-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byt CORE

provided by Ghent University Academic Bibliography

Links between MPs and interest groups:

a cross-country analysis

Anke Schouteden®, Bram Wauters®’ & Karen Celis®°

° University College Ghent and Ghent University

°° Free University of Brussels (VUB)

Corresponding author:

Anke.schouteden@hogent.be

ECPR Joint Sessions, Mainz 2013

Workshop 15: Beyond Class Politics. How Parties, Voters, Media and Unions
Shape Public Policy


https://core.ac.uk/display/55740174?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

1. Introduction

In West European countries, a strong linkage between trade unions and social democratic parties
was established at the late 19" century (Allern & Bale, 2012). Corresponding positions on a societal
cleavage and addressing the same group in society (i.e. the working class) serve as possible
explanatory factors. Consequently, the traditional cleavages described by Lipset and Rokkan (1967)
not only divide society and determine the political party system, but also shape the activity of
interest groups when defending the concerns of a particular group in society and establish links
between these interest groups and particular political parties (Rasmussen & Lindeboom, 2013). Two
key developments place these fixed connections between specific interest groups and specific
political parties in the spotlight: the increasing importance of targeting political actors in the overall
strategy of interest groups to influence public policy on the one hand, and the (alleged) fading away
of the traditional cleavages to make way for a new value-based one on the other hand (Binderkrantz,
2003; Dalton et al., 1994).

In the first part of this paper we discuss the strategies, which interest groups adopt in their attempts
to influence public policy. To achieve changes in public policy outcomes, interest groups outline both
direct and indirect strategies. Interest groups are, however, increasingly investing in direct contacts
with parliamentary actors, such as members of parliament (MPs) (Binderkrantz, 2003). Furthermore,
it is stated that interest groups are selective with regard to the contacts they engage in (Presthus,
1971). In the light of the recent debate on the fading away of traditional cleavages and the arising of
a new value-based cleavage, the main ambition of this paper is to determine to what extent the
political affiliation of an MP plays a role in establishing these contacts. With blurring traditional
cleavages, the strong linkages between social groups and political parties, as well as the connections
between interest groups and parties are increasingly put into question. In the second part of this
paper we address this possible decline of the old and the rise of a new cleavage.

In the third part of this paper, we analyze two kinds of interest groups: trade unions and
organisations for the elderly. Trade unions relate to a group based on an old cleavage (i.e. the
working class); elderly organisations, in contrast, are perceived to map onto the new value-based
cleavage. Based on the traditional cleavage theory, the expectation is that MPs from socialist parties
have most frequently contacts with trade unions. For the elderly, on the contrary, expectations are
less straightforward as this is a group with no privileged party since there are no (or only minor)
parties exclusively focusing on the elderly. Based on the idea that in general leftist parties (socialists
and greens) tend to support egalitarian ideologies more than rightist parties and tend therefore to be

more open to marginalized groups in society, we expect that MPs from parties of the left tend to



have more contacts with elderly organisations (Hyde, 1995; Matland & Studlar, 1996; Caramani et al.,
forthcoming). Besides the political affiliation of an MP, also characteristics of individual MPs
(belonging to an opposition or government party, holding a formal position in parliament, belonging
to the working class or the group of people above 60, sex and age), and of the political system as a
whole (the electoral system and regional parliaments) are investigated as possible influencing factors
on the contacts interest groups engage in. Our hypotheses are investigated based on survey data of
the Partirep MP Survey.' The findings suggest that for trade unions party affiliation remains very
important in the contacts with MPs, whereas for organisations of the elderly the picture is more

mixed.

2. Interest groups and their contacts with MPs

In this section, we define interest groups and discuss into detail one of their strategies, i.e. having

contact with parliamentarians. This particular strategy will be the focus of our paper.

Interest groups and strategies of influence

Interest groups organize people that are highly attentive and concerned about specific policy issues
(Berry, 1977). By definition, interest groups defend the concerns of a selected group in society. The
delineation of this group can be based on socio-demographic characteristics, on ideological beliefs,
on shared experiences, and so on. The desires of their constituency are translated into specific policy
goals, which interest groups strive to attain by influencing public policy (Binderkrantz & Kr@yer,
2012). In this way, interest groups accomplish their most important function: “[...] to represent the
policy preferences of their constituents” (Berry, 1977: 288). As one of the main ambitions of interest
groups is to influence public policy, it is not surprising that a substantial amount of research is
dedicated to interest groups and their ability to influence public policy (Allern & Bale, 2012;
McSpadden & Culhane, 1999; Denzau & Munger, 1986). With the specific interests of their
constituents in mind, interest groups try to shape public policy outcomes in particular policy areas.
They are therefore important political actors who can play a significant role in the formation of public
policy and consequently in the democratic policy making process (Allen, 2005; Burstein & Linton,
2002; Smith, 1995, Potters & Sloof, 1995). Scholars allege that the activities of interest groups form,
next to political institutions and political parties, an important part of the political environment

(Norton, 1999; Berry, 1977). Hence, understanding their political behavior is crucial for
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understanding public policy outcomes and consequently public policy change (Beyers et al., 2008;
Berry, 1977).

In their attempts to shape public policy outcomes, interest groups adopt a wide range of tactics and
strategies (Binderkrantz, 2008; Berry, 1977). The beliefs of interest groups on how to best influence
governmental decision-makers, are reflected in their choice for specific strategies. Strategies are the
general approaches applied by groups to fulfill specific policy goals. The various activities these
strategies consist of, are called tactics (Berry, 1977). Although interest group are capable of making
strategic decisions regarding the most beneficial strategy, they are guided, influenced and even
constrained in their choice by several internal and external factors related to the interest group itself,
such as membership characteristics, financial resources, size, characteristics of policy goals and
institutional structures (Binderkrantz & Kr@yer, 2012; Maloney et al., 1994; Smith, 1995; Meier &
Lohuizen, 1978).

