The Open Method of Co-ordination and extended NGO participation  

- why hasn’t it materialised?

- the case of the European Employment Strategy and Danish NGOs
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1. Introduction
     From the outset of European integration, the areas and modes of social policy
 have varied considerably (Pochet, 2005: 39, 42): from the late 1950s to the early 1970s, the underpinning of free movement of workers (stipulated in the 1958 Rome Treaty) by granting equal rights to European (Economic) Community (henceforth, the Community or the E(E)C) and national workers in each member state (e.g. in terms pensions acquired in different member states) was in focus, whereas efforts to harmonise - among other issues - occupational health and gender equality provisions characterised the 1970s (Ibid. 40, 44). The application of minimum standards via Qualified Majority Voting (henceforth, QMV) to these particular policy areas as well as Social Partner deliberations and strengthened structural polices were predominant throughout 1980s, and reinforced fundamental and minimum rights as well as employment and social protection matters qua opt-outs and coordination have marked the age of subsidiarity in the 1990s and the new millennium (Ibid. 41-42, 44-45). A number of factors have contributed to the form and contents of European social policy in the past 50 years, including successive and prospective enlargements of the European Union [henceforth, the EU or the Union] (the socioeconomic fabric of new member states), the economic climate within and outside the EU, the predominance of certain actors, and diverging notions social policy:    

     The focus on ensuring the free movement of workers by granting them equal rights in the first 15 years of the EEC/EC was, arguably, facilitated by a favourable economic climate of unprecedented economic growth rates in the Western World (often referred to as The Golden Age) – which, in turn, rendered possible rapidly increasing welfare expenditures - as well as the relatively homogenous socioeconomic fabric of the founding six member states of the Community (Pochet, 2005: 40, 44; Scharpf, 2000: 191; Scharpf, 2002: 646). As far as the latter factor is concerned, Mark Kleinman’s definition of the Continental European notion of social policy fairly precisely explains its characteristics, namely “…institutions and relations pertaining to the labour market, and in particular the rights of workers and the framework for agreements between employers, unions and government – the ‘social partners’” (Kleinman, 2002: 1).

     The zeitgeist and the active role played by the European Court of Justice (henceforth, the ECJ), arguably, go a long way in explaining harmonisation efforts in the areas of gender equality and occupational health, in particular, in the 1970s: the significance of pro-gender equality voter groups and the dynamic interpretation of existing European social law by the ECJ (partly as a result of the impact of voter groups, partly as a result of the tendency among member states to create social policy for breaching Common Market regulations) coincided with an economic downturn in the Western World, mainly caused by the break-down of the Bretton Woods-system and the first Oil Crisis (Murphy, 2005: 147; Pierson, 1996: 150-151; Pochet, 2005: 40, 44; Scharpf, 2000: 193). Internationalised capital movements and rapidly increasing interest rates, and the pursuit of expansionary policies to prevent mass employment followed these two extra-EU developments and questioned the sustainability of the welfare expenditure pattern that characterised the Golden Age (Ibid. 193; for more on the “Holy Trinity/Impossible Triangle” of internationalised capital movements, increasing interest rates and floating exchange rates (explained by the so-called Mundell-Fleming Model), see Genschel, 2004: 621). 

     While the first enlargement of the Community in the early 1970s had an impact in terms of challenging the social policy traditions of the founding six member states (particularly with the accession of an Anglo-Saxon-minded country, but also a Scandinavian country
), it was, arguably, the second and third enlargements in the 1980s that showed the growing financial and ideological divergence of the EC. The inclusion of three Mediterranean countries (see endnote 2) and the presence of British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s distinct non-Keynesian (i.e. Monetarist) mode of deregulation and supply-side economics (which many, but not all, member state governments – in a Union now governed predominantly by centre-right parties – sympathised with) significantly explain the heated talks over strengthened structural policies and social partnership as well as the increased smoothness in decision-making on occupational health (via minimum standards decided by a QMV) to facilitate implementation of the Single Market (stipulated in the 1987 Single European Act (SEA)) (Arnstein, 2001: 445; Dinan, 1999: 122-124, 432-433; Kleinman, 2002: 87; Scharpf, 2000: 194). 

     When the EC became the EU in the early 1990s, the socioeconomic climate had improved in some respects, but looked gloomier in other: the budgetary and interest rate imbalances of the 1970s had recovered and some exchange rate fixity had been resumed via the European Monetary System (henceforth, the EMS) throughout the 1980s; yet, unemployment had risen in the same period (Scharpf, 2000: 194-195; Urwin, 1995: 83; for more on the intra-EC debates leading to the set up of the EMS, see Hansen, 1998: 306). With the establishment of the European Monetary Union (henceforth, EMU), member states’ fiscal and monetary latitude were severely restrained by Monetarist creeds in these areas in so far as they had not consolidated their budgets (Mulhearn et al., 2001: 360). However, the Monetarist rationale of EMU as the logical step of Single Market completion was somewhat questioned (or, rather, considered insufficient) during the 1990s in the light of growing unemployment rates (Schäfer, 2004: 8; Urwin, 1995: 232). Economic globalisation had added further to social imbalances in many member states, and the prospect of increased socioeconomic diversity in the Union qua the accession of Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC) in the foreseeable future, arguably, necessitated action (Adnett, 2001: 355; Genschel, 2004: 614; Kleinman, 2002: 161). Though centre-left governments gradually outnumbered centre-right governments in the course of the decade, the Maastricht Treaty talks had revealed a growing reluctance among member states to apply the Community Method of decision-making
 to sensitive policy areas (Dinan, 1999: 508, 513-514, 516; Schäfer, 2004: 8). Growing European-level involvement in some policy areas
 on one hand and little appetite for necessary European political action (by Community Method means) on the other, hence, explain the reinforced fundamental and minimum rights for EU citizens and the use of opt-outs and minimum standards (though minimum standards may have significant impact on member states, their effect is, arguably, less pronounced than single uniform standards) agreed upon in the course of the 1990s, and the invention of a more comprehensive coordination-like decision-making mechanism to be applied to a large number of sensitive policy areas, including employment and social protection, at the end of the decade and in the first years of the new millennium (Pochet, 2005: 41-42, 44-45). 

     Given the complexity of social policy areas and modes which has characterised the European integration process, it is, arguably, unsurprising that the Union has struggled with defining European social policy in procedural and substantial terms in recent years. It is in the light of these efforts that the term European Social Model (henceforth, the ESM) has entered the EU agenda in the past 10-12 years. Without going into details with the debate on the characteristics of the various ESMs, it should be stressed that the social policy areas and mode which have predominated the latter half of the 1990s and the new millennium originate from a perception of the ESM that acknowledges the need for common European action to address issues that are international by nature, but also recognises the heterogeneous socioeconomic fabric of the Union and the sensitivity  - sovereignty-wise – of certain policy areas (Jepsen and Pascual, 2005: 7-10, 15). 

     The governing mode that a number of social policies are now subject to is named the Open Method of Co-ordination (henceforth, the OMC)
. Despite (or, perhaps, because) of the relative newness of the OMC, it has attracted considerable attention in recent years (Zeitlin, 2005: 19, 26). With its combination of national implementation of (in most cases) European guidelines and objectives via non-binding means of peer pressure (monitoring, recommendations) and learning (e.g. good practice exchange) as well as its multi-facetted nature in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors, the OMC suffers from what Jonathan Zeitlin has designated an “…empirical deficit” (Ibid. 20, 26). Hence, one can argue that there are actually a number of Methods of Co-ordination within the OMC, not only one OMC. In any case, the procedural sources of inspiration of the OMC processes were the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (henceforth, BEPGs)
 stipulated in the Maastricht Treaty and the Convergence Criteria for eligibility for EMU membership with their emphasis on non-binding recommendations and peer pressure and mid-term indicators, indicators and pressure for convergence, respectively (Pochet, 2005: 46-50, 53). 

     The most developed OMC process among the many OMC and OMC-like processes is the European Employment Strategy (henceforth, the EES), which was adopted in connection with the Amsterdam Treaty talks in 1997. The development of the EES, thus, provides a useful insight into the nature of a multi-facetted policy-making mechanism like the OMC. Two arguments, in particular, have been put forward in order to explain the genesis of the EES – both concern EMU. Firstly, it was claimed that the introduction of EMU necessitated a social equivalent to prevent (even further) imbalances between European economic and social policy integration (Ibid. 47). As far as this argument is concerned, protagonists had procedural rather than the substantial aspects of EMU in mind: in other words, a future employment dimension should replicate the “hard coordination” measures applied to EMU (Convergence Criteria) i.e. mid-term objectives, indicators and pressure for convergence (Ibid. 47). Yet, as mentioned in the above, the soft coordination measures of the BEPGs also contributed to the procedural framework of the OMC (and, thereby, the EES) (Ibid. 49). Secondly, it was argued that a European employment dimension should complement EMU to alleviate future asymmetric chocks within the Union (Ibid. 47). Though it is debatable if economic globalisation can be regarded as an asymmetrical chock in conventional terms, the effects of this phenomenon are, arguably, similar to those of “traditional” asymmetric chocks (in any case, the effects of economic globalisation are a key explanatory factor of the ESM applied by the EU, i.e. OMC): member states with sectors exposed to international competition would, it was argued, face severe distributional consequences compared to those member states with less exposed sectors – provided that investments in skills-upgrading of exposed parts of labour forces had not taken place (Streeck, 1999: 7). Unsurprisingly, employability (i.e. one’s ability – skills-wise - to be employed), therefore, appeared as one of the four pillars under which the first set of EES guidelines were categorised (Pochet, 2005: 50). 

     In its early years, the premise upon which the EES was implemented was, primarily, EMU; this was not only the case in procedural terms (as mentioned above), but also – to some extent – in substantial terms: the use of quantifiable indicators was impeded both by EMU obligations of the three per cent budget deficit threshold and a lack of consensus among member states concerning the indicators themselves (e.g. Spain would have had to face a 200 % increase in spending to meet suggested objectives for combating long-term and youth unemployment) (Ibid. 46-50, 53). In the event, fundamental quantifiable indicators for various employment types and broad policy objectives of the EES were introduced, though, and the EES started to attract attention as a governance mechanism in its own right (Ibid. 51). Much has been written about the OMC and other alternative ways of governing EU affairs at (often referred to as ‘the governance turn’ in European Integration theory) in recent years (Rosamond, 2000: 105-126). At the very core of the “governance turn” is the critique of the so-called Grand Theories, particularly neo-functionalism and intergovernmentalism, and their alleged inability to deal with the growing complexity of the European integration process in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors (Ibid. 105-126). Markus Jachtenfuchs has explained the ‘governance turn’ fairly accurately: 

Instead of asking how and why the Euro-polity came into existence, they [the governance approaches] take it as a given, and look at the impact of the Euro-polity on national and European policies and politics. To put it differently: in classical integration theory, the Euro-polity is the independent variable, whereas in the governance literature it is the dependent one. (Jachtenfuchs, 2001: 250)

     The EES had, therefore, become a relatively well-defined strategy (among the plethora of governance approaches applied to EU affairs in recent years) when the five-year evaluation of it was carried out in 2002. However, it was also recognised that certain reforms of the EES were necessary: for one thing, some of the foundations upon which the EES rested – EMU obligations and BEPGs – were, in various ways, questioned (Pochet, 2005: 53-54). As far as EMU is concerned, the three per cent budget deficit threshold stipulated in the Stability and Growth Pact ((SGP) – adopted in connection with the Amsterdam Treaty talks and, essentially, replicating the Convergence Criteria for Euro-zone members) - was breached (sometimes, in successive years) by a fairly large number of member states – most controversially, perhaps, by Germany and France in the early years of the new millennium (Ibid. 53-54). BEPGs, on the other hand, had proven difficult to integrate into national policy processes, e.g. the attention paid to BEPGs by national parliaments had been insignificant (Ibid. 54); furthermore, as was the case with recommendations to member states under the EES, BEPG recommendations had not been complied with (Ibid. 54). Thus, a number of substantial and procedural changes were decided on in connection with the five-year evaluation all focusing on improved implementation, including: reduction of the number of pillars and guidelines and change of their contents, scheduling of BEPGs and National Action Plans ((henceforth, NAPs) – see below) so as to coincide in terms of implementation every third year; renaming of NAPs to National Reform Programmes (henceforth, NRPs) (as of 2005); and streamlining of the phases of evaluating member states’ implementation of guidelines and formulating new guidelines (Ibid. 55, 57-61). There was a relatively large degree of consensus among member state governments, centre-right as well as centre-left ones, regarding the reform agenda (Ibid. 61). Having said that, the contents of pillars and guidelines, arguably, suggest the revival of centre-right governments at the time of the evaluation, thereby, almost balancing the centre-left majority of the previous decade or so (Ibid. 45, 55, 57-58).    

     With the focus of the reform agenda on improved implementation, the national level of the EES process was, arguably, spotlighted. Member states’ NAP/NRP work is supposed to be the backbone in this respect (Rhodes, 2005, 295). Yet, NAPs/NRPs should also be seen in the wider context of the above-mentioned governance approaches and their preoccupation with the impact of the Euro-polity on national policy-making. In other words, the role played by NAPs/NRPs in the national policy processes becomes interesting, because these types of documents (and other documents emanating from policy areas subject to governance approaches, for that matter) stem from a European policy (the EES) and, hence, substantially and procedurally affect member states’ political arena. One significant example – procedure-wise - of such policy process duality in the case of NAPs/NRPs is the issue of participation (de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 353). What can be regarded as an obvious procedural necessity in the context of the “traditional” national policy processes (subject to national and policy area particularities, of course), is, arguably, less self-evident in the context of the EU national policy process of EES implementation (Zeitlin, 2002: 20-21). When NAPs/NRPs are considered a “government document” in some member states, it is, therefore, not simply referring to the fact that these types of documents are formulated by the ministry/ministries in charge of reporting on the implementation of European Guidelines under the EES (Jacobsson, 2005: 111-113). It is also a reflection of the discrepancy between the theoretical promise of the OMC (in casu EES) participation-wise and the empirical realities of the degree of participation in a not insignificant number of member states (Zeitlin, 2002: 20-21). 

     Thus, participation is considered one of the cornerstones of governance approaches (Scott and Trubek, 2002: 5-6). By recognising the multi-facetted nature of EU-matters in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors, governance approaches acknowledge that a large number of actors are affected by EU policy-making, and, therefore, have a legitimate say on the issues that impact on their lives (Ibid. 6). In reality, though, national level deliberations with actors affected by – or representing those affected by - the implementation of European guidelines under the EES have been limited overall (Zeitlin, 2002: 20-21). Yet, intentions on the part of particular actors to widen the number of players involved in the NAP/NRP work have not been lacking. In connection with (and in the wake of) the five-year evaluation of the EES, for instance, both the Commission and the European Employment Task Force (established by member states to identify measures for better implementation of the EES and headed by former Dutch Prime Minister Wim Kok) called, among other things, for wider participation of actors in the EES – at the European as well as the national level of this OMC process (Pochet, 2005: 57, 63). This was rejected by member state governments (Ibid. 57). 

     Prominent among actors who have been insignificantly included in the NAP/NRP work are non-governmental organisations (NGOs) [henceforth, NGOs and interest organisations/groups are used interchangeably as NGO is simply the international name for an interest organisation/group [Hansen, 2000: 283]] (Zeitlin, 2002: 21). Again, the discrepancy between theoretical promises and intentions on one hand, and the empirical realities on the other hand is fairly pronounced. New governance approaches in general and the OMC in particular rest, among other constituents, on widened participation (compared to conventional EU decision-making mechanisms) - also among NGOs (Scott and Trubek, 2002: 5-6). Furthermore, various Commission documents, the second report by Wim Kok and his European Employment Task Force (on the Lisbon Strategy) and, perhaps most important, the Presidency conclusions of the year 2000 Lisbon Summit explicitly mention the need for civil society and citizens to be involved in the implementation of the EES (Commission, 2002: 5, 20; Commission, 2003: 3, 8, 16, 18; Commission, 2005: 12, 33; European Council, 2000: 11; Pochet, 2005: 63). Yet, in reality, few member states have broadened participation beyond traditional NGO partners like anti-poverty networks and organisations of the disabled (Zeitlin, 2002: 21) - this development seems particularly interesting in member states with deeply-rooted traditions of involving civil society and citizens in the national policy process, such as Denmark (Togeby et al., 2003: 25-26). 

     To sum up, responding to decades of various modes of social policy-making in a large number of social policy areas, the fiscal and monetary prudence of EMU obligations, increasing unemployment rates, the implications of economic globalisation, growing socioeconomic diversity caused by past and future enlargements of the Union, and the lack of appetite for employing conventional decision-making methods in the course of the 1990s, the EU has - over the past 10 years - applied a more comprehensive approach to various social policy areas, in particular. The new governing mode named OMC, emanating from the consideration of the above factors, has attracted considerable attention in recent years due to its multi-facetted nature in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors and, obviously, because of its newness. For exactly these reasons, though, the OMC has also suffered from a lack of empirical investigation. Among the large number of policies subject to the OMC process, the EES stands out. Being the most developed of the OMC processes, the EES largely embodies the procedural of the OMC i.e. various hard and soft coordination mechanisms. 
     The EES soon became a decision-making mechanism in its own right. This development became evident in connection with the five-year evaluation of the EES in 2002. Member states’ track record in terms of implementation of key features of EMU obligations and BEPGs was, arguably, not impressive. The foundations of the EES were, therefore, questioned and focus was directed towards improved measures of implementation and the national part of the EES process was spotlighted. NAPs/NRPs are interesting in that respect, because they stem from a European policy and, hence, substantially and procedurally affect member states’ political arena. As far as procedure is concerned, considerable discrepancy between the “traditional” national policy process and the NAP/NRP work process in terms of participation has been detected in many member states, particularly regarding NGOs. Hence, the theoretical promise of governance approaches like the OMC (in casu EES) concerning widened participation of NGOs and the aspirations of particular actors vis-à-vis the empirical realities in a large number of member states in this particular area, seemingly, constitute a contradiction. In member states with long-time traditions of including civil society and citizens into the “traditional” national policy processes, this discrepancy between intentions and realities becomes even more interesting. Denmark, having a long tradition of consensual decision-making, exemplifies such member states.
     Based on a case study of Denmark, this thesis, therefore, examines the lack of involvement of NGOs in the NAP/NRP work. In other words, my problem formulation is the following:

Why has participation of NGOs in the Danish NAP/NRP work under the EES been relatively limited?                                 

2. Methodology  

In this section, I spell out my methodological considerations of this thesis. 

2.1. What is the study about? 

     The driving force behind my choice of problem of the thesis is the puzzle concerning the lack of involvement of NGOs in the Danish NAP/NRP work under the EES. I regard it as a puzzle, because Denmark has a tradition of involving a fairly large number of actors in domestic policy processes – to lesser and larger degrees depending on the policy area in question, of course. The fact that NGOs have been insignificantly included in the NAP/NRP work in Denmark does not imply that these kinds of documents are not formulated in the end – empirical data, obviously, show otherwise. What it does mean, though, is a decreased degree of political legitimacy (henceforth, legitimacy) of NAPs/NRPs given the expectations, theoretical as well as those of key players, embedded in governance approaches like the OMC process of the EES (the issue of legitimacy is further explained in a Theory sub-chapter). The purpose of this thesis is, therefore, to uncover the lacking NGO participation in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark. Such an investigation is, arguably, a precondition for and contributes to assessing the success or failure of the EES, and, in the case of the latter, suggesting possible reform scenarios. 

