively during the last decade,
and many theoretical paths have been developed. A basic claim is that
political, economic, and social behavier cannot be understood without
looking at the relations between actors and the institutions of political,
cconomic, and social life. Institutions affect the ouwtcome of social inter-
actions. A major distinction is whether actors are considered primanly
calculating or primarily rule followers (Marsh & Olsen 1989). Rational
theory departs 1in rational choice theory and assumes that actors are self-
interested and intendedly rational - although limited by cognitive capacity
and uncertainty. For real world analysis, the demands on rationality need
not be very restrictive. Ostrom assumes that actors are calculating. Actors
are expected to “. . . compare expected benefits and costs of action prior to
adopting strategies for action’ (Ostrom 1991, 243).

Institutions are defined as rules and norms that guide individual behavior
by prescribing, prohibiting, or encouraging courses of action. Institutions
are constraints on individual behavior as well as simultancously providing
individuals predictability and stability. Institutions are objects of strategic
actions from self-interested actors (Ostrom 1986; 1991; Shepsle 1989; Morth
1990).

Institutions reflect the power of the actors who established them (Morth
1990; Knight 1992). Powerful actors may choose to change institutions il
they have the power to do so and if they calculate change 1o be in their
favor, Consequently, institutions are biased in favor of some actors and in
the disfavor of others (Knight 1992, passim; North 1990, 48).

Our choice to draw on the rational variants as a frame for understanding
the interrelations between organized interests and public authorities is
based on two presumptions: First, from the outset it seems reasonable to
assume that interest organizations are calculating actors.* They have to
deploy their resources in the best way in order to maximize benefits. Second,
rational theories focus more explicitly on power and interests compared to
the sociological vanants. The interrelations between organized interests
and bureaucracies and parliaments are basically about interests and
power.

The preferences of politicians, bureaucrats, and representatives of in-
terest orgamzations undoubtedly vary significantly. Yet, when we restrict
our considerations to the interplay between public authorities and organ-
ized interests, we might come up with a set of preferences that are not all
that different among the different types of actors.

First, the actors involved in institutionalized interrelations between
organized interests and slate actors have many and complex preferences,
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some of which contradict each other. In a complex world, actors may not
cven be able to fully range preferences in order to satisfy the demand for
transitive preferences. As mentioned, we relax the assumplions made in
neo-classic theory. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that political and
burcaucratic actors and actors that represent organized interests are control
and authority maximizers (Christiansen 1996; Nergaard 1997, 14), which
means that actors try to acquire knowledge about the activities and stra-
tegies of other actors, to influence the strategies of other actors, and to
influence the outcomes of decisions. In strongly institutionalized settings,
actors will maximize long-term influence, and may thus accept short-term
sub-optimal outcomes or even losses if they calculate this to be in their
long-term interest. Since institutions reduce uncertainty as regards the
social behavior of others (Knight 1992), involvement in institutionalized
mutual relations minimizes the complexity and uncertainty stemming from
other actors.

For bureaucrats, strongly institutionalized relations with interest organ-
izations enhance the possibility of parliamentary acceptance and successful
implementation of new policies. They may also be exploited when bureau-
crats and ministers are in conflict with other ministries in the pursuit of
institutional interests {Christiansen 1996). Parliamentary actors may have
incentives to institutionalize their relation with organized interests if they fit
other interests and preferred strategies. However, it is important 1o notice
that the institutional environments of burcaucrats and politicians may
conflict with the development of strongly institutionalized relations with
organized interests. This is more the case for politicians than for bureau-
crats, since the former are constrained by parliamentarism and the necessity
to build coalitions with other parties. As a conscquence, it is less likely,
compared to bureaucratic actlors, that parliamentary actors will build
strongly institutionalized relations with organized intercsts. Some of the
political parties (e.g., labor and agranan parties) traditionally have strong
ties with labor and farmer unions. However, these ties seem 1o have
loosened during the last decade, and in any case they have to be weighed
against the constraints stemming from alliances with other parties.

Second, for representatives of interest organizations, integration in the
political and administrative decision making process is a means (o create,
maintain or increase substantial benefits. Integration in public policy mak-
ing implies a privileged position which allows some actors to pursue the
substantial goals of an organization. Substantial goals are many things,
such as subsidies, avoiding taxation, influencing public regulation with a
specific substantial position, protecting a monopoly position, etc., elc,

Institutional theory most often have problems with explaining change.
However, Knight (1992) provides a sound theory of change in a rationalist
institutionalist perspective. The premises are that caleulating actors are in
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pursuit of distributive advantages and that institutions reflect the power of
the actors who established them, Biased institutions will always confront a
real or potential threat of pressure for change, but change is only likely to
occur when strong actors are in favor of change and when they are able to
agree with or force change on other actors.