In the literature a main distinction is made between direct and indirect strategies of influence
(Binderkrantz, 2004). When favoring direct strategies, interest groups aim to establish linkages with
political institutions and thus approach public decision-makers directly. This can include targeting
public officers as well as politicians and political parties. Interest groups that deploy indirect
strategies, try to influence policy in less direct ways by capturing the attention of the media or by
mobilizing members or citizens (Binderkrantz, 2008). In the literature, interest groups that try to
influence policy outcomes through contacts with public officers, politicians or political parties are
also labeled as ‘insider’ interest groups. ‘Insider’ interest groups experience a privileged position in
the policy making process characterized by close consultation with political and administrative
actors, whereas ‘outsider’ interest groups appeal to mass media and mobilization for gaining public
attention (Maloney et al.,, 1994; Page, 1999). The insider/outsider dichotomy does however not
distinguish between the status ascribed to groups by decision makers and the deliberate choice of
strategy made by these groups (Maloney et al., 1994). In other words, why interest groups are
labeled as ‘insider’ or ‘outsider’ groups cannot be simply concluded: it is unclear if it is due to the
status ascribed by governmental actors or because of their own strategic choices. Furthermore,
previous research on the strategies used by interest groups reveals the preference of interest groups
to combine different strategies (Binderkrantz, 2004). Interest groups hence switch between insider

and outsider roles.

Interest groups and MPs
This paper deals with one particular direct strategy of influence: the contacts sought by interest
groups with parliamentary actors. This parliamentary strategy comprises the establishment of regular

contacts with parliamentary committees, party spokespersons, party organisations and other
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members of parliament (Binderkrantz, 2004). We will focus upon the contacts between interest
groups and individual members of parliament (MPs).

In pursuing the parliamentary strategy to achieve changes in public policy, parliaments can be used
by interest groups both as targets and as channels (Norton, 1999). When interest groups use
parliaments as targets, they have confidence in parliaments as “[...] institutions who can bring about
a desired change” (Packenham cited in Norton, 1999). From this point of view, interest groups seek
contact with MPs because they believe in the capability of these political actors to affect public policy
outcomes through law-making (Della Salla, 1999). As a result, interest groups will devote more
attention to the establishment of regular contacts with MPs if parliaments play a more central role
vis-a-vis the administration in regard to policy making (Christiansen & Rommetvedt, 1999). It is
expected that more economic and professional resources for MPs and a strong position of
parliament towards government will translate in an increase of the frequency and importance of
contacts between interest groups and MPs (Binderkrantz, 2003). If this is the case, interest groups
will address their close contacts with MPs to block a particular governmental measure, to introduce
an amendment or to introduce or support legislation in favor of the interests they represent (Norton,
1999; Denzau & Munger, 1986). When on the other hand interest groups perceive bureaucrats and
ministers more powerful than MPs in law-making, interest groups will spend more resources on
establishing contacts with bureaucratic actors and consequently will only target parliaments
secondary to the administration (Saalfeld, 1999).

Next to being used as targets, parliaments are also approached as channels by interest groups to
achieve changes in public policy (Norton, 1999). MPs can draw the attention of the government and
the mass media towards specific issues by discussing proposals or bills. MPs are therefore capable of
putting issues on to the political agenda (Della Salla, 1999). Next to law-making and agenda setting,
MPs are also important actors in controlling the actions of governments and bureaucrats. They are
entitled to question ministers and to demand information regarding bureaucratic decision making, in
order to influence how this decision making takes place (Binderkrantz, 2003). Consequently, interest
groups recognize the value of contacting MPs to get issues on the political agenda and to achieve
governmental and wide public attention for specific issues (Norton, 1999).

Ultimately, whether parliaments are used as a target or as a channel by interest groups, varies from
parliament to parliament and over time (Norton, 1999). However, research has pointed out that the
contacts with MPs take, next to contacts with bureaucrats, an increasingly important place in the
overall strategies interest groups pursue to influence public policy (Binderkrantz, 2003; Christiansen
& Rommetvedt, 1999; Norton, 1999). Norton (1999) argues that in Western Europe interest groups
do seek contact with parliaments as a target (though secondary to government) and even more

frequently as a channel. Research in the Scandinavian countries has pointed out that parliamentary
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actors have more intensive contacts with interest groups than two decades ago (Christiansen &
Rommetvedt, 1999). Here, the parliamentary strategy of influence has clearly gained importance
(Binderkrantz, 2003). Also the work of Presthus (1971) revealed that interest groups systematically

lobbied Canadian MPs in their attempt to influence public policy.

When seeking contact with MPs as a part of their strategy of influence, interest groups are selective
(Presthus, 1971). What then determines the contacts between interest groups and MPs? In this
paper it is our central focus to answer the question which factors influence the contacts between
interest groups and MPs. Generally, factors at three levels influence these contacts: the political
system, the group level (i.e. characteristics of interest groups) and the individual level (i.e.
characteristics of individual MPs) (e.g. Rasmussen & Lindeboom, 2013; Binderkrantz, 2003;
Christiansen & Rommetvedt, 1999 for the political system; Ramussen & Lindeboom, 2012;
Binderkantz & Kr@yer, 2012; Saalfeld, 1999 for the group level; Beyers, 2008; Presthus, 1971 for the
individual level).