2.2 Theoretical or empirical study? 

     The study conducted in this thesis is empirical by nature since its purpose is to uncover the answer as to why NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark has been insignificant. Even though such an investigation relies on a number of theoretical interpretations about legitimacy, the relationships between NGOs and state actors, and Europeanisation
 (see below for eclectic use of theory), the main purpose of the study is to explain the lacking NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark. Had the study been theoretical by nature, it would have examined what lacking participation of NGOs in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark tells us about the explanatory power of various theoretical interpretations of legitimacy, the relationships between NGOs and state actors, and Europeanisation. 

2.3. What role does theory play in the study?
     First and foremost, the role of theory in my study is that of using it. Since my investigation is empirical by nature, the prime purpose of the theories applied is that using them as opposed to criticising them or develop existing theoretical accounts. The matter of examination of my thesis is fairly complex – theory-wise - and, therefore, requires the application of a number of different theories to obtain the best possible understanding of the investigated matter. By implication, the chosen theories are employed in an eclectic manner i.e. they are used to explain the various empirical parts that make up the larger empirical whole of the study, so to speak. The questions concerning the validity of my study raised by this eclectic use of theories are treated in the below. 

2.4. What is the relationship between theory and empirical analysis in the study? 
     As mentioned in the above, theory in my study is mainly used to provide the best possible understanding of the lack of NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark. Three types of theories are applied to this aim: Legitimacy; Interest Intermediation theories (Corporatism – Pluralism – Statism); and Europeanisation. These theories have been chosen, because they explain a) the foundation upon which interaction between state and non-state actors takes place (legitimacy) b) the types of interaction between state and non-state actors (interest intermediation) and c) the ways in which European policies impact on the national political arena (which may, potentially, have implications for both the foundation and the types of interaction between state and non-state actors). The order in which the theories are presented constitutes a logical progression: hence, insight into the foundations is useful to understand the pattern presented and the comprehension of the impact of Europeanised policies and their related mechanisms is expedient in order to understand the actor relations that may, potentially, become affected by such policies and mechanisms. The theories are slavishly explained (as opposed to an exposition that focuses specifically on NGOs), partly because I consider such a slavish exposition expedient in order to fully understand the theories, partly because the theories are used in the analysis in a fairly esoteric way and, hence, an in-depth understanding of them is required. A more detailed explanation as to why these theories have been chosen and how the exposition of them is made is provided in the beginning of the Theory chapter.  
     In other words, theory is used both as a conceptual and an analytical framework in my investigation. ‘Conceptual’ in the sense that the three types of theories employed in my study contribute to the understanding of the various empirical parts that make up the matter of investigation. In other words, the attempt to explain the lacking NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark would be difficult carry out if one had no prior knowledge about the foundation upon which interaction between state and non-state actors takes place (legitimacy); the types of interaction between state and non-state actors (statism, corporatism, pluralism); and the ways in which European policies impact on the national political arena (Europeanisation). ‘Analytical’ because the chosen theories contribute to the matter of investigation by identifying the circumstances that explain the issue examined. Hence, by identifying the foundation upon which interaction between state and non-state actors takes place (legitimacy); the types of interaction between state and non-state actors (statism, corporatism, pluralism); the ways in which European policies impact on the national political arena (Europeanisation), the theories chosen for my study function as cognitive graders that sort relevant and irrelevant empirical data with respect to the matter of investigation.

     Rosamond – quoting Gerry Stoker – has very accurately described the value of theory (particularly, but not exclusively, in the analytical framework-sense of the word) in relation to observations of empirical events. He considers theory indispensable, because it
…helps us to see the wood for the trees. Good theories select out certain factors as the most important or relevant if one is interested in providing an explanation of an event. Without such sifting process no effective observation can take place. The observer would be buried under a pile of detail and be unable to weigh the influence of different factors in explaining an event. Theories are of value precisely because they structure all observations. (Rosamond, 2000: 7)

2.5. What kind of empirical work is used in the study?

     The types of empirical data used in this study are interviews conducted by myself, interviews conducted by a Swedish scholar and NAPs/NRPs as well as second hand data in the shape of analyses of participation in the OMC.         
     As mentioned in the Introduction, I conduct a case study of Denmark – more precisely Danish NGOs and the their lack of involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES. I draw on three interviews with Dansk Iværksætter Forening (the Danish Entrepreneurs Association), Foreningen Nydansker (agency formed by businesses who are open to hiring immigrants) and Kvinderådet (Women’s Council in Denmark) conducted by myself and three interviews with Amtsrådsforeningen (The Association of County Authorities), Kommunernes Landsforening (The National Association of Local Authorities in Denmark), and De Samvirkende Invalideorganisationer (DSI) (the Danish Council of Organisations of Disabled People) conducted by Swedish sociologist Kerstin Jacobsson
 as part of her research in the time period 1999-2003. The reason why I include interviews with local and regional actors in my analysis of NGO participation is because I believe that experiences of participation of non-NGOs can contribute to uncovering the lack of involvement of NGOs in the NAP/NRP work under the EES. I have deliberately omitted interviews with ministerial representatives since the position of these actors in relation to the matter of investigation is fairly well documented (see e.g. Jacobsson, 2005; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007). In addition, I employ NAPs/NRPs from the years 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 as well as second-hand data in the shape of analyses of participation in the OMC. The choice of NAPs/NRPs from these particular years, arguably, represents the procedural and substantial changes - mentioned in the Introduction - that NAPs/NRPs have undergone since the launch of the EES. The relationship between first hand and second hand data in my study is one of mutual dependence, so to speak. Bearing in mind the alleged ‘empirical deficit’ of the OMC, a case study with a fairly specific focus like mine requires certain first hand data in order for it to be generalisable. On the other hand, it is equally important to include informed views by others which can substantiate the findings of the first hand data.    

     The method of analysis applied to this study is, therefore, qualitative by nature. This method of analysis is particularly suitable for my matter of investigation due to the ‘empirical deficit’ of the OMC. In other words, interviews are an apt method if, to use Steinar Kvale’s metaphor, “[t]he interviewer traveller wanders through the landscape and gets into conversations with the people he meets. The traveller explores the many areas of the country as unknown territory…” (Kvale, 1997: 18), i.e. if the interviewer wants to gain knowledge about a (relatively) unexamined field of study by interviewing people who have experiences with this field of study. These criteria are, arguably, applicable to the interviews with NGOs about lacking NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES. Yet, as Kvale points out, the traveller may also “…deliberately search for particular places or subjects by using a method…(…)…a path that leads to the goal” (Ibid. 18). Such guidance is significantly provided by my pre-understanding; to put it differently, the basis that enables me to interview - mirrored in my knowledge about the field of study (i.e. the conceptual use of theories and the matter of investigation) and the inevitable subjectivity of the interviewer (based on my norms, values, personality, the historical tradition that I am a part of and my general life experiences) - has implications for the manner in which the interviews are conducted and interpreted: the pre-understanding is an important part of the the path that leads to the goal (i.e. an answer to the matter of investigation). The qualitative method of interviewing, therefore, gives the interviewer knowledge about a (relatively) unexamined field of study through stories told by the interviewees’ concerning their experiences a particular field of study (Ibid. 18), but the interviewer has a pre-understanding of the field of study that, as an important part of the method, guides the interviewer towards the insight required. 
2.6. Generalisability of the study – choices and limitations

     In the below, I further comment on my methodological choices as well as the related limitations. These comments are categorised in accordance with the sub-headlines in the above. 

2.6.1. What is the study about?
     First and foremost, a number of overall questions are raised pertaining to the generalisability of my case study, more precisely the choices of country (Denmark), actor (NGOs) and policy area (EES). Admittedly, a study focusing on Denmark, NGOs and the EES can not do justice to the complexity of the OMC in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors. Still, the discrepancy between Denmark’s fairly large involvement of NGOs in “traditional” domestic policy processes and the lack of participation of these types of actors in a Europeanisation process like the EES is puzzling and the choices of country, actor and policy area in my study are, therefore, defensible.   

     As far as the choice of NGOs is concerned, they are not the only actors that have found it difficult to influence the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark. Even actors that are formally incorporated in the consultation process claim that the important work done by them at sub-national level in the labour market area is not reflected in the contents of NAPs/NRPs (Jacobsson, 2005: 116). Yet, the concern of this study is not why some of the actors consulted succeed in influencing the contents of NAPs/NRPs and others consulted do not, but why particular actors are consulted only to a little extent (in casu NGOs) compared to others. And, in that respect, NGOs stand out. 

     Though the EES – as the most developed OMC process – has attracted considerable attention in recent years, this particular process does not exclusively represent EU policy-making in the employment area; as pointed out in the Introduction and as Martin Rhodes draws attention to, EU social policy-making, including employment policy, has been fairly encompassing in terms of areas and modes over the decades (Rhodes, 2005: 279, 283-300). I, therefore, recognise that my focus on the ESS entails that I do not embrace the full scale of EU employment policy areas and modes in my study. However, the choice of the EES is primarily due to a) its status as the most developed OMC process b) its malfunctioning nature in terms of involving NGOs in the national part of the EES process. Given these two factors, the EES is, arguably, more puzzling compared to other types of EU employment policy areas and modes and, therefore, more interesting as a matter of investigation. 

     Finally, it is worth commenting on the relationship between legitimacy and functionability of national NGO participation under the EES. In other words, why it matters that the EES is less legitimate in case of lacking NGO participation in the NAP/NRP work, when the ability of the EES to function is not impeded (and, therefore, why the matter investigated is puzzling). With the widening and deepening of European integration in the past 15-20 years, public support for EU actions can no longer be taken for granted; successive enlargements of the Union and the transfer of sovereignty to the EU in policy areas which have traditionally been considered at the heart of member state discretion have caused what Simon Hix designates ‘the end of the permissive consensus’ (Hix, 1999: 134-140; Horeth, 1999: 252-253; Spongenberg, 2006). In other words, in the face of the changing nature of EU integration - i.e. the development of positive integration supplementing negative integration
 - as well and the accession of new member states, the Union shall increasingly legitimise its existence and actions to the European public. Governance approaches, with their focus on broadened participation – but also decentralisation of policy-making and diversity of member states – are supposed to address policy areas (mentioned in the above) which are considered contentious in terms of ceding sovereignty to the EU – and hence, potentially, illegitimate - by not insignificant parts of the European public (Scott and Trubek, 2002: 5-6). Thus, if particular features of governance approaches are malfunctioning, legitimacy-problems may occur. That is the reason why the functionability of EES is an insufficient measuring rod for assessing national NGO participation under the EES (in casu, NAP/NRP work); in turn, justification of my matter of investigation is, arguably, established.     

2.6.2. Theoretical or empirical study?
     The main reason for choosing an empirical study is due to the alleged ‘empirical deficit’ of OMC processes mentioned earlier. Furthermore, studies of the large number of empirical events made up by OMC processes seem necessary in order to assess the explanatory power of theoretical interpretations of NGO involvement in governance approaches like the EES. This is because theoretical studies of OMC processes, basically, suffer from the same ‘deficit’ as empirical studies of OMC processes do. In other words, it is debatable to what extent theoretical studies do, actually, have explanatory power when the empirical events that they seek to explain are not comprehensively investigated. Furthermore, some theoretical studies of OMC processes are presently subject to eclecticism, which – as mentioned in the below – may be problematic. 

2.6.3. What role does theory play in the study? 

     The attempt to uncover the lack of NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark involves the use of a number of theories to obtain the best possible understanding of the matter investigated. Such eclectic use of theories is, arguably, necessary, because – as Rosamond points out by quoting Michael O’Neill – “…the process of integration is endemically syncretic” (Rosamond, 2000: 101)
. In other words, no single theory can explain the complexity of European integration and its impact on member states in the shape of Europeanisation; hence, more than one theory is needed to explain and understand my matter of investigation. I recognise that such eclectic use of theory is certainly not unproblematic for the validity of my study. A study is, arguably, more valid if the issue examined is less complex, e.g. if the focus of the study is lacking NGO involvement in “traditional” national policy processes or Europeanisation of member state political continuity and change. Yet, previously separated fields of study are becoming intertwined and eclectic use of theory is, therefore, necessary. The new type of empirical events that occur from such intertwining of study fields makes it all the more important to have insight into the theories used to explain the empirical events within each field of study, whether the theories are applied conceptually or analytically (or both) to the new type of empirical event. Furthermore, eclecticism may contribute to assessing the explanatory power of theoretical interpretations of NGO involvement in governance approaches like the EES which is useful given the need for theories with explanatory power to understand OMC processes (as mentioned in the above).     

2.6.4. What is the relationship between theory and empirical analysis in the study? 

     It is difficult to assess the relative importance of theory being used as a conceptual framework vis-à-vis an analytical framework in the analysis. The two types of frameworks are, arguably, mutually dependant when applied to the empirical data. Hence, the identification of the lack of NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work under the EES makes little sense if no conceptual understanding of the matter of investigation is provided. On the other hand, such conceptual understanding is of little practical significance if not employed to distinguish relevant from irrelevant empirical data in relation to the matter of investigation. 

2.6.5. What kind of empirical work is used in the study?

     Admittedly, the number of interviews does not meet the ‘criteria’ or the rule of thumb of generalisability; hence, Kvale observes that the number of interviews in today’s interview studies is usually 15 +/- 10 (Kvale, 1997: 109). Yet, my matter of investigation, arguably, renders the number of interviews justifiable: firstly, since the Danish Council of Organisations of Disabled People is the only NGO that has been involved in the NAP/NRP work (Jacobsson, 2005: 118), any interview with NGOs which have not been involved in the NAP/NRP work shed light on the matter of investigation; secondly, the NGOs interviewed are prominent NGOs within their fields of activity; finally, the fields of activity of the NGOs interviewed feature in all NAPs/NRPs chosen for my examination, so interviews with NGOs working within these particular fields of activity seem fairly relevant. I consider these three reasons to fall within Kvale’s observation (which is an interpretation of pioneer studies in the field of interview studies) that 
…one can collect significant knowledge from a small number of interviewees that has subsequently proven to be generalisable. Quantitatively speaking, each case contained a large number of observations of individuals, and qualitatively speaking, the focus on individuals rendered possible a thorough investigation of the relationship between a particular behaviour and its context in order to identify the logic in the relationship between the individual and the situation. (Ibid. 109)
Moreover, I attempted to set up an interview with DaneAge Association (a large NGO which handles the interests of older people) – due to their prominence, their lack of participation in the NAP/NRP work and the featuring of elderly policy in all NAPs/NRPs chosen for my investigation – but unfortunately my contact person did not respond to my requests after the initial contact was established. 
     The number of NAPs/NRPs included in the analysis makes up half of the NAPs/NRPs formulated since the launch of EES. It is evident that the use of only 50 per cent of the NAPs/NRPs in the analysis raises questions of generalisability. Yet, the NAPs/NRPs chosen do, arguably, have a fairly high degree of generalisability. Firstly, the overall contents of these documents did not change significantly from 1998-2002 – guidelines were categorised within a four-pillar structure with similar contents (the pillars, that is) in all the respective years. Secondly, two out of three NAPs/NRPs from the time period 2003-2005 are included in my study. Thirdly, the first NRP ever formulated is part of the empirical data. Fourthly, two NAPs/NRPs from the pre- and post-five-year evaluation period, respectively, are included, suggesting a balanced selection of NAPs/NRPs in that respect. Fifthly, two NAPs/NRPs formulated under the Social Democratic-Social Liberal coalition government and two NAPs/NRPs formulated under the Liberal-Conservative coalition government are chosen, thereby taking into consideration possible party-political footprints on NAP/NRP contents (the latter government took office in November 2001).

     Finally, it is worth commenting on my choice of qualitative method vis-à-vis quantitative method. My matter of investigation involves the investigation of the (relatively) unexamined field of study of NGOs’ experiences with participation in the NAP/NRP work. In consequence, my study requires a method suited for the investigation of NGOs’ experiences in this field. Interviews are, arguably, best suited for such an examination, because they allow the interviewer to ‘explore unknown territory’ via the interviewees’ descriptions of their experiences – something which is more difficult to obtain with the quantitative method of questionnaires which does not allow for testing of the interviewees’ replies or examples by the interviewees’ to underpin their answers (Kvale, 1997: 18, 101). Hence, my choice of the qualitative method of interviews.     

2.7. Overview
Matter of investigation: lacking NGO participation in the NAP/NRP work under the EES in Denmark.
Theories based on the matter of investigation and applied conceptually and analytically to the empirical data: legitimacy, statism-corporatism-pluralism, Europeanisation.
Empirical data analysed on the basis of the matter of investigation and the chosen theories: three interviews with the Danish Entrepreneurs Association, Foreningen Nydansker and the Women’s Council in Denmark.
Empirical data that substantiates the findings of the analysis: three interviews with the Association of County Authorities, the National Association of Local Authorities in Denmark and the Danish Council of Organisations of Disabled People; four pieces of literature concerning the participatory aspect of the OMC.
Purpose of the analysis: to provide an answer to the matter of investigation by means of three interviews with NGOs whose information is comprehended and sorted through the analytical and conceptual use of theory and subsequently substantiated by way of three interviews with another NGO and local and regional authorities as well as pieces of literature regarding the participatory aspect of the OMC.   
3. Theory 

     As touched upon in the Methodology chapter, I have chosen the theories of legitimacy, corporatism/pluralism/statism and Europeanisation for my analysis of the matter of investigation. 

     The sub-chapter on legitimacy is structured as follows: firstly, it is established that legitimate dominance in the shape of legal authority is the kind of legitimate dominance relevant for the matter of investigation of this thesis; afterwards, the three constituents of legal authority – consent, values/norms and law - are presented and explained and their interrelations are demonstrated. It is shown that the three constituents of legal authority and the way they interrelate express two, potentially conflicting, considerations of individuals’ interests and collective interest – labelled input and output legitimacy. These two types of legitimate governance are explained and it is demonstrated that input and output legitimacy are expressed through societal institutions – which are identified and explained - and that the two types of legitimate governance are a pre-condition for the existence of these institutions. Finally, it is shown that the interplay between input/output legitimacy and societal institutions constitute the framework for the relationship between political authorities and the individuals governed upon.
     The interest intermediation sub-chapter starts with an explanation of the types of societal change that the chosen modes of interest intermediation originates from followed by an explanation of the various features of affinity of the modes in question (so as to acknowledge that the modes have common ground to some extent). Finally, the theories’ perceptions of state-society relations are explained - notably the standing of main non-state actors and their ability to influence the stages of policy formulation and policy implementation. 
     In the sub-chapter on Europeanisation, the concept itself is explained in the beginning, i.e. its genesis, its features and the nature of its impact on national political arenas. This explanation is made with a view to the identification and exposition of three widely recognised mechanisms of Europeanisation, including the conditions under which they affect the domestic political stage and their interplay. 
     Finally, as mentioned in the Methodology chapter, the reader will benefit from the order in which the theories are presented since this order constitutes a logical progression where knowledge of the foundations of state/non-state actor interaction is useful with a view to the reading of the types of interactions between state and non-state actors, which, in turn, is expedient to have comprehension of prior to gaining insight into Europeanisation mechanisms.