Knight (1992, 145ff, 171f1.) suggests that one or both of the following
two conditions are necessary for institutional change to occur: (1) the rela-
tive powers of actors change, and/or (2) institutions produce outcomes that
are no longer desirable for powerful actors. The conditions for institutional
change are restrictive, since institutional change may fail to occur when
actors choose to comply with existing institutions because defection is
estimated to be worse. A reluctance towards institutional change due to the
uncertainty connected with the establishment of new rules also points to
delays in existing institutions,

As control and influence maximizers, interest organizations deploy their
resources where they assess the largest payoff in their pursuit of control and
influence. As long as they gel maximum control over the decision making
process through well-known corporatist institutions, they prefer Lo continue
to do so. If, for one or another reason, access to traditional corporatist insti-
tutions is restricted, interest organizations will exploit other channels of
influence, such as administrative lobbyism. Similarly, interest organizations
respond to relative shifis in power between bureaucracy and parliament by
redirecting their attempts to influence policy making towards the more
powerful authority.

Changes in the Political Conditions for Corporatism
and Lobbyism

For many years, the Danish Fefkering and the Norwegian Storting appeared
to be stable and consensual parliaments. Even if the two political systems
are both multi-party systems, they proved to establish stable governments
in the first decades after World War [1. In terms of parliamentary majority,
Norway had stronger governments than Denmark which has primarily had
minority governmenis since World War Il (Damgaard 1992b; Rommetvedt
14992). However, significant changes occurred in the 1970s.

The most dramatic changes in the Danish parliament happened in 1973,
when the traditional party system, which had only changed slightly since
the early 1920s, more or less broke down. The number of partics in
Folketinget doubled, and during the two following decades the conditions
for creating majorities in parhament significantly worsened, with frequent
clections as result. During the Conservative-Liberal governments in the
1980s, parliamentary norms changed so that it became accepted by govern-
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ments to stay in power while accepting defeats in parliament. In a number
of cases, the Danish governments had to administer policies decided upon
in parliament by the opposition. As a consequence, the outcome of parlia-
mentary decision making processes is significantly less predictable than
before 1973,

Alongside this development, institutional reforms and increased activity
in Folketinget increased the relative power of Folkeringet vis-a-vis the
administration. The establishment in the early 1970s of permanent com-
mittees specialized to mirror the division of labor between ministries
increased the capacity of MPs and committees to follow and control the
performance of ministers (Damgaard 1977). The activities of the com-
mittees rose sharply durning the 1970s, Also plenary activities rose in terms
of the number of inlerpellations and the number of questions from MPs to
ministers.

The Norwegian development is, in many respects, parallel to the Danish
experiences. New parties also entered Storringet in 1973, The previously
established, stable traits of parliamentary governance were weakened. The
tendency for recommendations from parliamentary commitiees to be ac-
cepted unanimously was weakened. Before 1973, dissent only occurred in
16 percent of the commitlee recommendations (budget not included) com-
pared Lo 35 percent between 1981-89, 59 percent between 1989-93, and as
high as 67 percent in 1993-94. The Norwegian cabinets also confronted
non-cabinet majoritics in Srortinget during the 1980s and 1990s. On
average, the government lost less than one vote per month in 1979-81, 4.6
votes per month in 1981-83, and 2.7 per month in 1983-86. The cor-
responding figures for the two periods 1986-89 and 1990-95 were 7.2 and
7.4 votes per month respectively (Rommetvedt 1998),

Srorringet has had standing committees for many years, however com-
mittees and party groups in particular have experienced a significant in-
crease in administrative resources and staft (Rommetvedt 1995; 1998). The
above-mentioned figures on the number of dissents point to an increased
level of bargaining activities in parliament. Private member bills arc
increasingly introduced. In 1984785, 15 such bills were proposed compared
with 113 in 1995/96 (Rommetvedt 1997, 103).