As already mentioned above, financial resources and —interlinked- the size (and other characteristics)
of the interest group are influencing factors on the group level guiding interest groups in their
strategic choice whether or not to engage in contacts with MPs. The influence of group
characteristics upon the relation between interest groups and MPs is excluded from further analysis
in this paper. Our research focuses on factors regarding the political system and, mainly, the
individual level.

Factors related to the political system shape the interactions between interest groups and MPs. One
particular factor stands out as decisive for the contacts interest groups engage in: the strength of
parliament vis-a-vis the government. If parliament plays a more powerful and autonomous role in
the decision making process and interest groups perceive MPs as political actors who have the
capacity to affect public policy outcomes, then interest groups will invest in their contacts with MPs
(Christiansen & Rommetvedt, 1999; Della Salla, 1999).

Our major focus however, lies with the possible influencing factors on the individual level.
Characteristics of individual MPs determine whether interest groups establish contacts with them
and how intense these contacts are. An essential characteristic in this respect is the political
affiliation of an MP. Both parties and interest groups position themselves on a societal cleavage, i.e. a
socio-demographic group in society with shared opinions and beliefs. If a party and an interest group
are situated on corresponding political cleavages, this interest group will have strong links with MPs
from that specific political party (Beyers, 2008). For example social democratic parties in Western
Europe have always had strong relations with trade unions (Christiansen & Rommetvedt, 2012; Allern

& Bale, 2012; Beyers, 2008). Therefore it is expected that MPs from social democratic parties will
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have more frequently contacts with trade unions than MPs from other parties. As a result, cleavages
not only divide society and determine the political party system, but also shape the activity of
interest groups since interest groups will take into consideration the ideological labels attached to
political parties when outlining their strategy of influence (Rasmussen & Lindeboom, 2013; Beyers,
2008). Due to a decline in relevance of the traditional cleavages (see below), however, it seems likely
that these formal ties have weakened over time.

Besides the political affiliation, other characteristics of individual MPs might as well influence the
contacts between interest groups and MPs. Based upon the ‘politics of presence’ theory of Anne
Philips (1995), it can be expected that MPs belonging to a particular demographic group have more
insight in the interests of that group and will give more priority to these interests than other MPs.
Consequently, (s)he will seek more contact or will be more contacted by organisations aiming to
defend the concerns of that demographic group. In other words, the identity of individual MPs might
be an influencing factor with regard to the relation between interest groups and MPs. Tailored to our
study here: we expect that older MPs will have more contacts with elderly organisations and that

working class MPs will more frequently interact with trade unions.

3. Old and new cleavages

Whether the party affiliation of MPs plays a role in the contacts interest groups engage in, is the
main focus of this paper. As indicated above, cleavages play an important role in this perspective:
MPs of parties that have positioned themselves on the same side of a political cleavage as an interest
group tend to have more intense contacts with that interest group. Therefore, we introduce now the

concept of cleavages and discuss the evolutions that cleavages have undergone the last few decades.

The decline of the old cleavages

Cleavage politics implies a strong and stable fusion of party and group identity (Bartolini, 2005;
Knutsen & Scarbrough, 1995). A political landscape defined by cleavages features a neat mapping
onto each other of identities, ideologies and political actions. It is defined by a fixed connection
between social structure —i.e. social groups and their interests- on the one hand, and political agency
—i.e. political parties giving coherence and political expression to the beliefs, values and interests of
those social groups- on the other hand. Also interest groups can act as a political agent of societal
groups by defending the interests of a particular group, e.g. the elderly or the working class.

When investigating the influence of political affiliation on MP-interest groups relations, we need to

take into consideration the ‘traditional’ cleavages described in the seminal work by Seymour Martin
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Lipset and Stein Rokkan (1967): church versus state; working class versus bourgeoisie, center versus
periphery, and urban versus rural. These cleavages marked party politics of a large part of the 20th
century. In such party systems, political parties represent specific groups in society. The same is true
for interest groups representing interests of farmers, workers, etc. When the social group
represented by a party corresponds with the group defended by an interest group, strong
connections between parties and interest groups might be present. Often, they are reflected in the
extensive contacts between MPs of that party and the interest group at stake. When for instance
socialist parties’ main goal is to represent the working class, trade union officials will engage more in
contacts with MPs from socialist parties. In other words, interest groups will take into consideration
the ideological labels attached to political parties, when building up a network with MPs. The
traditional cleavages that shape party politics, will consequently also impact the activities of interest

groups and thus the contacts interest groups invest in.

For some authors, however, this type of group based politics seems to have come to an end (Dalton
et al., 1984; Franklin et al., 1992). Multiple factors such as tertialization, mediatization, affluence,
cognitive mobilization, individualization and secularization, encouraged the process of de-structuring
of the traditional cleavages, or the de-alighnment of traditional links between social groups and
parties (Enyedi, 2008). The result of this process is a decline of structural and ideological voting in
Western and Central Europe (van der Brug, 2010). Electoral behaviour became volatile and ‘floating’
on the waves of short term issue-position, popularity of party leaders and the retrospective
evaluation of government performance (Enyedi, 2008; Enyedi & Deegan-Krause, 2010). This lead, for
instance, to the (perceived) death of class voting (Clark & Lipset, 1991). At the same time, political
parties no longer appeal to these traditional social groups like blue collar workers and turn to a
catch-all strategy aimed at the population at large (Kirchheimer, 1966; Katz & Mair, 1995; Przeworski
& Sprague, 1988). Parties became free from social structural anchors (Enyedi, 2008).

With the fading away of the traditional cleavages and thus a loosening of the fixed link between
parties and social groups, also the strong linkages between interest groups and parties are
increasingly questioned. It is unclear whether trade unions will still invest in close contacts with MPs
from socialist parties when there is an increasingly blurred relationship between their main

constituents (i.e. the working class) and socialist parties.