     I have chosen these particular theories, because each of them explains the various empirical parts that constitute the matter of investigation. Legitimacy is expedient, because it contributes to the understanding of the very foundations upon which interaction between state and non-state actors take place: the exposition of this particular theory shows the way in which constituents of legal authority are eventually transformed into the institutions that govern interactions between political authorities. The interest intermediation theories are useful, because they provide insight into the (lack of) opportunities that non-state actors – and, thereby, NGOs – have within various patterns of interest intermediation – an insight that becomes particularly interesting in so far as patterns modes co-exist. Europeanisation is relevant since Europeanised policies and the mechanisms used to implement them may, potentially, reconfigure the foundations and patterns that interaction between state and non-state actors in national polities rests on. As the sub-chapter shows, domestic actor coalitions are a not insignificant condition of (lacking) materialisation of such reconfigured foundations and patterns. 

3.1. Legitimacy
     In this Theory sub-chapter, I provide an account of the concept of legitimacy. By explaining what legitimacy is, the account aims at reaching an understanding of two complementary types of legitimacy, namely input legitimacy and output legitimacy. The below account renders visible the suitability of these particular variants of legitimacy vis-à-vis my matter of investigation. 

     It is by no means a coincidence that the present account attempts to ‘explain’ and ‘understand’, as opposed to ‘define’, the concept of legitimacy. According to Friedrich Kratochwil, legitimacy can not be defined, partly because the meaning of the concept derives from the cases to which it is applied, partly because the concept has little meaning in its own right, but should be understood in the context of related concepts like ‘power’, ‘authority’ and ‘rule’ (Kratochwil, 2006: 302-303, 305, 307). 

     Since legitimacy can not be defined in explicit terms, it seems expedient to attempt to explain the concept in relation to two of its conceptual relatives, those of authority and power. The relationship between authority, power and legitimacy is most famously spelled out by Max Weber in Economy and Society. Essentially, Weber claims that various modes of exercising power can be detected, but only via the mode of domination (to varying degrees) do those who exercise power have the acceptance of those dominated - for whatever the latter may comply
 (Weber, 1978: 212-213). Yet, dominators can not rely on one or more of the factors only for their domination to be acceptable to the subjects of power; the power exercised by those in power must also be legitimate (Ibid. 213). Weber points out three pure types of legitimate domination: traditional authority, charismatic authority and legal authority
 (Ibid. 215). Legal authority, with its consistent system of abstract rules made and implemented via bureaucratic administration, is inextricably linked to the modern western world state (Ibid. 217, 223) and is, therefore, the main concern of this sub-chapter. 

     So far, it has thus been demonstrated that those in power in democratic societies derive their legitimacy to rule from a type of authority based on legality (and the compliance - due to one or more of the four types - of those subject to power). What, more specifically, makes up the legitimate domination of legal authority is accurately explained by Jean-Marc Coicaud. Pointing to the three notions of consent, norms and law, Coicaud provides a fairly consistent presentation of the constituent parts of legal authority. To fully understand these constituents, each of the three notions must be dealt with in some detail. 

     Consent concerns the underlying reasons as to why individuals in society delegate power to political institutions, thereby giving up some of their rights (Coicaud, 2002: 12). To have tolerable relations between each other, individuals will have to agree that their rights are subject to mutual limitations grounded upon, as Coicaud puts it, “…a spirit of compromise and concession” (Coicaud, 2002: 11). An individual’s rights, therefore, only make sense in so far as they relate to other individuals’ rights (Ibid. 11). In other words, rights granted to individuals are always followed by duties to respect the rights of other individuals, thereby stating an individual’s inalienable rights, while at the same time delimiting this person’s very same rights. Yet, rights and duties of individuals would have little practical significance if no body existed that could legislate, implement and enforce them. Hence, from individuals’ consent to delimit their rights in order for them to have certain inalienable rights follow an acceptance to be governed upon by fellow individuals (Ibid. 12). 
     The governance by such political institutions does not only concern the reciprocal relations between individuals regarding their rights and duties, though; governance bodies also make decisions that are binding on society as a whole (Ibid. 12). Decisions made by these bodies, particularly those pertaining to general societal affairs, would be illegitimate if individuals did not consent to the decision-making power of these bodies (Ibid. 12). Policies that concern the collective interests of society usually have a more pronounced impact on individuals’ lives vis-à-vis policies regarding inter-individual affairs, because the former goes beyond the immediate sphere of interest of individuals; by implication, governance bodies need a larger degree of approval from those they govern upon when decisions have far-reaching consequences for the lives of individuals (Ibid. 12-13). In other words, since the relationship between those who govern and individuals is, essentially, one of command-obedience, the legitimacy of govenors is crucially dependent on those governed upon accepting the prerogatives of governance bodies and proportionality between impact of decisions and the degree of consent needed to make such decisions. In so far as governance institutions meet these criteria, they have the right to govern, i.e. their power is legitimate (Ibid. 14). 

     Yet, individuals’ rights and duties and the legislation upon, implementation and enforcement of them do only constitute a procedural necessity for the power of governance bodies to be legitimate. Rights and duties also have a substantial dimension that presupposes the very existence of them, namely values (Ibid. 15). It goes without saying that there is not necessarily consensus about which values should have the status of rights and duties; such disagreement could, potentially, result in conflict (Ibid. 15). Yet, rights and duties prevent that such lack of consensus causes opposition and conflict by stating and delimiting individuals’ inalienable values; consequently, consistency between values and rights/duties must exist as it would make no sense to erect to rights and duties values not preferred by society (Ibid. 15-16, 24, 25). 
     Coicaud points out that certain values must take into consideration the public dimension of a society (Ibid. 16). These values are expressed via various types of actions through which individuals or society manifest the make-up of society. Such action systems are, therefore, the ones that constitute the framework of processes that lead to the ‘canonisation’ of the public dimension values that are the most important for any given society – the constituent norms that express the collective identity of society (Ibid. 16). One of the most significant action systems is institutionalisation; according to Coicaud, governance bodies have two types of institutions at their disposal to ensure the diffusion of values: partly, law-making institutions like parliaments or constitutional assemblies, partly, institutions that uphold laws like courts and the police (Ibid. 17-18). These institutions are guarantors of established values being reflected in the decisions made by governance bodies regarding societal affairs, thereby ensuring the crucial connection between the existence of values and their formalisation into rights and duties (Ibid. 17). In other words, such institutions, in their capacity of action systems, become important intermediate links between agreed values in society and their diffusion into binding agreements in the shape of rights and duties. 
     If values and norms are the substances of rights and duties, law is the instrument used to make, implement and enforce established values in society and, thereby, ensure the legal status of rights and duties (Ibid. 20-21). However, law is by no means a new phenomenon in the history of legitimacy; it is the role that law has played in connection with rights/duties and values/norms in the modern western societies in the last two centuries or so which separates it from previous applications of law (Ibid. 18-19). The employment of law in the exercise of legal authority is to a large extent associated with the belief in legality, i.e. that law rules inter-individual relations and relations between individuals and those who govern and, thereby, “…stands above both the governors and the governed” (Ibid. 25). 
     Such application of law contrasts with that of pre-Medieval societies where the term ‘legitimate’ equalled what conformed to the law (Ibid. 18-19, 22). ‘Legitimacy’, which was employed from the Medieval Ages onwards, maintained - yet broadened - the meaning of ‘legitimate’ from that which conforms to the law to reflections upon power structures in society, notably the division between the source and the agent of authority
 (Ibid. 19; Lipset, 1994: 8). Enlightenment and secularism, with their focus on rationalism and constitutionalism  - and with these developments the rise of legal authority - further contributed to the emergence of the power structures of modern western societies (Coicaud, 2002: 19). In other words, law changed from being something founded and applied arbitrarily by rulers reflecting non-rationalist values to becoming an instrument used to formalise society’s established and agreed values in the shape of rights and duties via constitutions and in a spirit of rationality. This increasingly technical nature of law was, as mentioned in the beginning of this sub-chapter, reflected in a consistent system of abstract rules and implemented via bureaucratic administration. 

     At this point, the mutual exclusiveness and equal weight of the three parameters of legitimacy – consent, values/norms and law – should be obvious: rights/duties need values to have a substance, just as values need rights/duties as a means of statement and delimitation. Furthermore, law is the remedy used to formalise values in the shape of rights and duties via a finely-meshed web of deductive rules implemented by an independent officialdom; yet, law without values/norms in the shape of rights/duties and the former’s diffusion into society via action systems like institutions would elevate law to a level of legality that completely empties legitimacy in terms of substance.   

     In exercising legal authority, the governing authority of those in power must, therefore, rest on a mandate from the governed expressing agreed societal values in the shape of rights and duties which are systematised via a consistent system of laws. As should be evident from the above, such ‘government of the people’ – or democratic self-determination – (Scharpf, 1999: 1, 6) requires the reconciliation of (at least) two, potentially conflicting, demands, though. On one hand, governance bodies must take into account the rights and duties of individuals or groups of individuals. On the other hand, society’s collective interests must also be taken into consideration. In other words, legitimate governance both has an input dimension and an output dimension which reflect ‘government by the people’ (individuals’ interests) and ‘government for the people’ (society’s collective interests), respectively; these two dimensions make up ‘government of the people’ – or legitimacy based on legal authority (Ibid. 1, 6). Input legitimacy and output legitimacy– which were formulated by Fritz W. Scharpf in the early 1970s – are, therefore, complementary, but with divergent prerequisites and implications for governance (Ibid. 6).

     Input legitimacy weights the participatory and consensual elements which follow from the logic that individuals or their representatives
 can influence decision-making by governance bodies in so far as the former are affected by a given decision (Ibid. 7). Via deliberations between governance bodies and the individuals affected/their representatives, the parties would, ideally, reach a ‘win-win’ solution; in reality, though, not all parties win from such deliberations since certain individuals or groups of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others (Ibid. 7). Furthermore, the gap between individuals and governance bodies widens, which causes an increasing mismatch between the will of individuals and the reflection of this will in decisions by governance bodies; by implication, majority rule – i.e. the preferences of certain individuals or groups of individuals being mirrored in decisions of governance bodies at the expense of the preferences of others – is inevitable (Ibid. 7). 
     Essentially, the acceptance of majority rule by a minority of individuals concerns the matter of trust, which - in turn - derives from the collective identity of society (Ibid. 7-8). In other words, members of a society have common history, language, culture and ethnicity
 that constitute a feeling of ‘sameness’ (Ibid. 8-9). These commonalities and the sentiment of basic homogeneity are the foundations from which interests of individuals emerge; interests of a majority of individuals or a group of individuals reflected in decisions by governance bodies are, therefore, rooted in the same historical, linguistic, cultural and ethnical background as interests of minorities, thereby offsetting – or making acceptable – the obvious disadvantage of minorities of not having their interests mirrored in decisions. 

     Output legitimacy, on the other hand, is concerned with problems that affect a large number of individuals similarly and, thus, involves long-term planning and various levels of governance (Ibid. 11). Such issues have been ‘elevated’ to collective governance bodies, because they – for one reason or the other – could not be solved by other societal actors like individuals, the market or via voluntary cooperation in the context of civil society organisations (Ibid. 11). Since the output dimension deals with matters that involve a large number of individuals, it needs a polity within which the affected individuals live; yet, contrary to the input dimension, output legitimacy does not require a high degree of sameness from its constituency - all that is needed, as Scharpf puts it, is “…the perception of a range of common interests [italics in original] that is sufficiently broad and stable to justify institutional arrangements for collective action” (Ibid. 11). The most prominent example of this circumstance is, perhaps, the perception of the EU as a constituency within which (certain) issues of concern for the European peoples can be dealt with (Ibid. 11). In other words, if one accepts the premise that the European peoples are not an identifiable constituency, the EU has, nonetheless, succeeded in conveying the message that they are and that the Union is a polity that can legitimately address these concerns. It should be stressed that this observation is not an expression of Euro-scepticism; it is simply an illustration of the thinness of homogeneity (or sameness) required for a constituency to be perceived as legitimate in the context of the output dimension. 

     As mentioned in the above, various institutions in society ensure the manifestation of agreed values. Unsurprisingly, each of these institutional mechanisms functions as expressions of both input and output legitimacy since the institutionalisation of societal values through action systems includes individuals’ interests as well as society’s collective interests. Besides the type of institutions pointed out by Coicaud – whose functions should be explained in more detail - Scharpf adds some further mechanisms (which also need an explanatory note) to the list of expressions of value manifestation in society. 

     The first mechanism to be elaborated on is general elections. At first sight, it, arguably, appears more as an expression of input legitimacy and less as output legitimacy. In input terms, general elections, obviously, are an expression of ‘the will of the people’ since individuals can state their opinion about the governance body on the ballot (Ibid. 14). Output-wise, general elections hold those in office accountable by institutionalising and reinforcing public interest and, thereby, prevent the diffusion of governors’ norms into society (Ibid. 14). To achieve this aim, general elections can not stand alone, but must be viewed in the wider context of political and societal structures and practices in western world democracies; thus, general elections would be counter-productive if no free media, no pluralistic party-political structures, no oversight of governance bodies by other branches of government and vice versa, and no civil liberties like freedom of association were institutionalised (Ibid. 14). In other words, general elections presuppose certain structures and practices in order for the electorate to be able to make informed choices when they stand in the polling booth (Ibid. 14).  

     A second example of mechanisms that both express input and output legitimacy is independent expertise in the shape of the judiciary. On the output side, judges guarantee what Scharpf – quoting Bickel – designates the “…sober second thought of the community” (Ibid. 15) against judicial wrongdoing on the part of the governance body, e.g. in cases of high technical complexity; yet, even judges can do wrong, which is the matter if a large degree of discrepancy between judicial decisions and the preferences of broad majorities in society: as an expression of input legitimacy, the judiciary is multi-tiered, thereby ensuring that judicial decisions can be appealed and become subject to a ‘third or fourth opinion’, just as governance bodies can, ultimately, overrule the decisions by the judiciary (Ibid. 15-16). 

     Tripartite agreements between capital and labour organisations and the governance body as well as agreements between governance bodies within the same polity also express mechanisms of input and output legitimacy (as far as tripartite agreements/agreements between governance bodies within the same polity and input legitimacy are concerned, the expression is, admittedly, more implicit by nature). As far as the former structure is concerned, this so-called corporatist bargaining has been criticised – in input terms – for violating parliamentary sovereignty by sidelining the legislature on significant social policy matters (Ibid. 17). On the other hand, it has been argued, in output terms, that outcomes of corporatist negotiations serve public interest by merging divergent interests of, among other actors, employers and employees, just as economic efficiency has been singled out as an argument in favour of the – alleged – smooth nature of corporatist negotiation vis-à-vis parliamentary involvement or the involvement of multiple interests (Ibid. 17). 
     In federal states, the complementary nature of input and output legitimacy is evident in cases where matters are dealt with intergovernmentally between the central government and state governments (Ibid. 17). Output-wise, it is claimed that certain matters are better dealt with on an intergovernmental basis due to existing divisions of competences and jurisdictional boundaries between the various levels of government; yet, it is also recognised that polity competences and jurisdictions should, ideally, be altered to allow for a higher degree of efficiency in the joint decision-making process since the transaction costs
 connected with intergovernmental cooperation are relatively high (Ibid. 18). In terms of input legitimacy, intergovernmental cooperation between various levels of government within the national polity is considered a loss of parliamentary power in that parliaments can rarely change the contents of intergovernmental agreements (Ibid. 17). Such arguments are dismissed, in output terms, by arguing that agreements are negotiated by democratically elected governments within the same polity and have various political parties as signatories, thereby reflecting a broad section of individual interests (Ibid. 17-18). The issue of input and output legitimacy becomes even more pronounced when intergovernmental cooperation takes place between national polities – not only for federal states, but also for unitary states. The EU is, arguably, the best example of such jurisdictional and competence-related struggles (Ibid. 18), involving national governments, sub-national governments, a post-national executive, national parliaments and a post-national parliament. 

     Finally, the existence of pluralist policy networks also constitutes a mechanism expressing input and output legitimacy (as far as pluralist policy networks and output legitimacy are concerned, the expression is, admittedly, more implicit by nature). From the point of view of input legitimacy, the rationale for having no restrictions on the number of interests that engage in the consultation process with the governance body, i.e. an open-ended, informal process involving private individuals, interest groups, public interest organisations and governmental actors is that 1) all interests in society could be organised and adjusted views from all parties could lead to socially optimal results 2) all interests should have the chance of becoming organised and have internal democratic structures and procedures 3) organisations should not engage in strategic and position-oriented bargaining, but jointly engage in public consultations to realise their ‘generalisable interests’
 (Ibid. 18-19). These types of pluralist consultations are regarded as highly inefficient and ineffective from the point of view of output legitimacy, because a host of diverging interests must be merged for an outcome to be created (Ibid. 20). By implication, decisions on society’s collective interests are paralysed and the governance body is viewed as illegitimate. The, apparently, conflicting positions on pluralist policy networks by input and output legitimacy may, however, be reconciled in so far as these types of networks are considered a supplement to more ‘exclusionary’ (or formal) kinds of consultations; in other words, if such networks precede or accompany more formal types of decision-making process (like corporatism), it may be possible to merge input and output legitimacy concerns (Ibid. 20-21). 

     To sum up, the components of legitimacy (in the shape of legal authority) – consent, values/norms and law – make up democratic self-determination and express two complementary considerations that governance bodies must take into account when they exercise power. These input and output considerations are expressed through a number of institutional structures or mechanisms that contribute to the materialisation of the complementary legitimacy dimensions.  

* * * * 
     Yet, it is also obvious that legitimacy itself is a precondition for such structures or mechanisms to be justifiable, let alone make sense. This mutual dependency of legitimacy and the structures/mechanisms in question – along with a number of other, partly overlapping, structures/mechanisms
 – is due to their status of institutionalising factors of democracy, as Seymour M. Lipset points out (Lipset, 1994: 7-16). In other words, they constitute the framework for the relationship between political authorities and the individuals governed upon and, thereby, clarify the meaning of these institutionalising factors for political life. Without such factors, it would be difficult – if not impossible - to justify the exertion of power by governance bodies over those governed upon, to understand the responsibility that governance bodies (and, to some extent, also those subject to the exercise of power) have in terms of administrating their power in accordance with agreed societal principles, and to acknowledge the role that those governed upon have in evaluating and judging the performance of rulers (Coicaud, 2002: 26-42). Thus, when one realises that governance bodies are representatives of the individuals they exercise power upon, that rulers’ governance is limited (even when it seems strengthened, e.g. in case of immunity) to the service of the public and may be sanctioned if maladministration takes place (e.g. in case of diversionary tactics
 and populism), and that voters act as peer reviewers of rulers’ implementation of agreed societal values into concrete political action, the interplaying nature of  institutionalising factors of democracy becomes evident; that is to say, democratic institutions check and balance each other to cater for majoritarian as well as non-majoritarian – or input and output - considerations in society (Ibid. 26-42; Scharpf, 1999: 21-22). 