In sum, if we look at the political and administrative system from the
viewpoint of interest organizations in pursuit of control and influence. the
institutional conditions of success have changed significantly during the last
25 years and particularly since the carly 1980s. The level of conflict and
politicization in the two parliaments has increased dramatically. At the
same time, the capacity of parties, parliamentary committecs and MPs 1o
control the government and the individual ministers has increased. The pre-
1970 period with relatively stable governments, a relatively low level of
conflict and politicization, and parhamentary accept of the administration
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as the owner of the rights of initiative and preparation of legal regulations
is long gone. The relative power of the parliaments vis-a-vis mimsters and
administration has changed in favor of the former. The outcome of parlia-
mentary activity has become much less predictable, and the probability that
governmental proposals will be changed significantly through parliament-
ary treatment is quite high.

Under such conditions, rational actors will be more attentive to parlia-
mentary actors in their pursuit of control and influence. They have much
stronger incentives Lo be aware of what is going on in Parliament and to let
parliamentary committees, party groups, and MPs know about their
general and specific policy preferences. Although the institution of parha-
mentary lobbyism is much more ambiguous, and thus difficult to act within,
rational organizations have little choice but to increase their atlention
towards and contacts with parliamentary actors. Since it is much more
difficult to control processes and outcomes through parliamentary lobbyism
than through corporatism, organizations may prefer the stable and pre-
dictable environment of corporatist institutions if they can pursue their
goals through corporatist participation. However, due to the relative power
shift between parliaments and administration, a strategy directed towards
administrative actors only is dangerous. In addition, lobbyism is a more
flexible strategy. Lobbyism is not dependent on the willingness of political
authorities to establish corporatist structures.

If we change our perspective and look at corporatism versus lobbyism
from the viewpoint of parties, MPs, and ministers, we find that some of the
advantages of lobbyism over corporatism have become more important
over the last decades, The rising level of activity and conflict in the Danish
and Norwegian parliaments may be related to the increased volatility of
voters. Eighteen percent of the Norwegian voters who voted at both elect-
ions in 1965 and 1969 changed party (Valen 1981, 335). From 1993 to 1997,
the corresponding figure was 33 percent (Statistisk sentralbyra 1998).
Measured in terms of the average net electoral gains by the political parties,
voler volatility increased from 7.1 percent in the period 1950-69 1o 13.5
percent in 1970-95 in Denmark. The corresponding figures for Norway are
4.3 and 13.8 percent (Andersen & Hoff 1998). The higher voter volatility
implics an intensified competition belween pohtical parties. MPs and
parties, on the one hand, have to demonstrate their political abilities in the
mass media, Critical journalists, on the other hand, demand a statement or
an initiative in the continuous stream ol new burning issues on the political
agenda. Issues and conflicts compete for attention. The ever increasing pace
of modern politics necessitates flexibility and swift adaptation to new
challenges.

The demand on ministers may even be greater than on parliamentary
actors. Ministers are in charge of large, professionalized ministries which
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possess the capacity to take action in order to solve small and large prob-
lems. The public, as a consequence, expects minister and mimstry to take
due action when necessary. At the same time, ministers possess the formal
authority to decide if, how, and when interest organizations should be
integrated into the preparation and implementation of new or revised
policies. In the competition for visibility and attention, the establishment of
a public committee may not be viewed as a sign of willingness to solve the
problem in a foreseeable future. Ministers can hardly avoid inviting interest
organizations to let their voice be heard. But they may have good reasons
to prefer other types of integration than the strongly institutionalized public
commitlees.

As a consequence of this development, stability fostered by corporatist
institutions becomes less important and, in some cases, even an obstacle for
the pursuit of political strategies. Politicians need more leeway for their
own initiatives. They are less willing to commit themselves to policies
worked out by bureaucrats and representatives of interest organizations in
corporatist negotiations. Politicians would also like to have a foot in
different camps and to draw on the expertise of various organizations. In
other words, a more flexible and less committing form of contact with
organized interest, 1.¢., lobbyism, 15 conducive for the modern politician as
well.