It is clear that traditional cleavages have lost at least some relevance and that voting behavior has
become more individualistic and flexible, but this does not denote that cleavages have become
completely irrelevant. The picture of de-structuring and de-alignment has to be nuanced. Enyedi

(2008) and Kriesi (2010) draw attention to significant counter-tendencies that point to the
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continuous relevance of group based politics. Firstly, although blue collar workers increasingly vote
for radical right populist parties and leftist parties wins votes from the middle class, class patterns in
voting behavior not lost all relevance. it has been shown that class divisions still matter for policy
positions of voters on socio-economic issues (role of trade unions, organisation of social security,
etc.). These issues are however, increasingly overtrumped as vote determinants by socio-cultural or
left-libertarian topics (attitudes towards ethnic minorities, etc.). On these topics, workers often take
a more authoritarian stance, which drives them to (extreme) right parties (Van der Waal et al., 2007).
This attractiveness of rightist parties does however not mean that their class position no longer
determines their points of view on socio-economic topics.

Secondly, the de-structuration or de-alignment theses suffer from conceptualisation problems and
heavily depend on the use of class categories that no longer adequate characterize contemporary
social structures. When social status is captured by employer relations, working environment, task
structure, the autonomy of the job, life styles, consumption patterns, or the ability to change
residence, some studies show that it still informs voting behaviour (Evans, 1999; Oesch, 2008).
Thirdly, other social structures like religion, region and ethnicity still define political behaviour in
large parts of Europe (Enyedi, 2008).

It remains the question to what extent these developments have affected the relationship between

MPs and interest groups.

The rise of a new value based cleavage?

Another important debate concerns not so much the irrelevance of the old cleavages, but the
relevance of new cleavages based on value orientations. This value cleavage has been given different
names: ‘authoritarian/libertarian’ (Flanagan, 1987; Kitschelt, 1994; Dolezal, 2010); ‘libertarian-
universalistic/  traditionalist-communitarian’ (Bornschier, 2010); materialist/post-materialist
(Inglehart, 1977); self-expression/survival (Inglehart & Baker, 2000).

Although this division based on values does not neatly fit on social categories or identities, it has
some structural roots in terms of social-structural categories of class, occupation, education,
generation, and nation (Kriesi, 2010; Stubager, 2009). These groups do not feature the same type of
closure, social control and sanctioning as was the case with the traditional cleavages. Consequently,
the linkages between parties and groups are, in comparison with the traditional cleavages, more
optional. The elderly are for instance not represented by one single political party. Instead, multiple
parties advocate the interests of elder people. Present-day media techniques, however, feed into
cleavage politics in another important way: parties can tailor their strategies to specific groups, of
whom they have more detailed information than ever before (Enyedi, 2008: 297). This allows for

cleavage-centred strategies, at the same time as catch-all-strategies to cater the median voter as well
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as specific groups. These specific groups include amongst others women, ethnic minorities and the
elderly. We will focus here further on the elderly, a social group whose number and political

relevance is increasing.

4. Research questions and methodology

The central question of this paper is to what extent the party affiliation of an MP explains the
contacts (s)he has with interest groups. We focus on two kinds of interest groups: trade unions and
organisations for the elderly. The former relates to a group based on an old cleavage (i.e. working
class) and has historically been linked to the social-democratic party whose main goals coincided
with that of the trade unions, i.e. defending the interests of the working class. It remains to be seen
whether this still holds after the (alleged) decline of the traditional class cleavage.

For the elderly, on the contrary, expectations are less straightforward as this is a group with no
privileged party since there are no (or only minor) parties exclusively focussing on the elderly. We
know, however, that in general leftist parties (Socialists and Greens) tend to support egalitarian
ideologies more than rightist parties and tend therefore to be more open to marginalized groups in
society (Hyde, 1995 ; Matland and Studlar 1996 ; Caramani et al, forthcoming). Consequently, we
expect that MPs from parties of the left (and thus not only social-democratic MPs) tend to have more

contacts with elderly organisations.

Our analysis is based on survey data of the Partirep MP Survey, which contains data about
characteristics, attitudes and behaviour of regional and federal MPs in 15 European countries (N =
2326).2 These countries are Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Italy, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. All MPs of the
selected parliaments were contacted between March 2009 and January 2011. These countries
represent a wide variety of political systems: both unitary and federal countries, both states in which
regions have always had considerable competences and states in which competences were
transferred only recently to the regions. For some countries (such as Belgium) all regional
parliaments were included in the sample, for other (larger) countries (such as Germany, Switzerland
and Italy) a selection was made. The method of contacting the respondents differed from one

country to another, as the country specialists were in the best position to estimate which approach

> PARTIREP MP Survey, funded by the Belgian Federal Science Policy BELSPO: www.partirep.eu.
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would be most fruitful in their country. Consequently, both face-to-face interviews and online
surveys were used.

The data were weighted in order to correct for (1) differences in answer patterns between
parliamentary party groups, (2) differences in answer patterns between regions in the multi-level

countries, and (3) the overrepresentation of Swiss cantonal parliaments.

Apart from the party affiliation (which is the main focus of the paper), characteristics of individual
MPs and of the political system as a whole will be included into the analysis.

On the individual level, we include five variables related to individual MPs.