     Where the present account explains the complementary nature of the input and output dimensions of legitimacy, these dimensions’ relations with other institutionalising factors of democracy, and the interplay between these factors as a way to reconcile interests of (groups of) individuals and society’s collective interest, it does only briefly mention that such reconciliation of interests is emphasised differently, though – depending on the nature of the relationship between governance bodies and (groups of) individuals or their representatives. The theories of statism, corporatism and pluralism - which are explained in the next sub-chapter – address this relationship more thoroughly.  

3.2. Statism, corporatism and pluralism

     This Theory sub-chapter deals with state-society relations as these are expressed in the interactions between state representatives and societal representatives, i.e. so-called interest intermediation. Firstly, I briefly explain that the chosen theories rest upon various societal transformations in order to emphasise the link between interest intermediation modes and types of societal change. Afterwards, a short outline of various features of affinity of the theories in question is provided so as to appreciate that statism, corporatism and pluralism have common ground to some extent. Finally, the chosen modes’ perceptions of interest intermediation between state and societal actors are identified and explained.   

3.2.1. Societal transformations and interest intermediation modes
     Where statism is rooted in 18th century Enlightenment and Jacobin/Girondist revolutionary philosophies about the General Will of the people and the strong centralised state that autonomously (i.e. without societal interference) formulates policies in accordance with this Will, but caters for individual interests in the implementation of policies via decentralised and accommodating approaches to societal interests
, corporatism
  and pluralism rest on perceptions of transformative factors within capitalism (Schmidt, 1996: 49; Schmitter, 1977: 20-29). 

     Corporatism views capitalism as an abrupt, cyclical process where epoch-making changes - such as alternations in the type of working class or change in the way that ownership is organised and its degree of concentration – force capitalist classes in a given epoch to adapt to the new reality (Schmitter, 1977: 23-26). The originally pluralist associational pattern of a capitalist class in a given epoch is – in the face of one or more transformative factors - replaced by a corporatist pattern of hierarchically ordered, monopolistic peak organisations which seeks out the state for protection in the shape of regulations; this corporatist pattern continues until a new epoch-making change occurs followed by a pluralist associational pattern which is, eventually, replaced by a corporatist pattern (Ibid. 25-26). To the assumption of the causal relationship between transformative factors within capitalism and the eventual prevalence of a corporatist associational pattern should be added the assumption of the alleged failure of private interests to coincide with public interests (Schmitter, 1974: 108-109). According to Schmitter, John Maynard Keynes – in his 1926 essay The End of Laissez-Faire – challenged the view that private interest is always for the benefit of the common good and argued, in turn, for a larger role of government to ensure the public interest, but without impeding private initiative (Ibid. 108-109). This act of balancing between private interest and the public good should be obtained via a societal structure where the state increasingly underpins capitalism in regulatory terms within socioeconomic areas. The need for expertise, specialised information and legitimacy triggered by this expanded role of government can, according to the corporatist rationale, only be provided by organisations with hierarchical structures, large membership-bases and consensual leadership; Consequently, an interdependent relationship between the state and privileged organisations emerges where the state needs these organisations to provide expertise, specialised information and legitimacy, while the organisations need the state for protection against transformative factors within capitalism and to promote the public good on behalf of self-interested individuals
 (Ibid. 110-112; Schmitter, 1977: 25-26). 

     Pluralism’s view on transformative factors within capitalism, on the other hand, focuses on increases in the division of labour which are linear and irreversible and lead to a more specialised, organisationally differentiated and institutionally interdependent labour force; generated by new technology and mixed with previous factors like geographic locations and religious, cultural and local norms, these new modes in the division of labour entail multiple patterns of interests which are expressed through bureaucratic and professional organisation (Schmitter, 1977: 20). The rarity and/or periodic nature of technological change mean that the pluralist associational pattern is predominated by disruptive periods of relative stability and counterorganisation (Ibid. 20). Contrary to its own assurances of consensual and harmonic relations between interests, pluralism, therefore, unfolds in a conflictual environment; in the pluralist logic, though, conflict merely reinforces its associational patterns of – among other things – multiplicity and dispersion (Ibid. 21-22). Given the multiple and conflictual associational nature of pluralist interests, it is hardly surprising that the state and societal structures constituting the framework for interest intermediation reflect a polity based on democratic mass politics, as Schmidt points out (Schmidt, 1996: 20).        

3.2.2. Features of affinity of the theories 

     As the above contextualisation of the modes of interest intermediation within the framework of societal transformation has indicated, statism, corporatism and pluralism have different perceptions of state-society relations; these differences are more clearly identified and more thoroughly explained in the below. Yet, before turning to the exercise of identification and explanation, it seems expedient to shortly outline some features of affinity that the modes of interest intermediation do, in fact, share.  

     A key similarity of corporatism and pluralism, for example, is that the two theories rest on the same assumptions of interest intermediation being a product of previous socioeconomic factors; Schmitter notes that given this circumstance, it is tempting to try to relate the two theories to each other – either by way of juxtaposition (i.e. pinpointing each theory’s relevance for the explanation of the presence of different types of interest intermediation) or synthesis (i.e. merging the theories into a single comprehensive theory); the problem with this type of exercise is, however, that the two theories’ heavily reliance on socioeconomic assumptions disregard the importance of other explanatory factors, i.e. historical background, national character or political culture, where they differ considerably; in other words, the exercise of relating the theories to each other would demand ‘explaining away’ possibly relevant factors (in order to juxtapose or synthesise the theories) to an extent that virtually renders the exercise meaningless (Schmitter, 1977:  33-35). 

     Yet, the pointlessness of relating corporatism and pluralism (and statism, for that matter) to each other does not imply that theories of interest intermediation can not coexist; as pointed out by both Schmitter and Schmidt, no polity is solely statist, corporatist or pluralist since various sub-types may very well exist within a polity which is one mode or the other at the macrosocietal level (Ibid. 13; Schmidt, 1996: 34-35). And as the previous sub-chapter showed, modes of interest intermediation may even co-exist at the macrosocietal level, cf. the supplement of more ‘exclusionary’ kinds of consultation to pluralist policy networks.
     Moreover, corporatism and pluralism have similar views about certain aspects of the outcome of state-society relations (which might, at first sight, appear pluralist by nature, but may feature in corporatist systems as well), e.g. that: interests clash, participation should/could be inclusive, omnipotent power should/could be countervailed and solutions should/could be negotiated; yet, these outcomes appear in different processes in pluralist vis-à-vis corporatist policy-making  (Schmitter, 1974: 96, 100-101). Furthermore, Hunold points to experiences with pluralist interest intermediation that resembles corporatism in terms of obtaining more structured participation patterns, just as he observes certain corporatist polities moving towards more inclusive pluralist-like participation; Hunold, therefore, claims that pluralist and corporatist forms of interest intermediation are approaching each other to some extent (Hunold, 2001: 161-163).  

     Finally, statist, corporatist and pluralist patterns of interest intermediation all shed light on the rapid and numerous governance modes within today’s supranational EU polity; hence, Liberal Intergovernmentalism, policy communities of European business and labour associations and EU institutions, and the Community legislation, among other modes, exemplify supranational policy-making forms which rest on statist perceptions of government leadership at the policy formulation level, corporatist logic of privileged interests, and pluralist claims of an open and competitive environment of interest intermediation, respectively (Schmidt, 1996: 47; Yee, 2004: 499-501, 505-506). More importantly, perhaps, features of one mode of state-society relations can be identified in the other modes: statist traits can be observed both in pluralism when citizens – due to the vast numbers of decisions taken in democratic societies – delegate most decisions to top leaders and the latter, in turn, use this leverage to pursue their own policies (as opposed to those policies wanted by citizens) and in corporatism when negotiating associations – because of their privileged status – generate a stalemate that creates latitude for state actors to promote their interests, just as pluralism may resemble corporatist patterns of limited associational access when the former is expressed in the shape of ‘sub-governments’ of particular interests and state actors dealing with particular policy areas; and – as mentioned in the above – particular societal corporatist polities, e.g. Sweden and the Netherlands, have approached – or adopted, it could be argued - pluralist patterns of inclusive consultation to supplement, or even replace, tripartite bargaining (Hunold, 2001: 161; Yee, 2004: 501-503, 506, 515). 

3.2.3. The theories’ perceptions of state-society relations
     For all the affinities that statism, corporatism and pluralism share, they do have fairly different perceptions of the relationship between state actors and societal interests. In the below, these perceptions are identified and explained.   

     In Statism, the interactions between state and societal representatives are based on fairly unequal possession of powers, so to speak, since state actors clearly have the leadership in the formulation of policy; a number of factors contribute to this state of affairs: statist polities usually have a strong, independent administrative bureaucracy of highly-skilled officials as well as centralised state structures and a powerful executive supported by majority party in the legislature (Schmidt, 1996: 25, 47). A strong government who can rely on parliamentary support for its policy initiatives and on an officialdom to formulate policies without much interference from other stakeholders, therefore, makes it easy for state actors to lead the policy formulation process. As far the administrative bureaucracy is concerned, it should be added that distinct statist polities like France and Japan recruit future civil servants from elitist educational institutions; consequently, the feeling of belonging to the ‘chosen few’ created at these elitist schools is continued in the officialdom, which further contributes to the strong nature of the state bureaucracy (Ibid. 25). 

     It goes without saying that in a policy-formulation environment heavily dominated by statist representatives, the impact of societal actors is minimal. Hence, only officially recognised interest groups have access to these representatives, and when interaction takes place, the interest groups in question are consulted to be informed about policies already formulated, to persuade them about the validity of a given policy, or to gather information from them about policies yet to be formulated; in other words, an actual contribution from these interest groups to the formulation of policies is rarely the case; moreover, interest group pressure and lobbyism are generally considered illegitimate and corruptive phenomena, respectively, because they represent private interests (as opposed to the officially recognised interest groups who are considered to represent group interests) (Ibid. 19-20). Therefore, the strong role of state actors and the limited powers of interests groups in the formulation of policy, essentially, reflect the implementation of the previously mentioned Enlightenment philosophies of the General Will of the people (as represented by the state and officially recognised interest groups) (Ibid. 49). 

     However, the overall inability of interest groups to influence the formulation of policies does not imply that societal interests are excluded from other stages of the policy-making process. Thus, their lack of powers at the drafting stage of this process is offset by the ability to influence policy-making at the level of implementation; a number of factors explain this situation: In general, the powers of interest groups at the implementation stage can be regarded as a corrective which is institutionalised to make sure that the implementation of the General Will at the formulation level does not supplant particular interests; in addition, the way that the state administration is structured allow for civil servants to have considerable freedom to interpret policies; also, state actors simply need interest groups to ensure that formulated policies do actually function at the microsocietal level, which leaves the latter with significant leverage to accept or object to the implementation of any given policy (Ibid. 47-49, 58). Just as the influence of officially recognised interest groups (however insignificant it may appear) is the exception to the rule of state actor clout at the policy formulation stage, the non-consultation of poorly organised interest groups is the exception to the rule of societal interests’ clout at the level of policy implementation; in other words, if interests are not organised in professional organisations, they are certainly not consulted at the policy formulation level, but may also be ignored at the stage of implementation (Ibid. 57-58).

     The Corporatist mode of interest intermediation, on the other hand, regards state representatives as co-actors rather than leaders in the policy-making process; again, certain factors have contributed to this state of affairs: first and foremost, the earlier mentioned expansion of the public policy domain that was triggered by the perceived failure of private interests to coincide with the public good has entailed a proliferation of governmental agencies; these agencies are considered – as Keynes puts it – “…the ideal size for the unit of control and organization” (quoted  in Schmitter, 1974: 110) of the state’s underpinning of capitalist development (i.e. the attempt to make private and public interests coincide); hence, the state finds expression in “…an amorphous complex of agencies with ill-defined boundaries, performing a great variety of not very distinctive functions,…” (Schmitter quoted in Schmidt, 1996: 29), which – arguably – makes it more receptive to influence from the capitalist class peak organisations it needs for expertise, specialised information and justification (Schmidt, 1996: 37-38; Schmitter, 1974: 110, 111). Furthermore, societal corporatist polities – particularly the small ones - are seemingly conducive to the co-acting role of the state in the intermediation of interests, due to their willingness of power-sharing among political parties (e.g. reflected in the electoral system of proportional representation) and the non-revolutionary break with past political structures (Schmidt, 1996: 33).

     Since state actors expand their policy domain to socioeconomic areas and since societal interests are very much an expression of transformative patterns within capitalism, it is hardly surprising that business and labour interests predominate in the corporatist perception of interest groups; this perception is further reinforced by state actors’ preference of monopolistic peak organisations and the eventual associational pattern of peak organisations that capitalist transformative factors cause (Ibid. 30; Schmitter, 1974: 111, 112; Schmitter, 1977: 23-26). In addition, it is claimed that corporatism is deliberative by nature in that it encourages the discovery and transformation of group interests and works towards a common conception of the public good, i.e. interests are not fixed, but may be subject to change; moreover, business and labour are viewed as partners rather than hostile pressure groups, thereby resembling statist perceptions of officially recognised interest groups and  echoing Keynes’ notion of the role of privileged interests in promoting the public good on behalf of self-interested individuals (Hunold, 2001: 160). By implication, other types of interest groups find it difficult to unravel the tripartite – and, arguably, fairly exclusive - bargaining pattern of state actors and peak organisations within business and labour in order to promote their interests (Ibid. 161).

     Unlike statism, the social partners, i.e. peak organisations within business and labour, in corporatist polities are consulted both at the level of policy formulation and policy implementation (Schmidt, 1996: 48). The application of the formulation-implementation distinction to corporatist interest intermediation perceptions makes little sense, though, because such a division is, arguably, strategically advantageous to state and societal actors only if one actor or the other need their counterpart at one stage or the other. The point to be made is that the separation between state and privileged societal representatives becomes blurred in corporatist policy-making, because of the interdependent nature of their relationship (Yee, 2004: 505): when no actor is dependent on the other at either the stage of policy formulation or the stage of policy implementation, but both actors are, in contrast, dependent on each other at both stages, the strategic advantage of providing assistance to the needy counterpart at one stage or the other is no longer there and the significance of the stages is, thus, diminished; by implication, non-privileged societal actors find it difficult to influence the policy-making process in corporatist polities – a state of affairs which is reinforced by the sufficiency that state and privileged societal players largely attach to each others assistance.

     Due to the decentralised nature of political institutions and weak public powers, state actors in pluralist polities are not powerful at the stage of policy formulation; as an explanatory factor of this state of affairs, Schmidt attaches importance to the coinciding organisation of state and society  in pluralist polities like the USA (as opposed to e.g. France where state power emerged prior to the organisation of societal interests), thereby legitimately integrating societal actors into the institutional and procedural structures of the polity (Schmidt, 1996: 15, 20-21, 28, 48). By implication, state actors must justify their political actions towards society to a much larger degree compared to both statism and corporatism by means of e.g. public speeches and press interviews, and Yee goes so far as to claim that “[g]overnment policies are the results of their [organised interest groups] changing political competition on specific issues” (Yee, 2004: 500). Unlike state actors in statist and corporatist polities, pluralist state actors do, therefore, not possess the powers to recognise or privilege certain types of societal interests (for the reasons outlined in the above), but are, on the contrary, conferred a passive role at the policy formulation level (Schmitter, 1974: 96, 101). Yet, the relatively weak powers of state representatives in formulating policy are offset by their prerogative of implementing policy without much involvement of societal actors (Schmidt, 1996: 15, 48, 58, 67). 

     Besides the weak institutional and procedural state structures at the level of policy formulation, the fairly good conditions that societal interest groups have at this stage of pluralist policy-making process should also be put down to the associational environment; firstly, relations between representatives of society are not consensual: interests groups pursue their goals in an adversarial environment, i.e. these groups are perceived as having conflictual non-reconcilable goals which are self-interested and preference-maximising by nature; secondly, no interest group or groups are privileged: possession of political resources are widely dispersed which means that many societal representatives can potentially influence policymakers; thirdly, predominance of certain interest groups is countervailed: the number of societal groups are vast and free associability is a right (Schmitter, 1974: 101; Schmitter, 1977: 21-22; Hunold, 2001: 160, 162). Seemingly, the average societal representative, therefore, has considerable latitude to pursue its goals in the pluralist associational environment, since it does not have to take consensual, resource matters and legal constraints into consideration. 

     Yet, a number of features of the pluralist interest intermediation pattern qualify the impression of favourable consultation structures for societal interest groups. For one thing, this advantageous environment only applies to the stage of policy formulation since state actors can largely ignore pressure from societal representatives at the policy implementation stage; moreover, though the working environment is potentially favourable to the average societal interest group, it does not imply that it will actually succeed in influencing state actors: in other words, as Yee points out, the advantageous structures for societal representatives are de jure guaranteed in pluralist polities, but business interests de facto predominate consultations with state actors, thereby creating an exclusive environment of deliberation (Hunold, 2001: 162; Schmidt, 1996: 15, 28, 48, 58, 67; Yee, 2004: 500). Having said that, it is indisputable that societal interest groups significantly influence the actions of state actors in the pluralist policy-making process: unlike statist and, to a little extent, corporatist interest intermediation modes, pluralist policy proposals largely reflect “…group activity “from below”” (Schmitter, 1974: 101) - i.e. a ‘bottom-up’ approach where policies are very much a reflection of societal will vis-à-vis the ‘top-down’ approach of statism and, to a lesser degree, corporatism where policies are imposed on society by state actors; moreover, in spite of the discretion that pluralist state actors have at the implementation level of the policy-making process, they do not have latitude to the same extent as statist state actors to interpret the contents of formulated policies (Schmidt, 1996: 58).   

* * * * 
     It has so far been shown that the reconciliation of public and private interests rests on a number of institutionalising factors of democracy, including the complementary components of input and output legitimacy, and that the interests are weighted differently depending on the pattern of intermediation between state and societal actors in a given polity. Had the matter of investigation of this thesis concerned policy-making in a national polity without influence from other polities or political systems, the present and the previous Theory sub-chapters would, arguably, have been adequate. Yet, the policy-making environment that Danish NGOs operate in when they attempt to influence the NAP/NRP work results from the impact of European integration on Danish political continuity and change (in casu the implications of the EES for the NAP/NRP work); hence, an account of the manners in which the national political arena is affected by the impact of European integration is, arguably, required – the concept of Europeanisation serves this purpose and are, thus, dealt with in the last Theory sub-chapter.   

3.3. Europeanisation 

     In this final Theory sub-chapter, the concept of Europeanisation is identified. Firstly, I discuss what Europeanisation is – i.e. the triggers of its emergence; its constituents; and the nature of its impact – with a view to identifying its widely recognised three modes. Secondly, I explain these three mechanisms. 