In sum, it appears to be plausible to explain the changes in corporatist
intercst intermediation in Denmark and MNorway at least partly by the
increased power of parliaments vis-d-vis the exccutives and a less intense
preference for the outcome of corporatist policy making,

Conclusions

Institutions that integrate organized interests into political and administra-
tive decision making are the core institutions of a democratic society. With
the significantly broadened scope and intensity of political interference into
a large number of socictal activitics, one can hardly imagine that the
electoral-parliamentary channel alone can cope with the demands on the
political system. In Lewin’s (19592} phrase, society has to somehow solve the
‘intensity problem’ of democratic societics. Minorities with intense interests
in a policy question risk being outvoted by the majority with less intense
interests if all decisions have to go through the parliamentary channel of
participation. As a consequence, political and admimstrative actors must
somchow intermediate the narrow interests of interest organizations with
broader socictal interests. According to Lewin, corporatism is the solution
to the ‘intensity problem.” Recently, however, according to Lewin, cor-
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poratism has perverted itsell because it grew into a general channel of
excessive demands on the political system (ibid., 128},

Post-war Scandinavian corporatism became a very strong institution that
may have confirmed the worries of some observers of the 1960s and 1970s.
In many policy areas, it became accepted that the right to initiate, formu-
late, and implement policies was placed in administrative and corporatist
arenas. This gave strong intercst organizations a very significant position in
considerations on future policies. In pursuit of control and influence, strong
organized interests succeeded in acquiring a large say, sometimes even a
de facto veto right, in policy making. The establishment of a large number
of boards, commissions, committees, etc. and very intense contacts with
bureaucratic actors were the institutions through which organizations were
integrated in public policy making.

Corporatism may be an adequate solution to the intensity problem in
relatively homogenous societies. Compared to international standards, Den-
mark and Norway are homogenous countries. In recent years, however,
considerable changes have taken place. The two countries are not as unitary
as they used to be. The party systems have become more fragmented, and the
number of interest organizations has increased. In most areas, there are
several different interest organizations with equally intense, but conflicting,
interests trying to influence the policy making processes. In short, Denmark
and Norway have become less unitary and more pluralist societies than
before. As a conseguence, corporalist negotiations get complicated. It is
difficult to set up an adequate corporatist structure to handle the problems
when the number of relevant actors is high. Consequently, less formal and
less institutionalized forms of participation, i.e., lobbyism, may turn out to
be the alternative.

For a number of reasons, the Danish and Norwegian parliaments in-
creased their power vis-a-vis the administration. The tradition of stability
and consensual policy making to some extent eroded during the 1970s and
1980s. Interest organizations could no longer be sure that the ‘normal” way
of enacting legislation was through careful and detailed preparation in
corporalist structures and formal confirmation in parliament. As a con-
sequence, rational control and influence seeking interest organizations had
Lo devote more attention to parliamentary activity, including the establish-
ment of regular contacts with parhamentary committees, parly groups, and
MPs. At the same time, the outcomes of corporatist policy making became
less attractive to ministers and top civil servants. Increasing party com-
petition, the competition for attention in the media, the ‘public’ demand lor
due action in response to policy problems, and the speed of the policy
making process loday are less compatible with the existence of strongly
institutionalized relations with interest organizations compared to the con-
ditions of the policy making process 20 years ago.
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The theorectical preconditions of change of well-established institutions
are demanding. However, they are present in relation to the Danish and
MNorwegian parliaments, which have the prerogative to enact legislation,
Even if interest organizations would prefer the stable structures of tradi-
tional corporatism to the much more unpredictable and ambiguous insti-
tution of parliamentary lobbyism, they cannot choose if and when
parliament increases its power vis-a-vis the administration. Similarly, when
the outcomes of sitrong corporatist structures are assessed to be less
attractive for ministers and top civil servants, they have the power, even if
that power is not unrestricied, to force upon interest organizations elements
of new ways of integrating interest organizations into the administrative
decision making process.

The comparative approach pursued in this article has focused on parallel
developments in Denmark and Norway as regards the relations between
stale actors and interest organizations. The fact that these relations have
developed so similarly in the two countries proves that they are not only to
be explained by idiosyncratic attributes of the two countries, but that we are
dealing with phenomena shared with other political systems comparable to
those of Denmark and Norway. Actually, we have found similar changes in
as different countries as Brazil and Austria (Boschi 1997; Crepaz 1994).
More detailed studies of policy sectors probably would enlighten significant
differences between the two countries in the way organized interests are
integrated into the political and administrative decision making processes.
However, knowledge of the general development 1in the relations between
state and orgamized interests in the two countries would be of significant
value also for sectoral studies.

Appendix: Data

1. Danish data on boards, counrcils, commissions cic.: Unlike Norway, Denmark has
no official register of public boards, commissions, ete. Data have been collected by
different scholars through the last two decades from a large number of sources, The
period 1946 through 1975 is documented in Kristensen (1979). Data from the period
1980 through 1990 have been published m Jorgen Gronnegied Christensen & Peter
Munk Christiansen, 1992, Forvaltning og omgivelser. Herning: Systime (pp. 66(1).
Data for 1995 have recently been collected at the Department of Political Science,
University of Aarhus, Documentation for data from 1980 through 1995 is available
in Jorgen Gronnegird Christensen & Peter Munk Christiansen, Kodebog for
tdvadpsdmiahase, Aarhus: Depariment of Political Science.