A first variable is whether an MP belongs to an opposition party or a government party. Interest
groups are selective in their contacts and prefer contacts that bear fruit. Consequently, the strength
of parliament is, as indicated above, a factor that could be expected to affect these contacts.
However, as in most of the countries at stake here, MPs in general vote according to the party lines
(Depauw & Martin, 2009), parliaments are in general equally powerless in terms of law-making
(Saalfeld, 2000). A relevant distinction to be made here is not so much between countries, but
between MPs from the opposition for whom it is albeit impossible to realize legislation, and MPs
from government parties, who happen to succeed in passing legislative bills (if the other parties of
the coalition agree) or who can channel the demands through to government officials of their party.
Therefore, the variable we take along in the analysis is whether or not an MP belongs to a
government party.

Secondly, as membership of a social group can, according to the politics of presence theory, lead to a
greater awareness of the problems and organisations of that group (see above), we expect that MPs
belonging themselves to respectively the working class or the group of people aged above 60, will
have more contacts with respectively trade unions or elderly organisations.

Another variable that we include is whether an MP holds a formal position in parliament (such as
speaker of the House or leader of a parliamentary party). If this is the case, we expect that this MP
will have a rather general focus and a more coordinative role, which leaves less room for keeping in
touch with groups aimed at specific interests.

Finally, we also introduce two socio-demographic variables, namely sex and age.

As for the political system, we select two variables to be included in the model.

A first variable in this respect is the electoral system. We make a distinction between PR systems and
majority systems. In general, a PR system is thought to be more beneficial for group representation,
and hence for the contacts MPs maintain with organisations defending the concerns of social groups.

The size of the electoral district is a relevant element in this respect: whereas in large districts in PR
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systems, a division of labour between MPs can take place allowing some MPs to focus on the
interests of particular groups, this is more difficult in the smaller districts of a majority system in
which an MP is supposed to present the concerns of all the constituents of his distict (Matland,
2005).

Secondly, we bring regional parliament as a variable into the analysis. We expect that regional
parliaments provide more fruitful arenas for the representation of group interests (and interests of
new groups in particular) than national parliaments (Caramani et al, forthcoming). They are newer
institutions, and hence less path-dependent, which creates opportunities for new groups (Mackay,
2006), they are situated closer to the (organized) citizens (Ortbals, 2008) and the antagonisms
between regions present at the federal level are less sharp creating more room for other (new)

cleavages (Rebouché & Fearon, 2005).

5. Empirical analysis

We will now turn to the empirical analysis, in wich we first give a description of the dependent
variable and afterwards, we will discuss the effects of the variables mentioned above on this

dependent variable.

Descriptive analysis

The dependent variable in our analysis is measured by a question about the contacts MPs have with
relevant organisations, i.e. elderly organisations and trade unions. MPs are asked how often in the
last year they had contact with these organisations defending the interests of particular social
groups. They were offered five options: at least once a week, at least once a month, at least every
three months, at least once a year and (almost) no contact. In Table 1, we give a general picture of

the percentage of MPs that have contacts with trade unions and organizations for the elderly.

Table 1: Frequency of contact with organisations for the elderly and with trade unions (percentages

and cumulative percentages) (N= 1871)

Organisations for the elderly Trade Unions
Valid Percent Cumulative Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent Percent
at least once a week 7,2 7,2 11,2 11,2
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at least once a month 35,9 43,1 32,1 43,3
at least every three months 33,1 76,2 32,2 75,5
at least once a year 16,7 92,9 16,1 91,5
(almost) no contact 7,1 100 8,5 100
Total 100 100

From Table 1 it appears that contacts between MPs and elderly organisations exhibit a comparable
picture to that of contacts between MPs and trade unions. About 43 % of the MPs in the European
countries which participated in this survey indicate that they have at least once a month (or more
often) contact with that kind of organisations. Also on the other side of the spectrum (having less
frequent contacts), the percentages are more or less the same: about 16 % of the MPs have only
once a year contact with both trade unions and elderly organisations, and 7-8 % does not have any
contact with these organisations.

At first glance, there are no large differences between these two groups. It might be that the same
MPs have contacts both with trade unions and elderly organisations. In the next sub-section, we will
investigate which variables explain the contacts that MPs have with trade unions and elderly

organisations, and whether they differ between these two kinds of organisations.

Explanatory analysis

We first recode the dependent variables in two dummy variables indicating whether or not an MP
has monthly (or more frequently) contacts with trade unions (first variable) and elderly organisations

(second variable). This allows us to run a binomial logistic regression.

Table 2: Binary logistic regressions, with as dependent variable respectively ‘at least once a month

contact with trade unions’ and ‘at least once a month contact with elderly organisations’ (N= 1871)

Model trade unions Model elderly organisations
B Exp(B) B Exp(B)
Intercept -41,410 33,407
Individual variables
Party affiliation (soc-dem = ref) o ot
Christian-democratic party 706w 493 286+ 1331
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Conservative party

-,580*** ,560 -,145 ,865
Extreme right party 2,006 135 060 1,062
Green party L7100 491 -1,000%* 336
Liberal-democratic party 1419 242 - 801 449
Regionalist party _588* 555 -1,037%* 355
Other party 142 868 -469 626
Government (vs opposition) 3615 697 031 1,032
Membership of social group® 002 1,002 -264 768
Parliamentary function® 174 1,190 -012 988
Age (year of birth) 0215 1,021 017 083
Sex 143 1,154 017 983
Political system variables
PR system 022 1,022 - 688+ 503
Regional parliament 121 1,128 420%+ 1,522
Nagelkerke’s R? 0,103 0,085

*p<0.1;**p<0.05;p<0.01

We will first discuss the effect of party affiliation on the contacts MPs have with trade unions. From

Table 2, it appears that the old cleavage structures are very persistent in determining these contacts.