3.3.1. What is Europeanisation? 

     For many decades, the relationship between the national political arena and the European ditto concerned the delegation of powers from the former to the latter only, the reasons why this transfer of competences took place, and the set-up of European institutions caused by this delegation of powers; in other words, the processes known as European integration. Yet, in recent years, there has been a growing recognition of and interest in the impact that European integration has on the national political arena; scholars of and stakeholders in European integration have realised that European legislation and institutions are important explanatory factors of political continuity or change in EU member states. This switch of independent and dependent variables in the relationship between the national and European political arenas is designated Europeanisation, because the domestic political arena is being europeanised, so to speak (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 1-3; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 255; Kassim, 2003: 81-82; Mair, 2004: 337-338; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 1-3). A number of factors which have contributed to the growing recognition of and interest in Europeanisation can be singled out: the establishment of the Single market and EMU - which Hix and Goetz as well as Bulmer and Radaelli draw attention to - seems particularly significant; moreover, Kassim points, among other factors, to the complexity of the EU political system that imposes high demands on member states in terms of coordination and preparation for involvement in EU decision-making; moreover, successive enlargements of the Union have shown the adaptational pressure of legislation passed by European institutions on candidate countries (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 2, 4-6; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 1-2, 14; Kassim, 2003: 83-86). 

     Besides these tangible empirical events, changes in scholarly divisions of labour have affected the increased recognition of and interest in Europeanisation by, effectively, generating its genesis in theoretical terms: previously, little integration of works of students of comparative politics (henceforth, CP) and international relations (henceforth, IR) took place; yet, the fashion in which the EU has been governed in recent years – involving multiple institutions, actors and policies - as well as IR scholars’ reversal of variables so as to assess the impact of the international system on the domestic political arenas, have gradually blurred scholarly boundaries of previous times (Hix and Goetz,  2000: 1-2; Mair, 2004: 338). 
     Besides the legacy from CP and IR, the theoretical thinking of Europeanisation also rests on Institutionalism: after European Integration scholars started studying the abovementioned reversal of variables in a European context, it became obvious that national institutions and actors are significant intervening variables between the adaptational pressure of European legislation on member states and the actual adaptation or non-adaptation by the latter; Knill and Lehmkuhl as well as Bulmer and Radaelli point out the relationship between the nature of legislation passed by European institutions and the nature of the response by member state institutions and actors – in other words, domestic institutions and actors act in accordance with the type of policy passed by European institutions, and institutionalist accounts partly emphasise the relative importance of actors vis-à-vis institutions differently, partly define institutions differently (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 17-20; Kassim, 2003: 87, 100-102; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 13; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256-277). 
     Returning to the previously mentioned relationship between CP and IR and its impact on the genesis of Europeanisation research, this relationship also plays a role for the way in which Europeanisation is defined: as Mair draws attention to, Europeanisation owes much to IR in terms of its emergence to the scholarly and political agenda, but IR does not specify how Europeanisation impacts on the domestic political arena since Europeanisation is regarded as an external factor to the national political stage; CP, on the other hand, considers member states a part of Europe in cultural and historical terms and, hence, a contributing factor to the manner in which member state actors develop their perceptions – Europeanisation is, therefore, an internal element of member states’ political system in CP thinking and CP – for exactly this reason – considers it imperative to specify what Europeanisation consists of (Mair, 2004: 339).      

     It should be clear now that Europeanisation, essentially, has two constituent features: European-level institutionalisation, caused by delegation of powers from member states to the European level, and the legislation passed as a result of this institutionalisation and the impact of the European-level legislation on member states’ political systems. The two features are complementary, as Mair points out: without European-level institutionalisation, no impact on domestic political arenas; without impact on national political systems, European-level institutionalisation is irrelevant (Ibid. 340-343). 
     Having said that, students of Europeanisation emphasise the two constituent features differently: Hix and Goetz present an account of the type of policies delegated from the national to the European level and the power-sharing nature (national vis-à-vis European institutions) of the subsequent institutionalisation; afterwards, they investigate the implications that both policy transfer and institutionalisation have for the domestic political stage (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 3-14); Kassim focuses on member states’ political administrative systems and the manner in which member states coordinate strategies with a view to participation in European-level negotiations (Kassim, 2003: 81-104); Mair, in his review article, draws attention to literature on Europeanisation that focuses on the rise and development of distinct European-level ways of governing – and how this Europeanisation impacts on member states’ political structures and the responses to it (Mair, 2004: 339). Knill and Lehmkuhl examine the main forms that the impact of Europeanisation assumes and how member state institutions and actors respond to these effects (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256-277); Mair, reviewing another prominent piece of Europeanisation literature, points out the more conventional perception of Europeanisation as the relationship between European institutions and the legislation they pass and the political system of member states (Mair, 2004: 339-340). Yet, the complementary nature of the constituent features of Europeanisation should, once again, be stressed and Bulmer’s and Radaelli’s take on Europeanisation, arguably, reflect this complementarity: though they share Knill’s and Lehmkuhl’s emphasis on ‘Europeanisation as penetration’ via main mechanisms, so to speak, they also present various patterns of EU governance which take these mechanisms into account and, thereby, establish a clear link between legislation passed as a result of European-level institutionalisation and the impact of this legislation on member states’ political systems (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 3-13).

     Naturally, the nature of these political systems/arenas/stages differs from member state to member state, but Europeanisation impacts – at the very least - on policy, polity and politics of any given member state: thus, Knill and Lehmkuhl examine national responses to adaptational pressures of EU environmental, road haulage and railways policies and Kassim investigates reconfigurations of national government administrations as a result of EU legislation and with a view to European-level negotiations, whereas Hix and Goetz as well as Bulmer and Radaelli, in a more general fashion, present various implications of European-level institutionalisation and the types of legislation passed by these institutions via Europeanisation mechanisms for member state policy, polity and politics (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 263-275; Kassim, 2003: 81-104; Hix and Goetz, 2000: 4-14, 17-20; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 3-13; 16-17). Yet, Europeanisation of national policy and polity attracts more scholarly and political attention than Europeanisation of national politics: Hix and Goetz provide a fairly straightforward explanation to this state of affairs, namely that Europeanisation of domestic policy and polity is more pronounced than Europeanisation of national politics
; Mair, in a somewhat different interpretation, claims that to the extent that Europeanisation is used as an explanatory factor of domestic change by scholars and politicians, explanations pertaining to policy and polity – not politics – predominate: scholars find Europeanisation of politics irrelevant and politicians generally neglect it – by translating it into less politically contentious matters of policy and polity - since it has the potential of political mobilisation and conflict
; attempts to depoliticise this important part of national political systems are, therefore, made (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 15, 17; Mair, 2004: 344). 

     The success of this exercise of depoliticisation is debatable, though, since Europeanisation can, potentially, constrain, strengthen, reinforce and catalyse actors, institutions, policy styles and policies: Hix and Goetz observe a number of direct and indirect effects of European legislation, including the constrained macroeconomic choices of national decision-makers as a result of EMU obligations; the strengthening of judicial review powers of member state courts vis-à-vis the national executive since the former are allowed to apply EU law; the reinforcement of demands of devolution by regional authorities in certain member states as a result of EU regional policies; and the catalysing effect of EU environmental policies for the electoral success of Green parties in particular member states
 (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 10-12). 
     Kassim examines the manners in which government administrative institutions are affected and, among other things, he concludes that specialist administrative units at the centre government have been strengthened in member states like France, Sweden, the UK and Denmark (Kassim, 2003: 90-93), and Mair observes that translation of matters of Europeanised politics into issues of polity and policy strengthens government administrations (Mair, 2004: 344). As far as policy styles are concerned, there are diverging perceptions as to the nature of the impact: Bulmer and Radaelli, for example, claims that Europeanisation can change policy-making in a more or less corporatist or pluralist direction, whereas Kassim holds that modes of interest intermediation are determinants of the fashion in which Europeanisation impacts
 (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 15; Kassim, 2003: 101). 
     Also, policies are, obviously, affected in regulatory, re-distributional and cognitive terms by Europeanisation: regulatory policies may either be deregulatory (negative integration) or re-regulatory (positive integration) and they concern market-making and market-correcting policy-making, respectively (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 4-6; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 257-259; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 5-8, 10-12). Prominent examples of EU deregulation are policies associated with the set-up of the Single Market, i.e. initiatives which aim at implementing the free movement of goods, services, capital and labour via removal of barriers (technical, physical), the principle of mutual recognition; restrictions on state aids and privatisation of national monopolies (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 4; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 258; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 6, 10-11). Environmental, consumer protection and health and safety at work policies are notable EU re-regulation initiatives; this type of EU legislation is usually implemented by way of harmonisation, i.e. minimum standards which member states must comply with; despite its relatively harmless term, minimum standards may, in fact, have considerable implications for member states since some of them will have to raise their standards, while others will have to lower them (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 4-5; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 257-258; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 6, 9). EU institutions have considerable powers within both areas of regulation policy, but - as Bulmer and Radaelli point out – deregulatory policy adjustment is more horizontal since a well-functioning member state regime is usually copy-pasted by other member states vis-à-vis the more vertical nature of re-regulatory policy adjustment where national policy must comply with EU legislation (Ibid. 6-7, 9; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 257-259; Hix and Goetz, 2000: 6-7). Europeanisation may also impact on national policies in more re-distributional and cognitive terms. The EU budget is the most obvious example of EU re-distributional powers; though the Budget is small (percentage-wise in terms of member states’ total GDP and expenditure), re-distributional policies (particularly CAP and regional funds) comprise the lion’s share and they are of significance to beneficiaries whose income is fairly dependent on EU pay-outs (Ibid. 5). Areas covered by the OMC, e.g. employment, social inclusion, the JHA and the CFSP, exemplify cognitive EU legislation in that member states attempt to coordinate policies around shared ideas and adoption of best practice models (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 258-259; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 7, 11-13). EU institutions have considerable powers on issues of re-distribution – particularly the Commission, whereas member states have been wary about delegating competences on matters pertaining to cognitive policy-making (legislation is non-binding or subject to unanimity voting) (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 259; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 7). 

     Finally – and as already touched upon in the above – it is worth mentioning the important role member state institutions, actor coalitions, political/administrative opportunity structures/cultures and state traditions/structures play in terms of ‘if’ and ‘how’ Europeanisation impacts on domestic political systems: Hix’ and Goetz’ overall observation that “…national institutions and actors matter, in the sense that they have a profound, if not determining, effect on how European integration as a force of polity and politics change plays out in the domestic context” (Hix and Goetz, 2000: 20) are fleshed out by Knill and Lehmkuhl who, for example, draw attention to the causality between the shift towards a liberalisation-minded actor coalition in Germany and the countries’ implementation of a road haulage policy directive in the 1990s and by Kassim and Mair who both focus on the opportunities that political/organisational structures/cultures and state traditions/structures offer to actors: hence, Kassim, among other factors, points out the fashion of the party system, the type of administrative culture in member states - i.e. the degree of unity between government administrative units - and the type of state (unitary state vis-à-vis federation) as decisive ones (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 270-271; Kassim, 2003: 101-102; Mair, 2004: 344).    

3.3.2. The three mechanisms of Europeanisation
     Based on the above discussion of what Europeanisation is – i.e. its origins of key empirical events, blurring of scholarly boundaries, and institutionalist thinking; its elements of institutionalisation and penetration; and the nature of its effect - I now proceed with the more systematic identification of its three modes (Knill and Lehmkuhl; 2002: 256-277; Kallestrup, 2006: 15-17; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 5-7, 8-13; Mair, 2004: 341-342). 

     The first mechanism is designated Institutional Compliance or Closeness of Fit and is concerned with the institutional compatibility of member states’ political configurations with the European ditto; this type of mechanism is usually associated with positive integration policies where EU institutions impose legislation that member states must comply with, so Bulmer’s and Radaelli’s statement that national institutions “…are like rigid posts channelling the impact of Europe” (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 9) is correct; yet, as with the other modes of Europeanisation, a number of conditions must be met for Europe to, potentially, impact, so to speak, on the domestic arena in Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit terms: Knill and Lehmkuhl set out a two-step approach explaining the conditions under which European legislation may change member states’ political arrangements; the first step concerns the actual compatibility, i.e. whether European legislation requires no, moderate or fundamental changes in national political systems – only if moderate changes are the case, European legislation, Knill and Lehmkuhl hold, may overcome member state perseverance; such moderate changes are subsequently confronted with the interest/actor constellations in power in member states – at this second step of the explanatory approach, the moderate changes of European legislation are either implemented or rejected depending on the interest/actor constellation in power being sympathetic or unsympathetic to the changes in question (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256, 257-258, 259, 260; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 5-6, 8-10; Mair, 2004: 341; Kallestrup, 2006: 15-16)
. 

     Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures is the second Europeanisation mechanism and it deals with the manners in which European legislation may redistribute resources and power between national actors; thus, this particular mechanism is less concerned with the imposition of specific European arrangements on domestic political systems (i.e. compatibility) and more preoccupied with the change of actors’ opportunities which may, in turn, generate institutional alterations; unsurprisingly, Europeanisation via Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures is, therefore, most applicable to negative integration policies where European legislation aims at eliminating policies, so to speak, by means of deregulation (as opposed to the active creation of policies under positive integration); as with the mechanism of Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit, a two-step explanatory model regarding the impact/non-impact of Europe is prescribed: the first condition is concerned with the nature of power and resource distribution between member state actors, i.e. in so far as powers and resources between actors are equally distributed, European legislation may – eventually – impact on the national political system since the balance of power is more likely to tip as a result of EU policies (as opposed to uneven distribution of power and resources between actors where European legislation simply strengthens the power of an already dominant actor constellation or, on the other hand, insufficiently reinforces opposing actors); in so far as EU policies actually cause the redistribution of powers and resources between national actors, the European impact will – at the second  stage -  only materialise if an actor constellation favouring the European legislation in question is strengthened – hence, as Knill and Lehmkuhl observe, a given European policy may tip the balance of power in favour of an actor constellation which actually opposes this policy (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256, 258, 259-262; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 6-7, 10-11; Kallestrup, 2006: 15, 16)
.  
     The final mechanism of Europeanisation is designated Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations or Learning and it focuses on the cognitive aspects of the impact of Europe, i.e. how European policies can potentially frame the mindsets of domestic actors via exchange processes (learning) like ‘best practice’; hence, Europeanisation via framing of cognition does not explicitly affect member states’ institutions or opportunity structures, but may change actors’ perceptions of a given matter – such change may then lead to alterations in the preferences and strategies of actors which may, in turn, affect institutional state of affairs in the domestic political arena; Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning is, therefore, often applied to policies which prepare the ground for positive or negative integration and are, thus, non-legally binding, subject to unanimity voting or symbolic, e.g. areas covered by the OMC as well as the Common Foreign and Security Policy (henceforth, the CFSP) and parts of the Justice and Home Affairs area (henceforth, the JHA – be it substantially in the shape of best practice under, say, the EES or procedurally in the shape of coordination, e.g. under the CFSP political agreements; Bulmer and Radaelli, arguably, encapsulate the horizontal nature of this particular Europeanisation mechanism fairly accurately in stating that “[t]he idea is to use the EU as a transfer platform rather than a law-making system” (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 11; Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 256, 258-259; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 7, 11-12; Kallestrup: 2006: 15, 16-17). For Europeanisation via Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning to, actually, impact, it must both coincide with national policy reform/change to a large extent and take existing institutional arrangements and interest constellations in member states into consideration (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 263; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 11). These considerations are expressed in the circumstances under which this third mechanism can be expected to have an effect: either, policies subject to Europeanisation via framing of cognition constitute a focal point for domestic policy makers in the efforts to reform or change a given policy - in this case, European policies are very much in line with intended changes or reforms in the national arena, i.e. European and domestic beliefs coincide to a considerable extent or they can change the belief systems of national veto actors and, thereby, instigate a consensus on reform/change by bringing about a player coalition whose (changed) beliefs are in line with European policies (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 263)
. 

* * * *

     Knill and Lehmkuhl as well as Bulmer and Radaelli underline that the three-fold division of Europeanisation mechanisms is purely analytical, since – empirically speaking – the mechanisms may interrelate with each other in different ways: for one thing, Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit may lead to Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures and the latter may lead to Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning; moreover, the lack of clear boundaries between EU and member state competences in some policy areas hinders a clear-cut classification of all policy areas in terms of their respective Europeanisation mechanism; finally, it is also imaginable that the absence of Europeanisation via Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit may strengthen the impact of Europeanisation via Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures or Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning by giving national reformers more latitude to change domestic policy (Ibid. 257, 276-277; Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004: 17). Perhaps, one could add, this difficulty in clearly defining the three Europeanisation mechanisms in empirical terms is reflected in the theoretical complexity of the concept of Europeanisation.  
4. Analysis
4.1. Some Introductory Remarks

     For the sake of clarity, I find it expedient to briefly explain how the analysis is conducted, i.e. the choice of sub-chapters and the interplay between the various empirical data and theory (as for the latter, some repetition of the methodological considerations may occur). 
     Essentially, I have identified four main replies in my own interviews that constellate a coherent and comprehensive answer to the problem formulated at the end of the introductory chapter; these main replies, therefore, have no explanatory power in their own right (which is the reason why they are not causes), but only in their capacity of parts of a pattern that make up an answer to the matter of investigation. The four main replies are: 

· EU policies are not an integrated part of the NGOs’ handling of interests

· The perception of the NGOs is that they are relatively well integrated into the national policy process

· Other non-state actors perform better than the NGOs in the national policy process and procedural matters impede the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process
· Documented knowledge does not always carry the same weight as policy makers’ own opinions, social partner negotiation history and ministerial working procedures
     The main replies mirror two key features of the matter of investigation, namely Europeanised policies and NGO participation in policy processes; hence, it is on the basis of the two key features of the matter of investigation that the four main replies have been identified (that the main replies reflect the two key features of the matter of investigation is hardly surprising, by the way, given the methodological considerations regarding the intertwining of study fields; the consequent use of theory in an eclectic manner; the choice of theories; and the application of theory conceptually and analytically). The manner in which the four main replies interrelate is the following: that EU policies are not an integrated part of the NGOs’ handling of interests is largely offset by the NGOs’ perception of being relatively well integrated into the national policy process. Yet, since this perceived foothold in the domestic policy process is relatively weak compared to other non-state actors and since procedural matters hinder the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process, the NGOs have little possibilities influencing EU policies - should they find it expedient to do so - in that one’s standing in the national policy process is a key determinant of one’s ability to influence EU policies; this relatively participatory weakness and its implications in terms of influencing EU policies are worsened by the NGOs’ difficulties in using one of their greatest assets, namely documented knowledge.  
     Structurally, the four main replies constitute the number of sub-chapters of the analysis. I can not emphasise enough the fact that the replies identified are main replies since several other replies can be detected; yet, the physical scope of this thesis does not allow for an analysis of all replies, however interesting they are. All replies identified are underpinned by examples from my own interviews and Kerstin Jacobsson’s interviews (any erroneous interpretations and/or misapplication of Kerstin Jacobsson’s interviews in the analytical chapter are solely mine), and – by means of application of theory – these examples (and, thereby, each reply) are conceptualised. Under the first main reply, the related examples from my own interviews are analysed separately, whereas examples from my own interviews under each of the following main replies are mostly analysed in groups of two or more; the rationale of this choice is two-fold: the first main reply constitutes the basis of the constellation of main replies that make up the answer to the formulated problem - i.e. the understanding of this main reply is a pre-condition for understanding the rest of the constellation - and an analysis of each example under this reply, therefore, seems expedient. Moreover, examples under each of the following main replies seem to relate to each other in a more direct manner and they can, hence, be analysed in groups with advantage. 
     Finally, literature about the participatory aspect of the OMC as well as the selected NAPs/NRPs is employed in order to further substantiate my findings. Admittedly, the use of NAPs/NRPs in the analysis is fairly tricky: at first sight, the active and frequent use of NAPs/NRPs in the analysis seems obvious since the matter of investigation concerns NGO participation in the NAP/NRP process; yet, exactly because focus is on a procedural matter of NAPs/NRPs, the latter are used as substantiation of the interviews and, therefore, assume a less prominent role – had the matter of investigation been the contents of NAPs/NRPs, the latter would have been subject to substantiation and, thus, have occupied a much more leading position among the empirical data. 