2 Narwegian data on boards, councils. commissions erc.: Data are collected by
Planlegging- o Samordnings-departementel and available from The Norwegian
Social Science Data Services, Data are published every fourth vear in Srorrimge-
smelding No. 7 and in Oversikr over statlipe wdvaly og rdd mov., Osles Planleggings-
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og Samordnings-departementel. Data have been made available by John-Enk
Agotnes, Norwegian Social Science Data Scrvices.

3. Danish survey dara on contacts between interest organizations and public author-
fries: Data have been collected through three guestionnaire surveys of all national
Danish imterest organizations by scholars at the Department of Pohitical Scaence,
University of Aarhus. The 1976 data are available from DDA-0053 (1976), reres-
seprganisationer § Dawmark [976, Odense; Danish Data Archives and 1981 data
from DDA-0510 (19810, Mteresseorganisationer | Danmark 1987, Cdense: Danish
Data Archives. DDA-OD33 (1976). 1993 data are from the project frreressesrganis-
alionernes ressourcer, struktur, opgaver og kentake il myndigheder, 1993, The survey
was carried out by Jargen Grennegird Christensen, Peter Munk Christiansen, and
Niels Chr. Sidenius, Department of Political Science, University of Aarhus. The
population was delimited in the same way as in the previous surveys, The population
is delimited from a large number of sources. As a consequence, it 15 difficult 1o pre-
cisely define the total population, The theoretical critesion is all national Danish
interest organizations, excluding pure hobby or leisure organizations. The popu-
lation delimited was 2050 organizations, and 1316 organizations responded. The
only known bias in the responses is that a number of industrial erganizations have
not responded, The Danish Manufacturing Employers Association did not want to
pariicipate in the survey on behall of the organizations for which it provides
secretarial assistance. Mevertheless, we received answers from a number of these
organizations.

4. Norwegion survey data on contaces between interes! orgamications and public
authorities; Data have been collected through questionnaire surveys of all national
Norwegian interest organizations by the Department of Political Science, University
of Oslo and by the University of Tromse. [Data for the years 1964, 1967, 1971,
1976, 1983, and 1992 are available at the Morwegian Social Science Data Services.
The population of organizations is delimited in a way quite similar to the Danish
surveys, although there may be some differences in the selection procedures. Since
the population is delimited from a large number of sources, it is difficult to preciscly
define the total population. The surveys are documented in Martin-Ame Andersen
& Jan-Stale Lauritsen, Organisattonsarkives. Eibrukarretticiing, NSD Report Mo, 86,
Bergen: The Norwegian Social Svience Data Services and in Abraham Hallensivedt
& Jon Trollvik, eds., 1993, Norske orgonisasjoner, Oslo: Fabritivs, Data have been
analyzed and made available to us by Endre Holmefjord, 1998. Organisasjoncne,
Sfarvaltringen og de folkevaflyte. Report R980E. Bergen: LOS-senteret.

MNOTES

1, Am carlier version of this article was presented at the XVID IPSA World Conpress,
Seoul, 17-21 Auvgust 1997, The authors would like to thank Endre Holmefjord and
Kirsten MNiglsen for their assistance.

2 Due 1o differences in the alternatives the respondents were presented with, cross-
country comparisons of the importance of contacts should be done carefully, of. notes
for Tahle 4 and 5,

i Egeberg et al. (1978) include members of parliamentary commattees in their descoaption
of political segments.
4, Rational instituticnal theory adheres to the principle of methodological individualism,
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which means that the unit of analysis is, in principle. individuals, and that aggrepate
actors are, in principle, dissolved to the level of individual actors, Organized inleresis
are, per definition, collective actors. As a consequence, we must assume that we can
treat intercst organizalions as unitarian aclors. According to Scharpd, this is not a
prohibitive assumption, He concludes that ‘the prevailing practice of treating a
plurality of actors as a single player in game-theoretical applications 15 often fully
justified” (Scharpf 1991, 291}, In empirical analysis, it is from time to time ¢lear that the
assumption is not justified. In such cases, we must deal explicitly with the problem
and try to disaggregate collective actors,
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