Social-democratic MPs are more likely than MPs from all other parties to have monthly contacts with

trade unions. The chance to have a monthly contact with trade union representatives is for Christian-

democratic MPs only 0,493 of that chance for social-democratic MPs. This chance is for Conservative

MPs 0,560 of the chance of social-democratic MPs ; for extreme right parties, this chance is 0,135 of

the chance social-democratic MPs have ; and so on. The only exception is the diverse group of ‘other

parties’ (which include amongst others communist parties) whose MPs have no significant lower

chance to have monthly contacts with trade unions (compared to social-democratic MPs). All this

proves that there still exists a strong link between social-democratic MPs and trade unions. Despite

the waning of traditional class cleavages, this link seems to be still present and strong today.

3 Respectively MPs whose last profession before becoming MP was a working class occupation and MPs who

are above 60 years old.

* Either speaker of the House or leader of a parliamentary party
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As for the contacts with elderly organisations, we expected that MPs from leftist parties would be
more likely to have contacts with such a subordinated social group than MPs from rightist parties.
Table 2 exhibits significant differences between parties, but they do not really confirm our
expectations. Social-democratic parties are more likely to have frequent contacts with elderly
organisations than MPs from liberal-democratic and regionalist parties, but also compared to MPs
from another leftist party, i.e. the green party. Moreover, there is no significant difference in the
chance to have contacts with elderly organisations between social-democratic MPs and MPs from
conservative parties and even MPs from extreme right parties. On top of that, Christian-democratic
MPs are more likely than social-democratic MPs that have monthly contacts with elderly
organisations. The odds that Christian-democratic MPs have regular contacts with elderly
organisations is 33,1 % higher than these odds for social-democratic MPs.

In sum, nor social-democratic MPs nor MPs from leftist parties are more likely to have monthly

contacts with elderly organisations.

Let us now turn to the other variables included in the models.

Parliamentary function nor sex does have an effect on the contacts that MPs maintain with trade
unions and elderly organisations. The same is true for membership of the social group at stake:
workers nor people above 60 years old are more inclined to have contacts with respectively trade
unions or elderly organisations. Probably, they are convinced that their own experiences are
sufficient as source for defending the interests of their group, making frequent contacts with
organisations of that social group less relevant for them as source of information.

Age does have a significant effect both for trade unions and elderly organisations, but in opposite
directions. The younger an MP is, the higher the chance that (s)he will have monthly contacts with
trade unions ; whereas the older an MP is, the higher the chance of having regular contacts with
elderly organisations. It is, however, not the case (as indicated above) that MPs older than 60 years

have significant more contacts than their younger counterparts.

For the variables related to the political system, the picture is mixed. For trade unions, there is no
significant effect of the electoral system nor of the policy level (regional-federal). But for elderly
organisations, both variables do show a significant effect. For the regional parliament, this effect runs
in the expected direction: the chance that regional MPs will have regular contacts with elderly
organisations is higher than the chance of MPs active at the national level. The fact that this variable
is not significant for trade unions also corresponds with our expectations that stated that regional

parliaments offer interesting opportunities for new social groups (including the elderly).
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For the electoral system, however, we see that MPs elected in majoritarian systems are more likely
to have frequent contacts with elderly organisations than MPs elected in systems of proportional
representation (PR). This is at odds with what we initially expected. We explained earlier that in PR
systems a division of labor can take place between MPs (of the same party) and that consequently,
there would be more room for group representation. But apparently, this division of labor in PR
systems leads to specialization and a rather considerable amount of MPs that do not have regular
contacts with elderly organisations. In majoritarian systems, MPs have to take care of all inhabitants
of their district, and perhaps because elderly organisations are especially active at the local level,
more MPs than in PR systems have contacts with them. This latter element could also be an
explanation for the lack of effect of the electoral system for contacts with trade unions, who air their

grievances mostly at the national level.

Finally, there is the effect of government participation. For elderly organisations, this variable has no
effect. For contacts with trade unions, there is a significant effect, but in the opposite direction as
expected. MPs from opposition parties are more likely to have contacts with trade unions than MPs
from government parties. Trade unions often have intense direct contacts with government
ministers, which apparently renders contacts with MPs from the same parties less relevant for them.
They nevertheless see merit in contacts with MPs, probably not so much as target but rather as
channel for influence. Opposition MPs are interesting in order to influence the political agenda. For
the same purpose, trade unions contact directly ministers (and only to a lesser extent MPs from

government parties).

6. Conclusions

With the aim to achieve change in public policy outcomes and thus to represent the policy
preferences of particular social groups, interest groups are increasingly building up a network with
MPs. Directly targeting parliamentary actors, such as MPs, becomes more and more important in the
overall strategy of influence pursued by interest groups. This paper examined to what extent the
political affiliation of individual MPs determines the contacts interest groups engage in. Two interest
groups were subject of our research: trade unions and organisations for the elderly. This selection
embeds our research in the recent debate on the fading away of traditional cleavages and the arising
of a new value-based cleavage.

The present analysis illustrates that, for trade unions, the traditional cleavages are still persistent in

determining the contacts between trade unions and MPs. Since social-democratic MPs are more
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likely than MPs from all other parties to have contacts with trade unions, our research shows that
party affiliation remains important to the considerations of trade unions in building up a network
with MPs. Therefore, the historical link between trade unions and the social-democratic party seems
to stand firm. Next to party affiliation, also MPs from opposition parties play a prominent role in the
contacts trade unions invest in. MPs from opposition parties are more likely to have contacts with
trade unions than MPs from government parties. Although this is surprising at first glance, it fits the
broader finding that bureaucratic actors are also important targets for interest groups when it comes
to establishing changes in public policy. When trade unions have already intense direct contacts with
government ministers, contacts with MPs from the same parties are less relevant to them.
Opposition MPs, on the contrary, remain interesting in order to influence the political agenda.