4.2. EU policies are not an integrated part of the NGOs’ handling of interests

     The first main reply identified concerns the various examples as to why EU policies are not high on the interviewees’ agenda.
     Lack of experience with the policies of the Union is given as an important example by the Danish Entrepreneurs Association (henceforth, the DEA) for the insignificant role that EU policies play in the handling of their interests (DEA interview, 2007: 6). Regardless of the nature of EU policy at stake, such lack of experience, arguably, has implications for the ability to influence Europeanised policies: recalling the possible interplay between mechanisms of Europeanisation, it can be argued that no experience with the policies subject to Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit Europeanisation may render difficult the possibility of gaining experience with policies subject to the mechanisms of Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures and Framing of domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning – and vice versa since policies subject to the latter mechanism may lead to policies subject to the other two mechanisms (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 43-44). 
     Lacking experience with Europeanised policies should also be viewed in relation to the statements of the representative of the Association of County Authorities (henceforth, the ACA) about the privileged position of traditional consultees deriving from their EU treaty-bound right of consultation – a right that the representative does not think should be extended to NGOs (ACA interview: 3, 8). The representative’s view on the procedural role of the ACA, arguably, reflects input legitimacy - deliberations between representatives of individuals are not ‘win-win’ situations, since some representatives succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others – that is ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’, i.e. right of consultation, and, thus, output legitimacy, thereby showing the conflicting, yet complementary, nature of the two dimensions of legitimate governance; by implication, some of the manners in which individuals’ and common interests can be reconciled are also exemplified by the information from the ACA representative: hence, both statist features of exclusive access of officially recognised interests to state actors and corporatist features of the mutual relationship between particular types of non-state actors and government in polities with expanded public policy domains can be identified, which – one might add - indicate that modes of interest intermediation may co-exist at the macrosocietal level (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 30, 32-33)
. Moreover, the procedural role of the ACA suggests the potential for spill-over of treaty-bound institutionalised EU level consultation from positive and negative integration areas to other types of  policy areas and, thereby, the interplay between Europeanisation mechanisms (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40-44); and that treaty-bound right of consultation should not be underestimated in participatory terms is, arguably, confirmed by de la Porte’s & Pochet’s and Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observations that a treaty-based consultation right is, essentially, an incentive or opportunity structure for actors enjoying this privilege (de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 363; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3, 6).

     Possibly as an implication of the lacking experience with EU policies, the DEA highlights lacking knowledge about the type of EU legislation on the table as another explanatory factor (DEA interview, 2007: 6). One can argue that if actors do not have insight into the type of EU legislation at stake, they also lack knowledge about the nature of the impact of Europeanisation, i.e. the types of Europeanisation, and are, consequently, disadvantaged in terms of positioning themselves with a view to influencing the policy makers (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40-41, 42-44). 
     Lacking knowledge about the type of EU legislation on the table and the problems it implies for NGOs is thrown into relief by the problems that EU legislation poses for actors with consultation status; thus the representative of the National Association of Local Authorities in Denmark (henceforth, the NALAD) claims that EU cooperation, including the OMC, has not been anchored in the minds of all actors (NALAD interview: 6). This can, arguably, be explained by the relative participatory stronghold that the NALAD has in the national policy processes, i.e. its ability to give input to policy makers and the subsequent  raise of this input to the level of ‘common interest’ (i.e. output legitimacy) in the shape of right of consultation, but also the formalisation of local authority concerns (i.e. values/norms in the shape of rights/duties) and the subsequent diffusion of these concerns into the institutionalised mechanisms of societal values (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26). Unsurprisingly, the role of NALAD, therefore, resembles that of the ACA in terms of how individuals and common interests are reconciled domestically, i.e. via statist and corporatist patterns of interest intermediation; yet, this state of affairs coexists with the corporatist policy community known as social partnership (involving business and labour peak organisations only) in the national political arena, and with the social partnership policy community being duplicated at the EU level, the anchorage of EU cooperation in the minds of actors like NALAD is further complicated (Statism sub-chapter: 31-32; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-33; see also endnote 31). Moreover, with national EU coordination being centralised and comprehensive (i.e. covering a large number of policy areas), it can be argued that the implementation – or Europeanisation – following from coordination and decision-making exercises is also centralised and comprehensive, which, in turn, adds to the lack of anchorage of EU cooperation (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40). 
     The observations of Jacobsson of both lacking NGO involvement in the NAP/NRP work and of the limited contact between the Danish Employment Ministry’s International Office (which drafts NAPs/NRPs) and those who work with labour market policy on a daily basis, of Jacobsson & Vifell of the pivotal role of local authorities as implementers of labour market policies in many member states, and of Mailand of the considerable, but – at times – back-rolled, influence of the social partners vis-à-vis municipalities seem to support the findings of this second example (Jacobsson, 2005: 113, 118; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 13; Mailand, 2006: 94, 95, 101). 

     Certainly related to the lack of experience with and knowledge about EU policies is the third example of the insignificant status of EU policies on the interviewees’ agenda, namely lack of insight into the types of EU legislation that is relatively easy/difficult to influence - as expressed by the DEA (DEA interview, 2007: 6). Arguably, a case can be made that lacking knowledge about the fashion in which European policies impact at the national political stage means lacking insight into the conditions under which ‘Europe impacts’ (or does not impact) in the national political arena, which, in turn, leads to lack of comprehension of the types of EU legislation that is relatively easy/difficult to influence (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 42-44). 
     Distribution of resources can – among other factors – explain why some non-state actors have insight into the ‘easy’ or ‘difficult’ (in terms of influencing policy makers) types of EU legislation: Thus, the ACA, the NALAD and the Danish Council of Organisations of Disabled People (henceforth, the DCODP) have one or more employees who deal with EU policies, including the OMC  – in the cases of the ACA and the NALAD, a relatively large number of employees are involved in EU matters since these matters cut across the sectional divisions of the organisations in question (ACA interview: 1; NALAD interview: 3; DCODP interview: 1). Sufficient manpower, arguably, makes it more likely for an organisation to succeed in promoting its views at the expense of others and get these views ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’, just as ‘information hungry’ policy makers are likely to welcome – among other things – the expertise and specialised information that such well-resourced non-state actors can provide; this corporatist pattern is not likely to change much when it comes to Europeanisation since predominant modes of interest intermediation nationally are decisive factors of the manner in which European policies impact at the domestic political stage, thereby giving resourceful non-state actors favourable conditions for influencing policy makers in terms of Europeanised policies, too (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40)
. 
     The findings of this third example are, arguably, substantiated by a number of observations: thus, Jacobsson points out that the ACA and the NALAD are part of the social partner consultation in relation to NAPs, and Jacobsson & Vifell draw attention to attempts by the Commission to mobilise and financially support NGOs nationally; moreover, de la Porte & Pochet observe that the nature of the policy area and the perceived lack of legitimacy of NGOs are used to prevent them from getting more involved in the EES (which, presumably, contributes to the lacking knowledge of NGOs as to which European policies that are relatively easy/difficult to influence) and that funding from the European Social Fund (henceforth, the ESF) is usually applied nationally in accordance with the political and administrative contexts and possible institutionalised dialogues of the member state in question (Jacobsson, 2005: 116; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 6; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 358; 367). 

     The question of resources comes more explicitly to the fore in this fourth example in that both Foreningen Nydansker (henceforth, FNY) and the Women’s Council in Denmark (henceforth, the WCD) state that the influencing of EU issues, and, thereby, the OMC, requires more manpower than these two organisations have (FNY interview, 2007: 10-11, WCD interview, 2007: 7) – a state of affairs which suggests a corporatist pattern of interest intermediation (where well-resourced non-state actors, capitalist peak organisations in particular, have relatively easy access to ‘information hungry’ policy makers) that is replicated when it comes to Europeanised policies due to the propensity for modes of interest intermediation to determine the manner in which ‘Europe impacts’ (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 33; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40). 
     Even resourceful non-state actors like the NALAD and the DCODP are doubtful whether they possess sufficient resources to influence the OMC (NALAD interview: 6; DCODP interview: 1), which indicates a difference between well-resourced non-state actors and very well-resourced non-state actors in terms of resources; in other words, despite their ability to promote their views and get these ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’ vis-à-vis less resourceful non-state actors, organisations like the NALAD and the DCODP seemingly lose out to capitalist peak organisations, resource-wise, when it comes to influencing EU matters, so that the classical corporatist pattern of mutual dependency between business/labour and state actors – significantly duplicated when it comes to Europeanisation – presumably materialises (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40). 
     The findings of this fourth example are, arguably, underpinned by Mailand’s, de la Porte’s & Pochet’s and Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observations of the large degree of institutionalised social partner dialogue in Denmark since the mid-1990s and the important role of social partners in the NAP/NRP process, the efforts by the Commission to ensure participation of local actors and NGOs in the ESF, and the preoccupation of member state governments to maintain the social partner consultation equilibrium (and the resulting resistance of governments to DG Employment plans in connection with the five-year evaluation of the EES to involve, among others, civil society actors more systematically), respectively (Mailand, 2006: 94, 96; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 358-359; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 8-9). 
     The fifth example concerns the lacking possibilities of interplaying with Danish government officials who deal with EU matters; thus, the WCD states that it has no other option but to believe the officials’ version of EU talks (e.g. in relation to a particular matter that has not been reflected in the outcome of talks), whereas officials dealing with UN matters are seemingly easier to communicate with and influence (WCD interview, 2007: 8)
. This lack of interplay between the NGO in question and government officials may be put down to features of output legitimacy, i.e. the ‘elevation’ of certain issues to the level of collective governance bodies - in cases where civil society actors, among others, are considered unable to address the particular issues - and the perception that such issues involve a large number of individuals and, therefore, do not require the same thickness of homogeneity as input legitimacy to be regarded as legitimate; in other words, civil society actors are, arguably, bypassed by government officials, partly because they are deemed unfit to deal with EU matters, partly because the perception of ‘common interests’ is particularly broad in terms of the EU; therefore, initial lack of deliberation between representatives of individuals and state actors may imply little dialogue between the two and little opportunity to influence state actors by the former on EU matters in the end (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-24). Furthermore, European integration efforts have caused a centralisation of governmental EU coordination, thereby strengthening specialist administrative units and, consequently, rendering it more difficult for NGOs to influence governance bodies on EU matters (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40). 
     The perception that the interplay between NGOs and government officials on EU matters is not well-developed is, arguably, thrown into relief by statements by non-state actors more systematically involved in the NAP/NRP process; hence, the ACA, the NALAD and the DCODP all point out that their involvement in the NAP process illustrates that NAPs are very much the property of the politicians, i.e. the government of the day (ACA interview: 4-5; NALAD interview: 1, 3, 9; DCODP interview: 5). The experiences of the two sub-national authorities and the DCODP are, presumably, a reflection of the ‘gate-keeping’ role that governments attempt to maintain in relation to the EES, i.e. the ‘elevation’ of particular issues to collective governance bodies to an extent that limits the participation of non-state actors that are formally involved in other EU contexts – an exercise which, arguably, necessitates statist features of a strong (if not independent, then, at least, highly insulated) administrative bureaucracy that formulates policy in an environment dominated by other statist actors (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). Moreover, member states’ wariness of delegating competences to the EU on matters pertaining to cognitive policy-making coupled with a scenario where the EES policies become more binding by nature might also explain non-state actors’ experiences with state actors (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 41, 43-44). 
     The observation by Jacobsson that member states perceive employment policies as matters of national sovereignty and the resulting ‘gate-keeping’ role they play in terms of participation as well as her observations that the Employment Ministry’s International Office is drafter of NAPs/NRPs in collaboration with other ministries and that NAPs are considered government documents, seemingly, support the findings of this fifth example; so do Jacobsson’s and Vifell’s observations that inter-ministerial coordination has increased as a result of the introduction of the EES and that the EES is not systematically integrated into domestic labour market policy-making in Denmark, e.g. in relation to participation of regional and local actors in the NAP process, one can argue. (Jacobsson, 2005: 107, 113; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 10, 11). In addition, both Jacobsson and Jacobsson & Vifell underline that the EES was developed as a trans-governmental process, which – presumably – also underpins the findings (Jacobsson, 2005: 130, 133; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 21).

     Lacking clarity of legislative procedures related to European integration – the sixth example substantiating this first main reply – is underlined by the WCD; hence, the WCD representative describes these procedures as “…big black darkness that beholds you…” (WCD interview, 2007: 10). These considerations, presumably, tally with descriptions of the political system of the EU as extremely complex and Danish national EU coordination efforts as centralised and comprehensive – a state of affairs that, arguably, renders it difficult for non-state actors to comprehend the governance of the Union as well as what is coordinated and how it is done at the national level (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 37, 40). 
     Moreover, the considerations seem to tally with those of more well-resourced non-state actors like the NALAD which – as mentioned earlier – find it difficult to get NAPs anchored in the minds of all actors, especially if they can not influence the day-to-day policy-making at the EU level
 and the DCODP which states that a large number of their member organisations have troubles relating supranational legislation and the NAP process to the concrete issues and near things they deal with in their daily work (NALAD interview: 10; DCODP interview: 1). What can, seemingly, be deduced from the considerations of the NALAD and the DCODP is that they consider themselves more anchored in the national policy community vis-à-vis the European/national EU coordination ones, which is, presumably, an implication of values/norms on local authority/disability concerns – in the shape of rights and duties – having been formalised and, thereby, represented in the contexts of input/output legitimacy and, in turn, diffused into institutionalised mechanisms that express these two types of legitimate governance (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26). In other words, in the domestic context, the non-state actors in question succeed in promoting their views at the expense of other non-state actors and getting these views ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interest’ to an extent that, presumably, reflect both statist features of access of officially recognised interests to state actors and corporatist features of mutual relationship between particular types of non-state actors and government in polities with expanded public policy domains [as earlier mentioned, an indication that modes of interest intermediation may co-exist at the macrosocietal level] (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 30, 32-33; See also endnotes 31 and 32). This stronghold in the national context should, arguably, be set against a European/national EU coordination context which can be read as policy community resting on a corporatist rationale of privileged interests as well as centralised and comprehensive kind of EU coordination; this state of affairs - together with EU policies based on abstract notions of shared ideas, best practice, exchange processes and framing of mindsets – does not contribute to participatory improvements for these actors (Corporatism sub-chapter: 30-31; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40, 43). 
     Jacobsson’s and Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observations of the OMC as a technocratic top-down strategy and two-level game where policy is made at the European level (by the European Council and the Commission) and implemented by member state actors (notably governments, but also social partners, to some extent) as well as de la Porte’s & Pochet’s and Jacobsson’s and Vifell’s ditto of the strong incentive structures for European level social partners and the important role of local authorities as implementers of labour market policies in many member states, presumably, support the above findings; so do Jacobsson’s and Vifell’s claims that the EES is not well-diffused in civil society, but nonetheless represents a multi-level framework of decisions, negotiations and actors (Jacobsson, 2005: 133-134; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3-4, 13, 16; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 363-366). 
     The nature of Danish EU debates constitutes the seventh example; thus, the WCD representative thinks that when such debates are, essentially, about ‘for’ or ‘against’ the EU (or enlargements or treaties), it is difficult to respond to relevant policy areas dealt with by the EU (WCD interview, 2007: 10). This example, too, can, arguably, be seen conceptualised the nature of Danish EU coordination since member states with the most centralised and comprehensive types of coordination are those which are most concerned about the protection of state sovereignty (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 39, 40) 
. 
     As a reflection of this member state concern over loss of state sovereignty, one can argue, the ACA, the NALAD and the DCODP all consider NAPs descriptions rather than control tools (ACA interview: 7; NALAD interview: 9; DCODP interview: 4); in other words, labour market and social policy issues have been significantly ‘elevated’ to the level of collective governance bodies, thereby empowering the administrative state bureaucracy and limiting the number of actors consulted  - by implication, should EES policies eventually become more binding by nature (which member states have, so far, been reluctant to do), governments have reduced the number of parties involved ahead of time, so to speak (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 41, 43-44). 
     Observations of Mailand of the nature of NAP - i.e. they are not strategic papers, but reports of past programmes which have been implemented and future ones already agreed upon, by Jacobsson of employment and social policies being considered matters of national responsibility, of de la Porte & Pochet of national governments being reluctant to open the EES for their sub-national counterparts, and of Jacobsson & Vifell of EES engagement having generally been limited to small sections of national ministries and governmental agencies, arguably, substantiate the findings of this seventh example (Mailand, 2006: 97; Jacobsson, 2005: 107; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 361; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 16). 
        Consultation responses being only one of the channels through which non-state actors can obtain influence on European policies as well as the very tight deadlines for these responses are given as important examples by the WCD for the insignificant role played by EU policies in the handling of their interests (WCD interview, 2007: 11). The statements of the WCD representative, presumably, highlight that Europeanisation also includes the ‘bottom-up’ aspect of European integration - to put it differently, stakeholders, e.g. non-state actors, will have to deal with the European level, too, (and not only the ‘penetration’ of the national political arena) if they wish to influence European policies
; moreover, the comprehensive nature of Danish EU coordination implies that a large number of Europeanised policies are considered important in the domestic polity, which, in turn, has consequences in terms of time allowed for consultation responses (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 37-40). 
     Other non-state actors, too, have difficulties coping with European policies, including the OMC; thus, the DCODP representative points out that supranational legislation and the OMC seem abstract and, as for the latter, it is resource-demanding, too (DCODP interview: 1). On one hand, these statements suggest a participatory stronghold in the national policy process resulting from values/norms on disability concerns – in the shape of rights/duties – having been formalised, which, in turn, implies that these concerns are represented in terms of legitimate governance (i.e. input-wise and output-wise) and, thereby, diffused into the institutionalised mechanisms that express these two types of legitimate governance (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26). On the other hand, the perceived abstract and resource-demanding nature of European policies can, at least partly, be put down to the centralised and comprehensive nature of Danish EU coordination as well as the rationale of the OMC in terms of non-specific features of shared ideas, best practice, exchange processes and framing of mindsets, which – arguably – do not contribute to participatory improvements (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40, 43). 
     The findings of this eighth example are, presumably, supported by Jacobsson’s, de la Porte’s & Pochet’s and Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observations of the problem that the OMC is not based on political opinion-formation that must be built up within member states (thereby ‘demoting’ actors to the position of mere implementers instead of granting them the position of constructive contributors), the lack of institutional rootedness of the EES within the national policy process, and the failed attempt by DG Employment to more systematically involve national civil society organisations in the EES, respectively (Jacobsson, 2005: 133-134; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 371; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 8). 
     This final example of the insignificant role played by EU policies in NGOs’ handling of interests significantly illustrates the insignificant involvement of NGOs in the EES; hence, the WCD representative does not recall the involvement of the WCD in the EES at any time (WCD interview, 2007: 10). Bearing in mind the possible interplay between mechanisms of Europeanisation, one can argue that little or no experience with the policies subject to Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit Europeanisation may render difficult the possibility of gaining experience with policies subject to the mechanisms of Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures and Framing of domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning – and the other way around, too, since policies subject to the latter mechanism may lead to policies subject to the other two mechanisms (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 43-44). 
     Statements from another NGO – which is actually involved in the EES process - seemingly confirm this picture of insignificant participation of NGOs in the EES; thus, the DCODP representative holds that the NAP-process requires a large amount of insight – otherwise, “…you understand nothing, I think…” (DCODP interview: 4). These points of view suggest a difference between well-resourced non-state actors in terms of manpower; in other words, despite their ability to promote their views and get these ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’ vis-à-vis less resourceful non-state actors, non-state actors like the DCODP apparently lose out to even more well-resourced non-state actors when it comes to influencing EU matters - thereby indicating the materialisation of the classical corporatist pattern of mutual dependency between business/labour and state actors, which is significantly duplicated when it comes to Europeanisation (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40).
     Observations of Mailand’s, de la Porte’s & Pochet’s and Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observations of the large degree of institutionalised social partner dialogue in Denmark since the mid-1990s and the important role of social partners in the NAP/NRP process, the efforts by the Commission to ensure participation of NGOs in the ESF as well as the tendency towards non-consultation of NGOs on employment policies at the national level, and the preoccupation of member state governments to maintain the social partner consultation equilibrium (and the resulting resistance of governments to DG Employment plans in connection with the five-year evaluation of the EES to involve, among others, civil society actors more systematically), respectively, substantiate the findings of this final example, one can argue (Mailand, 2006: 94, 96; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 358-359, 366; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 8-9). 