For organisation of the elderly, the role of party affiliation in the contacts with MPs gives a mixed
picture. Although, as according to our expectations, social-democratic MPs are more likely to have
frequent contacts with elderly organisations than MPs from liberal-democratic and regionalist
parties, they also outclass MPs from another leftist party, i.e. the green party. Moreover, Christian-
democratic MPs are more likely than social-democratic MPs to have monthly contacts with
organisations for the elderly. Since elderly organisations often belong to the catholic pillar, this might
point out the importance of the traditional denominational cleavage, characterized by conflicts
between church and state. Clear is, however, the important role of the political system in
determining the contacts between organisations for the elderly and MPs. Our analysis proves that
regional MPs are more likely to have regular contacts with elderly organisations than MPs active at
the national level. This confirms our expectation that regional parliaments offer interesting
opportunities for new social groups, including the elderly.

Striking is, finally, the finding that for both trade unions and organisations for the elderly
membership of the social group at stake, does not have an effect on the contacts they engage in.
Belonging to the working class or being above 60 does not reflect onto the contacts MPs have with

respectively trade unions or elderly organisations.

17



List of references

Allen, M. D. (2005). Laying Down the Law? Interest Group Influence on State Adoption of Animal
Cruelty Felony Laws. Policy Studies Journal, 33(3), 443-457.

Allern, E. H. & Bale, T. (2012). Political parties and interest groups: Disentangling complex
relationships. Party Politics, 18(1), 7-25.

Bartolini, S. (2005). La formation des clivages. Revue internationale de politique comparé, 12(1), 9-34.
Berry, J.M. (1977). Lobbying for the people. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Beyers, J. (2008). Political Cleavages and Interest Group Politics. A Comparative Analysis. In Bursens,
P. & Thijssen, P. (Eds.), Zoon politikon. Tussen effectiviteit en legitimiteit (pp 101-130). Brugge:

Uitgeverij Vanden Broele.

Beyers, J., Eising, R. & Maloney, W. (2008). Researching Interest Group Politics in Europe and
Elsewhere: Much We Study, Little We Know?. West European Politics, 31(6), 1103-1128.

Binderkrantz, A. (2003). Strategies of Influence: How Interest Organizations React to Changes in

Parliamentary Influence and Activity. Scandinavian Political Studies, 26(4), 287-306.
Binderkrantz, A. (2004). Interest Group Strategies: Navigating Between Privileged Access and
Strategies of Pressure. Paper prepared for the Annual Meeting of the Political Studies Association,

Lincoln.

Binderkrantz, A. (2008). Different Groups, Different Strategies: How Interest Groups Pursue Their
Political Ambitions, Scandinavian Political Studies 31(2), 173-200.

Binderkrantz, A. S. & Kr@yer, S. (2012). Customizing strategy: Policy goals and interest group
strategies. Interest Groups & Advocacy, 1(1), 115-138.

Bornschier, S. (2010). The New Cultural Divide and the Two-Dimensional Political Space in Western

Europe. West European Politics, 33(3), 419-444.

18



Burstein, P. & Linton, A. (2002). The Impact of Political Parties, Interest Groups, and Social Movement
Organizations on Public Policy: Some Recent Evidence and Theoretical Concerns. Social Forces, 81(2),

381-408.

Caramani, D., Celis, K. & Wauters, B. The Representation and Old and New Groups in Europe. In
Deschouwer, K. & Depauw, S. (Eds.), Political Representation in the Twenty-First Century. Oxford:

Oxford University Press (forthcoming).

Christiansen, P. M. & Rommetvedt, H. (1999). From Corporatism to Lobbyism? Parliaments,
Executives, and Organized Interests in Denmark and Norway. Scandinavian Political Studies, 22(3),

195-220.

Clark, T.N. & Lipset, S.M. (1991). Are Social Classes Dying?. International Sociology, 6(4), 397-410.

Dalton, R., Flanagan, S.C. & Beck, P.A. (Eds.) (1984). Electoral Changes in Advanced Industrial

Democracies. Realignment or Dealignment? Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Della Sala, V. (1999). Parliament and Pressure Groups in ltaly. In Norton, P. (Ed.), Parliaments and

Pressure Groups in Western Europe (pp 67-87). London: Frank Cass Publishers.

Denzau, T. & Munger, M.C. (1986). How Unorganized Interests get Represented. The American
Political Science Review, 80(1), 89-106.

Depauw, S. & Martin, S. (2009). Legislative Party Discipline and Cohesion in Comparative Perspective.
In Giannetti, D. & Benoit, K. (Eds.), Intra-Party Politics and Coalition Governments in Parliamentary

Democracies (pp 103-120). London: Routledge.

Dolezal, M. (2010). Exploring the Stabilization of a Political Force: The Social and Attitudinal Basis of
Green Parties in the Age of Globalization. West European Politics, 33(3), 534-552.

Enyedi, Z. (2008). The Social and Attitudinal Basis of Political Parties: Cleavage Politics Revisited.
European Review, 16(3), 287-304.

Enyedi, Z. & Deegan-Krause, K. (Eds.). (2010). The structure of political competition in Western

Europe. London: Routledge.

19



Evans, G., (Ed) (1999). The End of Class Politics? Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Flanagan, S. C. (1987). Value Change in Industrial Societies. American Political Science Review, 81(4),

1303-13109.

Franklin, M.N., Tom T.M. & Valen, H. (Eds.) (1992). Electoral Change. Responses to Evolving Social

and Attitudinal Structures in Western Countries. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hyde, C.A. (1995). Feminist social movement organizations survive the new right. In Marx, F. &
Yancey Martin, P. (Eds.), Feminist Organizations. Harvest of the New Women’s Movement (pp 306-

322). Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Inglehart, R. (1977). The Silent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among Western

Publics. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Inglehart, R. & Baker, W.E. (2000). Modernization, Cultural Change, and the Persistence of Traditional

Values. American Sociological Review, 65(1), 19-51.

Katz, R. & Mair, P. (1995). Changing Models of Party Organization and Party Democracy: The

Emergence of the Cartel Party. Party Politics, 1.(1) 5-28.
Kirchheimer, O. (1966). The transformation of West European party systems. In Palombara, J. &
Weiner, M. (Eds), Political parties and political development (pp 177-200). Princeton: Princeton

University Press.

Kitschelt, H. (1994). The Transformation of European Social Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Knutsen, O. & Scarbrough, E. (1995). Cleavage politics. In van Deth, J.W. & Scarbrough, E. (Eds.), The

impact of values (pp 492-523). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kriesi, H. (2010). Restructuration of Partisan Politics and the Emergence of a New Cleavage Based on

Values. West European Politics, 33(3), 673—685.

20



Lipset, S. M. & Rokkan, S. (1967). Party systems and voter alignments: Cross-national perspectives.

Toronto: The Free Press.

Mackay, F. (2006). Descriptive and substantive representation in new parliamentary spaces: the case
of Scotland. In Sawer, M., Tremblay, M. & Trimble, L. (eds.), Representing Women in Parliaments: A

Comparative Study (pp 171-187). London: Routledge.

Maloney, W.A,, Jordan, G. & Mclaughlin, A.M. (1994). Interest Groups and Public Policy: The
Insider/Outsider Model Revisited. Journal of Public Policy, 14(1), 17-38.

Matland, R.E. (2005). Enhancing womens political participation, legislative recruitment and electoral
systems. In Ballington, J. & Karam, A. (eds.), Women in Parliament, beyond numbers (pp 93-111).

Stockholm: IDEA.

Matland, R.E. & Studlar, D.T. (1996). The contagion of women candidates in single-member districts
and proportional representation electoral systems: Canada and Norway. The Journal of Politics, 58(3),

707-733.

McSpadden, L.M. & Culhane, P.J. (1999). The strategies and tactics of interest groups: the case of the

environmental and energy policy arena. Southeastern Political Review, 27(2), 223-242.

Meier, KJ. & Lohuizen, J.R. (1978). Interest groups in the appropriations process: the wasted

profession revisited. Social Science Quarterly, 59(3), 482-495.

Norton, P. (1999). Introduction: Putting Pressure on Parliaments. In Norton, P. (Ed.), Parliaments and

Pressure Groups in Western Europe (pp 1-18). London: Frank Cass Publishers.

Norton, P. (1999). The United Kingdom: Parliament Under Pressure. In Norton, P. (Ed.), Parliaments

and Pressure Groups in Western Europe (pp 19-42). London: Frank Cass Publishers.

Norton, P. (1999). Conclusion: Conflicting Pressures. In Norton, P. (Ed.), Parliaments and Pressure

Groups in Western Europe (pp 167-178). London: Frank Cass Publishers.

Oesch, D. (2008). The Changing Shape of Class Voting: An Individual-Level Analysis of Party Support in

Britain, Germany and Switzerland. European Societies, 10(3), 329-355.

21



Ortbals, C. D. (2008). Subnational Politics in Spain: New Avenues for Feminist Policymaking and

Activism. Politics & Gender, 4, 93-119.

Page, E.C. (1999). The insider/outsider distinction: an empirical investigation. British Journal of

Politics and International Relations, 1(2), 205-214.

Phillips, A. (1995). The politics of presence. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Presthus, R. (1971). Interest Groups and the Canadian Parliament: Activities, Interaction, Legitimacy

and Influence. Canadian Journal of Political Science, 4(4), 444-460.

Przeworski, A. & Sprague, J. (1988). Paper stones: a history of electoral socialism. Chicago: University

of Chicago Press.

Potters, J. & Sloof, R. (1996). Interest groups: A survey of empirical models that try to assess their

influence. European Journal of Political Economy, 12, 403-442.

Rasmussen, A. & Lindeboom, G.J. (2013). Interest group — party linkage in the twenty-first century:
Evidence from Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. European Journal of Political

Research, 52, 264-289.

Rebouché, R., & Fearon, K. (2005). Overlapping identities: power sharing and women'’s fights. In
O’Flynn, I. & Russell, D. (eds.) Power Sharing: New Challenges for Divided Societies (pp 155-171).

London: Pluto Press.

Saalfeld, T. (1999). Germany: Bundestag and Interest Groups in a ‘Party Democracy’. In Norton, P.

(Ed.), Parliaments and Pressure Groups in Western Europe (pp 43-66). London: Frank Cass Publishers.

Saalfeld, T. (2000). Members of parliament and governments in Western Europe: Agency relations
and problems of oversight. European Journal of Political Research, 37(3), 353—376.

Smith, R. A. (1995). Interest Group Influence in the U.S. Congress. Legislative Studies Quarterly, 20(1),
89-139.

22



Stubager, R. (2009). Education-based Group Identity and Consciousness in the Authoritarian—

Libertarian Value Conflict. European Journal of Political Research, 48, 204—-233.

Van der Brug, W. (2010). Structural and Ideological Voting in Age Cohorts. West European Politics,
33(3), 586—-607.

Van der Waal, J., Achterberg, P. & Houtman, D. (2007). Class Is Not Dead - It Has Been Buried Alive:

Class Voting and Cultural Voting in Postwar Western Societies (1956-1990). Politics & Society, 35,
403-426.

23