     In sum, the examples of this first main reply show that the poor anchorage of EU policies in the NGOs’ handling of interest includes lacking experience with, knowledge of and resources to influence EU policy on the table as well as malfunctioning procedural issues in terms of various EU policy-making and the nature of the Danish EU debate. 

4.3. The perception of the NGOs is that they are relatively well integrated into the national policy process 

     The concern of this second main reply is the various examples as to why the interviewees consider national policy-making as fairly participatory. 

     Statements from the DEA representative suggest that she regards her organisation as having a foothold in the domestic policy-making; thus, she thinks that decision-makers are responsive to the demands of the DEA, that her organisation has a standing/status within the policy-making process, and that the DEA has a strong say at both stages of this process, i.e. formulation and implementation (DEA interview, 2007: 1-2, 5). The views of the representative are, arguably, supported by the contents of NAPs/NRPs in that policies on entrepreneurship have separate chapters or sub-chapters in NAPs/NRPs from the years 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 (NAP 1999: 34-43; NAP 2001: 19-23; NAP 2003: 18-21; NRP 2005: 12-14)
. These considerations can, presumably, be conceptualised by legitimate governance; hence, representatives of individuals can influence decision-making by governance bodies, but certain representatives succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’ (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23); moreover, the views of the DEA representative seemingly fit into the corporatist pattern of interest intermediation: partly because consulted actors in corporatist polities are involved at both stages in the decision-making process (i.e. formulation and implementation), partly because governance bodies need expertise, specialised information and justification from their consultees, just as these bodies prefer consultees with a partnership-minded approach to interest intermediation - rather than hostile pressure groups – who work towards the ‘public good’ (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 33-34)
. 
     The tendency towards NGOs being relatively well integrated into the national policy process is underpinned by statements by other non-state actors
: hence, the NALAD representative regards her organisations as a key actor in the area of domestic employment policy and stresses that the NALAD is part of the formal consultation process in the domestic political arena; in a similar vein, the interviewee from the ACA points out that his regional authority organisation is a consultation partner; finally, the DCODP representative – responding to the interviewer’s question whether the OMC has increased the influence of the DCODP at the policy formulation stage – makes clear that her organisation is already a formal consultation partner in other contexts (NALAD interview: 1, 3, 6; ACA interview: 1; DCODP interview: 7). Unsurprisingly, the experiences of these other non-state actors can be contextualised in the same manner as those of the DEA: accordingly, the state of affairs in terms of the integration of the NALAD, the ACA and the DCODP into the national policy process suggests that input legitimacy is not a ‘win-win’ situation since some representatives of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these interests ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’; in addition, it indicates a corporatist mode of interest intermediation where the larger role of government – in the wake of the expansion of the public policy domain and in the shape of the proliferation of governmental agencies – means a larger degree of receptiveness on the part of state actors towards the expertise, specialised information and justification provided by capitalist peak organisations (see endnotes 31 and 32) which can, allegedly, contribute to the aim of promoting the ‘public good’ through the previously mentioned partnership-based attitude (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33). Yet, the privileged position of consultees enjoyed by the NALAD, the ACA and the DCODP seems to suggest statist features, too, in the sense that only officially recognised interests have access to state actors (Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). 
     The findings are, arguably, supported by a number of observations: Mailand points to the back-rolled influence of social partners vis-à-vis municipalities in national Danish employment policy at times, and Jacobsson & Vifell draw attention to the crucial role of local and regional authorities as implementers of labour market policies in many member states; moreover, drawing on Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observation that a treaty-based consultation right is, essentially, an incentive or opportunity structure for actors enjoying this privilege, it is obvious that also a consultation right in the national policy process provides consultees with such structural or institutional advantages, thereby  - seemingly - explaining the standing of the DCODP in this particular process; finally, to the extent that NAPs/NRPs are accurate reflections of the contents of national policies (see endnote 37), the fairly prominent role of policies on entrepreneurship in NAPs/NRPs from 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 indicates that NGOs representing interests in this particular policy area have a fairly good standing – participation-wise – in the national policy process; in other words, the perceived responsiveness to the demands of the DEA is, arguably, mirrored in the contents of NAPs/NRPs in the sense that they are reports (as opposed to strategic or operational documents) on national policies – as observed by Jacobsson - and, therefore, show which policy areas and policies that are high on the agenda in the domestic political arena and which non-state actors that are likely to succeed in promoting their interests in this arena (Mailand, 2006: 96, 101; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3, 6, 13; Jacobsson, 2005: 113).
          The interviews with FNY and the WCD indicate that these NGOs, too, have a relatively strong foothold in the national policy process. The FNY representative touches on scenarios or situations where his organisation can, potentially, influence (or have, actually, influenced) the policy-making in the domestic political arena: firstly, he introduces a very interesting concept called ‘knowledge chess’
 which – depending on a number of factors – either advantages or disadvantages FNY; in cases where it advantages from this game, it is because it has been given preferential treatment (information-wise) through informal communication structures due to its ability to act in a given situation and its good ideas - even though it was by no means obvious that it should have access to these pieces of information (FNY interview, 2007: 3)
. Besides these factors, the representative mentions some fairly important rules of thumb which are imperative for an NGO to understand and which contribute to succeeding in the game of ‘knowledge chess’: for one thing, availability is important, i.e. the ability to have one’s cell phone switched on 24/7; in addition, a constantly updated network, the ability to time one’s information, and the ability to explain a given position in a quick and innovative manner (Ibid. 4). 
     Moreover, the interviewee from FNY points to the mutual dependency between politicians and NGOs as an explanatory factor of his organisations’ status in the national policy process; hence, according to the representative, politicians – often through the press – point out that a given policy is flawed and they, thereby, indicate that there is a potential for changing this policy, e.g. via allocation of pools of money that NGOs can apply for; to put it differently, if politicians do not have institutions (e.g. government agencies or ministries) at their disposal who can solely change the policy in question, they seek other actors who can address the issue at stake in cooperation with these institutions; yet, the experience of the FNY interviewee is that politicians unofficially lose interest in the issues that they have allocated money for when the actual allocation has taken place, because they are already on their way to the next ‘high profile case’ – by implication, government officials and NGOs chosen to administer the pool of money and deliver can work for years on a given project, just to realise that the politicians who allocated the pool of money lost interest in the issue the week after the actual allocation (Ibid. 4-5). The point to be made is, therefore, that the aforementioned mutual dependency clearly exists in connection with rectification of flawed policies, but as the representative states: “…there are certain agendas which…(…)…make it redundant, unnecessary, whatever” (Ibid. 5). 
     The demographic situation in Denmark these years and the implications it has for FNY in terms of influencing the policy-making process is also stressed by the FNY interviewee; thus, he draws attention to a year 2000 report drafted by the Danish consultancy Advice and handed over to the sitting Minister for Economic and Business Affairs, which contains 7-year projections of ‘when’, ‘which and ‘the scale’ in terms of sectoral labour shortage – in the words of the representative: “…plain projections of demographic realities and the various economic conditions and the manners in which they develop…”(Ibid. 9). Apart from thinking that those politicians who have neglected the projections year after year should be confronted with the report when they attempt to escape responsibility for the present labour shortage in Denmark, the point that the FNY interviewee makes is that the current demographic situation implies that FNY has a fairly good standing at the stage of implementation in the national policy process; in other words, the materialisation of the projections in the aforementioned year 2000 report means that FNY has become more involved in implementation initiatives targeted at labour market integration of immigrants (Ibid. 9-10) – a tendency which is reflected in NAPs/NRPs from 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005, where this particular policy area tends to become more and more prominent throughout the time period in question (NAP 1999: 16, 32, 39; NAP 2001: 6, 12, 15, 18 , 19, 31, 45, 53, 57, 60; NAP 2003: 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 20-21, 28, 29, 35-38, 41, 54, 57, 61, 65, 68, 84, 95-96; NRP 2005: 4, 35, 37, 40, 41, 44, 47, 45, 50).

     The WCD, too, experiences a relative stronghold in domestic policy making in that they are traditionally part of the consultation process on gender equality issues; the representative strongly emphasises, though, that the degree to which her organisation is consulted is very dependent on the manner in which legislative proposals come to the organisation’s attention – thus, it is much easier for the WCD to deal with proposals officially introduced in the government’s law catalogue than cases where they are on various ministries’ lists of consultees, but do not call attention to their presence (i.e. the WCD) since they have not always noticed that ‘this’ legislative proposal is in the pipeline or the drafting of ‘that’ recommendation  has been finished; in other words, in these cases, the WCD is not contacted by the relevant ministry when new legislative documents are introduced even though they are on that ministry’ list of consultees – they must call attention to their presence, which is possible only in so far as they have discovered the existence of such legislative documents (WCD interview, 2007: 1). In the words of the representative: “…I do not consider it a process which is particularly frictionless or automatic…”(Ibid. 1). 
     Contrary to this, seemingly, frictional process is the process where proposals are officially introduced in the government’s law catalogue; according to the WCD interviewee, the reading of this catalogue by the WCD prepares her organisation for the introduction of the actual proposal in the sense that the catalogue indicates the intentions of the government in the policy area in question and, thereby, the contents of the legislative proposal – this provides the WCD with the opportunity to start discussions with the WCD Board (on, for instance, the need of consulting external experts) and, thus, be able to draft a consultation response relatively fast, once the legislative proposal is introduced (Ibid. 1-2). The interviewee sums up the obvious advantage of officially introduced legislative proposals in the government’s law catalogue vis-à-vis various ministries’ lists of consultees for the WCD (in terms of consultation) in this way: “…the sooner we know that something is going to be introduced, the better are our chances of doing a proper job…”(Ibid. 1-2).  

     The considerations by the FNY and WCD representatives can be conceptualised in relation to number of interesting features of legitimate governance: there are, arguably, signs of reconciliation of input legitimacy’s and output legitimacy’s positions on pluralist policy networks (cf. the notion of ‘knowledge chess’) and the eradication of labour shortage being regarded as a public dimension value (i.e. a constituent norm of society that expresses the collective identity of society); moreover, the idea of mutual dependency between politicians and NGOs, presumably, exemplifies the concept of consent (and, thereby, legitimate power), i.e. individuals allow those who govern to legislate, implement and enforce agreed rights and duties provided that the relationship between the impact of governance and the degree of consent is proportional, and the role of the WCD in the consultation process on gender equality issues suggests that certain representatives of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these interests ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’ (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-21, 22-23, 26). The views of the representatives can also be contextualised within statist modes of interest intermediation: thus, stalemates in negotiations between capitalist peak organisations provide state actors with the latitude to promote their own interests, which, arguably, give NGOs like FNY latitude to influence state actors and the standing of the WCD in the area of gender equality indicates a privileged position of consultation partner enjoyed by officially recognised interest groups, just as state actors need NGOs like FNY at the implementation stage of the policy process (Statism sub-chapter: 31, 32). 
     The NALAD and the DCODP, too, seem to be conversant with the national policy process
; thus, the NALAD representative states that her organisation has confidence in the manner in which national policies are legislated upon (as opposed to the fashion in which OMC policies are made) and the DCODP interviewee claims that her member organisations regard national legislation as more approachable (than the NAP process) in terms of drafting of consultation responses (NALAD interview: 4-5; DCODP interview: 3-4). These stances of two other non-state actors are, presumably a consequence of values/norms on local authority/disability concerns – in the shape of rights and duties – having undergone a formalisation and, thereby, represented in the contexts of input/output legitimacy and, in turn, diffused into institutionalised mechanisms that express these two types of legitimate governance (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26). In other words, in the domestic context, the non-state actors in question have been able to promote their views at the expense of other non-state actors and getting these views ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interest’ to an extent that, arguably, reflect both statist features of access of officially recognised interests to state actors and corporatist features of mutual relations between particular types of non-state actors and government in political entities with enlarged public policy domains [as previously mentioned, an indication that patterns of interest intermediation may ‘cohabit’ at the macrosocietal level] (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 30, 32-33; See also endnotes 31 and 32).
     Various observations, presumably, underpin the findings. Hence, the considerations of the FNY representative can, presumably, be understood in the same context as those of the DEA representative mentioned earlier, i.e. NAPs/NRPs – in their capacity of reporting documents – reflect which policy areas and policies that are high on the agenda at the national political stage, and, thereby, which actors that are able to influence policy-makers at this stage (Jacobsson, 2005: 113). Moreover, the statements of the WCD, NALAD and DCODP representatives, arguably, reflect the consultation partner status that their organisations enjoy in the domestic political arena (thereby providing them with incentive or opportunity structures in the same manner as EU treaty-based consultation status does) and – as far as the NALAD is concerned – their important role as implementers of labour market policies in a large number of member states as well as their periodic dent in social partner participation in national Danish employment policy (Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3, 6, 13; Mailand, 2006: 96, 101). 

    A number of other considerations of the WCD and FNY representatives are worth including under this second main reply that deals with the examples as to why NGOs consider themselves relatively well integrated into the national policy process. Besides her overall views that the WCD has a fairly good knack on the national policy-making procedures and the related routines and that it influences both the formulation and implementation stages of the decision-making process, the WCD interviewee points out the phenomena of discourse changes/leaps in consciousness
 as explanatory factors and uses, among other examples, the debate about a centrally administered maternity leave fund
 into which all employers pay to exemplify such discourse changes/leaps in consciousness; in other words, years of debate about the set-up of such a fund involving various actors, including unsuccessful WCD advocacy, caused a gradual change of mind of social partners and policy-makers, but it is impossible to say exactly why the debate eventually turned in favour of the establishment of a centrally administered maternity leave fund and exactly which actors – if any – tipped the balance so that this type of fund was collectively agreed and legislated upon in the end – the representative simply notes that some actors, including the WCD, have been more influential than others and that the debate illustrates a discourse change/leap in consciousness (WCD interview, 2007: 5, 8-9, 9-10). The FNY representative, on the other hand, highlights a more tangible factor in order to explain the relative participatory stronghold that his organisation experiences in the national policy process, namely the comparative strength of documented knowledge vis-à-vis stances based one’s feeling about this or that: thus, the interviewee states

 …I am very pleased that we have an officialdom where documentation still trump the famous Pia Kjærsgaard [Leader of the Danish People’s Party, AHK] line: ‘The figures may say so, but I feel differently’…(…)…feelings may influence the policy-making to a certain extent…(…)…but you will not be able to influence the entire policy-making process if you can not document, at least, something… (FNY interview, 2007: 6 – see also 10, 12). 
     These examples can, presumably, be conceptualised by various features of legitimacy, corporatism and pluralism: in terms of legitimacy, it can be argued that not all rights and duties (in the shape of consent and values/norms) are static, some are also dynamic – therefore, interests that succeed in influencing the input and output stages of legitimate governance are also dynamic, which, in turn, explains the existence of discourse changes/leaps in consciousness; moreover, a fairly good knack on the national policy-making procedures and the related routines and impact on both stages of the decision-making process suggest a certain ability to promote one’s interests at the expense of others and get these elevated to the level of ‘common interests’ (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-24). These latter features of input and output legitimacy are also applicable to the example given by the FNY representative, but even more interesting are other features of legitimate governance which can, arguably, contextualise this particular example: thus, law (in the Enlightenment/secularist/present time sense of the word) is an instrument used to formalise established and agreed values/norms and rights/duties in a spirit of rationality, which, in turn, implies that the technical nature of law and, hence, an abstract system of rules become predominant – by implication, bureaucratic administration grows (Ibid. 21-22). Besides the officialdom (and, of course, NGOs), the FNY interviewee refers to the judiciary and national parliamentarians in general in his mentioning of the “…the entire policy process…” (FNY interview, 2007: 6), which indicates a well-functioning action system - in the shape of institutionalisation - that expresses societal values; hence, pluralistic party-political structures are a crucial pre-condition for general elections to be successful from both an input and output legitimacy point of view, just as independent expertise - i.e. the judiciary – constitute the sober second thought of community in an output legitimacy context (Ibid. 20-21, 24). Corporatist features are identifiable in the examples of the WCD representative in the sense that if a particular stance must be accepted by capitalist peak organisations in order to influence policy makers, it, presumably, supports the corporatist main feature of predominance of these types of organisations in corporatist polities; in addition, the ability of the WCD to influence the formulation and implementation stages of the decision-making process, seemingly, exemplifies the corporatist propensity for including non-state actors at both stages of this process and the organisation’s fairly good knack on the national policy-making procedures and the related routines can, presumably be explained by the need of governance bodies for expertise, specialised information and justification from their consultees (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-34)
. Finally, pluralist features can, arguably, contextualise the statement of the FNY interviewee in that policy makers must justify their political actions towards society, which, in turn, suggests that integration of societal actors into the institutional and procedural structures of the polity in question takes place (Pluralism sub-chapter: 34). 
     These overall and more specific replies given by the FNY and WCD representatives in the latest examples as to why NGOs consider themselves relatively well integrated into the national policy process are, seemingly, underpinned by the experience of the DCODP representative who – replying to the interviewer’s question whether the OMC has increased the influence of the DCODP at the policy formulation stage – emphasises that her NGO is already a formal consultation partner in other contexts (DCODP interview: 7). Input and output legitimacy features of  the ‘win-lose’ situation where some representatives of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these interests ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’, a corporatist mode of mutual dependency between privileged actors (predominantly – but not exclusively – capitalist peak organisations [see endnote 32]) and state actors, and a statist pattern exclusive access of officially recognised interests to state actors can, arguably, contextualise the statement of the DCODP interviewee (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). 
     Observations by Jacobsson and Jacobsson & Vifell, presumably, substantiate the findings: hence, Jacobsson points out that Denmark received an EU recommendation on gender segregation in the past (lifted in 2001) that was very sensitive, because of the country’s self-image of a society with a high level of gender equality; collated with the fact that the EES mid-term concluded that the gender perspective is still greatly missing in general labour market policy in Denmark and that the EES has increased awareness of policy options as well institutionalised a reflexive element in employment policy, it may partly explain the establishment of a centrally administered maternity fund in Denmark and, hence, the foothold of the WCD in this particular case (Jacobsson, 2005: 123; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 18). Moreover, to the extent that NAPs/NRPs – in their capacity of reporting documents – reflect which policy areas and policies that are high on the agenda at the national political stage, and, thereby, which actors that are able to influence policy-makers at this stage, the FNY representative’s view on documented knowledge is, seemingly, supported; finally, drawing on Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observation that a treaty-based consultation right is, essentially, an incentive or opportunity structure for actors enjoying this privilege, it is obvious that also a consultation right in the national policy process provides consultees with such structural or institutional advantages, thereby, arguably, underpinning the overall reflections of the WCD interviewee on her organisation’s standing in this particular process  (Jacobsson, 2005: 113; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3, 6).
     To sum up, examples related to this second main reply point to overall NGO integration into the domestic policy process being well, e.g. the anchorage at the levels of policy formulation and implementation, but also a certain understanding of how interest intermediation works – i.e. what it takes to effectively influence decision-makers – as explanatory features; moreover, the examples show that procedural and cyclical matters as well as basic interdependency between policy makers and non-state actors like NGOs in the processes and discourse changes/leaps in consciousness on the part of policy makers also play a part. 

4.4. Other non-state actors perform better than the NGOs in the national policy process and procedural matters impede the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process

     Under this third main reply, examples as to how other non-state actors perform better than the NGOs in the domestic policy process and as to how procedural matters impede NGOs’ handling of interests are provided.     
     The FNY representative points to a number of examples which concern the bargaining system in Denmark and the working procedures of ministries in his attempt to explain why his organisation has difficulties influencing domestic decision makers compared to other non-state actors. As far the bargaining system is concerned, he singles out agreements and balances of power between capitalist peak organisations as major obstacles as to whether he succeeds in influencing the national policy process: if, for instance, a member of the Confederation of Danish Employers (henceforth, the CDE) informs FNY about ways in which his or her business can employ more immigrants and the FNY representative communicates this piece of information to the CDE, it is not unlikely that the latter will respond that the member organisation may be right, but his or her proposal will jeopardise certain agreements and change a number of balances of power between the peak organisations – therefore, the rationale of the proposal in question is useless (FNY interview, 2007: 2, see also 7, 8). 
     Cases where FNY disadvantages from the aforementioned game of ‘knowledge chess’ can, among other factors, be put down to the manner in which ministries work: thus, the interviewee states that situations may occur where he attempts to influence working procedures and is told that he is completely right, but too late, so to speak; in other words, the nature of ministerial working procedures is so that once they have launched a number of projects, they bring these to an end irrespective of better project proposals being brought to their attention after a given deadline (Ibid. 3-4); therefore, insofar as FNY disadvantages from the game of ‘knowledge chess’, it is because it mistimes presentation of its knowledge to policy makers (Ibid. 4). 
     Finally, the FNY representative touches on the discrepancy between the Danish consensus model of bargaining and the possession of master knowledge: referring to the Habermasian notion of the rationales of bargaining partners, the social context of the bargaining and the mandate of each bargaining partner, the interviewee claims that among these three important factors of bargaining, the social context and the mandate of each bargaining partner tend to predominate if bargaining rests on a consensual model (Ibid. 7-8). The representative illustrates his point about the relative strength of this social context and the mandate of each bargaining partner vis-à-vis the Habermasian notion of the rationales with his previous ‘fights’ with the Danish Confederation of Trade Unions (henceforth, the DCTU): hence, he advocated that calculations made by the DCTU with a view to addressing high unemployment did not sufficiently instigate labour market integration of immigrants, but he knew very well that the DCTU could not tell him that he was right; had the DCTU done that, they would have advantaged unemployed immigrants to an extent that would let their ethnic Danish members down, according to the representative (Ibid. 7-8). This prevalence of the mandate of the DCTU implies that the CDE has to support the DCTU for previous agreements and balances of power between these capitalist peak organisations not to be jeopardised (Ibid. 7, 8 – see also 2). The representative, therefore, states that bargaining partners do not have the same rationales, because peak organisations have a very large number of considerations to take into account that the FNY interviewee do not have to worry about - in the words of the representative: “…my logic is purer than theirs…(…)…their logic includes many more weighty considerations…” (Ibid. 8); Habermas is, therefore, floored, so to speak, by the social context and the mandates of capitalist peak organisations in bargaining games, which illustrates the downside of the consensus model of bargaining: the predominance of the negotiation history of capitalist peak organisations – the ‘you got it last time, so you will not get it this time’ – and the consequent failure of master knowledge (Ibid. 7). However, the interviewee underlines that he is not able to predict the implications of the absence of this bargaining model or the domino effect of any alterations to the substantial back catalogue of agreements between the peak organisations in that he does not have an insight into the actual social strength of this bargaining constellation (Ibid. 8). 
     The considerations of the FNY representative can, arguably, be conceptualised by features of legitimate governance, corporatism and statism: thus, the presence of the consensual model of bargaining, seemingly, indicates both that interest intermediation is a ‘win-lose’ situation where some representatives of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these interests ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’ and the strength of tripartite agreements between capital and labour organisations and state actors (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23, 25). Moreover, mistiming of knowledge in connection with the game of ‘knowledge chess’ as well as ministerial working procedures, presumably, suggest legitimate governance features of lacking ability of other non-state actors to take advantage of situations where pluralist policy networks occur and the strength of bureaucratic administration following the application of law (in the Enlightenment/secularist/present time sense of the word) to formalise established and agreed values/norms ( in the shape of rights/duties) in a spirit of rationality, with the result that the technical nature of law and, hence, an abstract system of rules became predominant (Ibid. 21-22, 26). The existence of the consensual model of bargaining, seemingly, indicates the classical corporatist ‘quid pro quo’ between capitalist peak organisations and state actors, too, which results in a fairly exclusive consultation pattern, just as ministerial working procedures and possible mistimed provision of knowledge in the game of ‘knowledge chess’, arguably, suggest corporatist features of strong capitalist peak organisations in the wake of the proliferation of governmental agencies and the absence of stalemates in negotiations between business and labour organisations (thereby complicating state actors’ possibilities to promote their own interests, which – arguably - diminishes the latitude of other non-state actors to influence state actors) (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 31, 32-33). Finally, ministerial working procedures, seemingly, indicate statist traits of a strong independent administrative bureaucracy (Statism sub-chapter: 31). 
     Interviewees from the ACA, the NALAD and the DCODP all point to the important role played by capitalist peak organisations in the NAP/NRP work; in addition, they spell out that NAPs/NRPs are government documents (ACA interview: 1, 2, 3, 4-5; NALAD interview: 3, 9; DCODP interview: 5, 6-7). Bearing in mind that domestic modes of interest intermediation are determinants of the fashion in which ‘Europe impacts’, the statements of these non-state actors concerning the capitalist peak organisations, presumably, suggest a national pattern of interest intermediation that is dominated by business and labour peak organisations, which, in turn, indicates the existence of the aforementioned input and output legitimacy features of ‘win-lose’ situation and the ‘elevation’ of certain interests to the level of ‘common interests’ as well as the strength of consensual model of bargaining in the shape of tripartite agreements between capitalist peak organisations and state actors; moreover, they suggest the presence of the relatively exclusive bargaining pattern following the corporatist ‘quid pro quo’ between business and labour peak organisations and state actors as well as statist modes of exclusive access of officially recognised interests to state actors (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40; Legitimacy sub-chapter: 23-23, 25; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Statism sub-chapter: 32). Furthermore, traits of input legitimacy regarding the limitation of consulted parties following the ‘elevation’ of particular issues to the level of collective governance bodies and statist features concerning the minimal impact of societal actors with the existence of a strong independent administrative bureaucracy and the consequent policy formulation environment heavily dominated by state actors, seemingly, conceptualise the considerations of the representatives (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 23; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). 
     The findings are, arguably, substantiated by the observations of Mailand of the great role that social partners have traditionally played in Danish employment policy, of de la Porte & Pochet of the well integrated nature of social partner involvement in the national decision-making process through bipartite or tripartite bargaining, of Jacobsson of the gate-keeping role that the Danish government has attempted to play in relation to the EES, and of Jacobsson & Vifell of the limited engagement in the EES in the shape of small sections of national ministries and governmental agencies (Mailand, 2006: 94; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 355; Jacobsson, 2005: 107, 133; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 16). 
     The representative from the WCD singles manpower and procedural shortcomings in explaining why her organisation does not perform well in term of handling of interests in the national policy process: thus, she states that the size of the WCD secretariat (three employees) means that her organisation is very disadvantaged in terms of influencing domestic policy-making vis-à-vis, for example, the DCTU, which has a much larger secretariat. With tasks including the administration of financial resources and the implementation of projects, the WCD secretariat is, therefore, strained to near its breaking point, and the size of the secretariat is actually inversely proportional with the number of individuals represented by the WCD, the interviewee observes (WCD interview, 2007: 6-7). One of the most tangible implications of the size of the secretariat is its lacking legal expertise and the consequent need to consult either external lawyers or lawyers within the member organisations of the WCD; moreover, the number of employees at the secretariat means that the WCD Board is, de facto, “…a kind of working board…” (Ibid. 6), i.e. the Board actually represents the WCD on many occasions, which contrasts with the organisational structure of most modern organisations where the secretariat is usually much larger than that of the WCD and where the board ”…meets biannually, is informed about the state of affairs, eat dinner, and says: ‘Things are OK’…(…)…or: ‘Shouldn’t we do it like this?’…” (Ibid. 6-7). Hence, when the WCD attempts to influence decision makers, they compete with very large organisations (with well-staffed secretariats) for the attention of these decision makers on the same terms as these large organisations– i.e., no preferential treatment is given to the WCD due to the size of their secretariat, which implies that the WCD is very conscious of the number of issues they chose to address (Ibid. 7). 
     This consciousness on the part of the WCD reflects another factor that the representative points out, namely the need of sorting legislative proposals to have the time to deal with the most important ones (Ibid. 2) - a state of affairs that is worsened by a third factor stressed by the interviewee, the frictional nature of parts of the consultation process in domestic decision-making (Ibid. 1). One of these parts was touched on in the above, namely the presence of ‘unannounced’ legislative proposals, i.e. cases where the WCD is on various ministries’ lists of consultees, but does call attention to its presence since it does not always notice that a given proposal or recommendation is in the pipeline or finished  - and it is not made aware of such developments by the relevant ministry; another frictional part of the consultation process in the national policy-making pointed out by the representative is the alleged tight deadlines, which are particularly problematic if the issues to be dealt with are very technical-legal by nature  - occasionally, the WCD secretariat turns to the aforementioned legal expertise in its member organisations as a way of coping with the deadlines (Ibid. 1, 2, 7). 
     The considerations of the WCD representative can, arguably, be conceptualised in terms of input and output dimensions of legitimate governance, i.e. the ‘win-lose’ situation where certain representatives of individuals (in casu, capitalist peak organisations) succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’ as well as the predominance of the consensual model of bargaining where tripartite bargaining between business and labour peak organisations and state actors takes place (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23, 25). Moreover, the technical-legal nature of legislative proposals and the existence of ‘unannounced’ legislative proposals, presumably, reflect the increased technical nature of law following the formalisation/rationalisation of agreed and established values/norms (in the shape of rights/duties) – i.e. law in the Enlightenment/secularist/present time sense of the word  - and the predominance of bureaucratic administration in the wake of the growing system of abstract rules, which, in turn, followed from the increased technical nature of law (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 21-22). Corporatist and statist modes of interest intermediation can, seemingly, be identified, too: thus, well-resourced capitalist peak organisations have easier access to ‘information-hungry’ state actors in terms of provision of expertise and specialised information vis-à-vis other non-state actors, just as the aforementioned increase in bureaucratic administration – significantly reflected in the proliferation of governmental agencies – is, seemingly, mirrored in the ministerial working procedures in connection with lists of consultees; besides giving capitalist peak organisations favourable working conditions, such bureaucratic administration in the shape of governmental agencies, arguably, suggests statist features of a fairly strong independent administrative bureaucracy (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Statism sub-chapter: 31). 
     Considerations of fairly well-resourced and procedurally integrated organisations like the NALAD, the ACA and the DCODP seem to support the examples of the WCD representative concerning manpower and procedural shortcomings: thus, the NALAD interviewee states that her organisation is part of the formal right of consultation and a main actor in the area of employment policy; likewise, the ACA representative makes clear that his regional authority organisation belongs to the group of consultees, just as the DCODP representative – responding to the interviewer’s question whether the OMC has increased the influence of the DCODP at the policy formulation stage –  underlines that her organisation is already a formal consultation partner in other contexts (NALAD interview: 1, 3, 6; ACA interview: 1; DCODP interview: 7). The state of affairs in terms of the integration of the NALAD, the ACA and the DCODP vis-à-vis the WCD into the national policy process suggests that input legitimacy is not a ‘win-win’ situation since some representatives of individuals succeed in promoting their interests at the expense of others and get these interests ‘elevated’ to the level of ‘common interests’; in addition, it indicates a corporatist mode of interest intermediation where the larger role of government – in the wake of the expansion of the public policy domain and in the shape of the proliferation of governmental agencies – means a larger degree of receptiveness on the part of state actors towards the expertise, specialised information and justification provided by capitalist peak organisations (see endnotes 31 and 32) which can, allegedly, contribute to the aim of promoting the ‘public good’ (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 22-23; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33). Yet, the privileged position of consultees enjoyed by the NALAD, the ACA and the DCODP seems to suggest statist features, too, in the sense that only officially recognised interests have access to state actors (Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). 
     A number of observations, arguably, underpin the findings: hence, Mailand points to the great role that social partners have traditionally played in Danish employment policy, but he also points out that their influence has been back-rolled vis-à-vis municipalities at times; furthermore, drawing on Jacobsson’s & Vifell’s observation that a treaty-based consultation right is, essentially, an incentive or opportunity structure for actors enjoying this privilege, it is obvious that also a consultation right in the national policy process provides consultees with such structural or institutional advantages. Moreover, Jacobsson & Vifell also draw attention to the important role of local and regional authorities as implementers of labour market policies in many member states, and recalling that national patterns of interest intermediation are determinants of the fashion in which ‘Europe impacts’, the observation by Jacobsson of the drafting of NAPs being the responsibility of the Employment Ministry’s International Office in collaboration with other ministries indicate a national mode of interest intermediation where ministerial working routines play a not insignificant part (Mailand, 2006: 94, 96, 101; Jacobsson & Vifell, 2007: 3, 6,13; Jacobsson, 2005: 113). 

     In sum, the examples of this third main reply illustrate that other non-state actors perform better than NGOs in the domestic policy process and procedural matters impede the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process because of the existence of the consensus model of bargaining and the consequent predominance of social partners as well as ministerial working routines and mistimed provision of knowledge, but also because of manpower and – in some respects – a frictional consultation process. 

4.5. Documented knowledge does not always carry the same weight as policy makers’ own opinions, social partner negotiation history and ministerial working procedures in the national policy-process
     The concern of this last main reply is the examples as to how documented knowledge does not always carry the same weight as policy makers’ own opinions, social partner negotiation history and ministerial working procedures in the national policy-process.
     Though the FNY representative praises the institutional mechanisms of the national policy process that gives priority to documented knowledge vis-à-vis less objective considerations, examples under the previous main reply make clear that this is by no means a matter of course; hence, besides exemplifying the relatively poor performance of NGOs in terms of handling of interests in the national policy process compared to other non-state actors, the aforementioned negotiation history of capitalist peak organisations and ministerial working procedures also illustrate that other considerations than experiences of FNY member organisations carry considerable weight in the decision-making process – in the words of the representative 

…the areas of cultural and ethnical diversity or labour market integration of immigrants – which I have intensively worked in every day for the last eight years with access to almost all actors – then, it is obvious that we have acquired knowledge that they don’t have and then it is frustrating to realise that, very often, bureaucracy or old agreements carry more weight than initiatives which could, arguably, be considered more effective… (FNY interview, 2007: 3). 
     The possession of documented knowledge is also a disadvantage if FNY attempts to influence the domestic policy process through the media 

…it is also a matter of the viability of our organisation’s logic, because much of our logic can not be summed up in a 30 seconds’ interview, which means that it cannot be communicated broadly…(…)…by implication, many people will say: ‘If knowledge cannot be communicated briefly, what legitimacy does it have, then?’…people simply do not bother to read the long reports we make or hear about the 200 interviews we conduct…and, then, you fall down on your job, because if knowledge cannot be legitimised, it does not exist… (Ibid. 3). 
     More specifically, numbers and figures presented by the representative substantiating relevant cases about labour market integration of immigrants are edited out, so that relevant cases stand alone (Ibid. 12). The implication of this state of affairs is that the interviewee often has to slacken his documented knowledge to be able to deliver his message through the media or that he must simply accept compromises that he considers inexpedient. As far as the former is concerned, he introduces the concept of the ’60 percent threshold of reality’
, i.e. he may communicate messages which are not 100% truth at the time, but indicate the direction in which FNY may go in the short or medium term; as for the latter, this is the obvious consequence of the consensual model of bargaining – according to the representative, this model resembles family quarrels where a family member possesses master knowledge about a given issue, but must accept that only 80 % of this knowledge is reflected in the final decision in exchange for domestic peace (Ibid. 7, 13). 
     Likewise, the WCD interviewee experiences that the policy area of gender equality does not have the same status as other policy areas in national decision-making: hence, she claims that gender equality is considered a matter that one can form an opinion about, though it is also a matter that one can have knowledge about – or as the representative puts it: “…gender equality is something that you can have insight into and you can also be ignorant about gender equality…and my impression is that this is not how it is viewed politically…” (WCD interview, 2007: 9). In a similar vein, the interviewee calls on politicians to take expert knowledge and research more seriously: hence, she states that it is conceivable that politicians sometimes simply do not relate to consultation responses, i.e. they counter expert opinions or the opinions of ‘arbiters of taste’ by claiming that they (i.e. the politicians in question) think differently (Ibid. 11-12). The representative stresses that politicians are, of course, entitled to form opinions about something without, actually, possessing expert knowledge about it; the point that the she wants to make is that it puzzles her that politicians sometimes distance themselves from research (Ibid. 11-12). Though there are parliamentarians who are committed to the issue of gender equality, the general picture is that this particular policy area is very weakly prioritised in the Danish Parliament, i.e. it is not a high status policy area, according to the representative; therefore, she calls on politicians to focus on experiences from other Nordic countries where the gender equality policy area is subject to very concrete cooperation or interplay between the scholarly and political worlds (Ibid. 9, 12). What the interviewee misses in the interaction between policy-makers and stakeholders in the area of gender equality is competence or a competent debate; she claims that since the so-called Knowledge Centre of Gender Equality and its related debate forum
 were closed in 2002, such competent debates are confined to quarterly meetings in the Ministry of Gender Equality where gender equality organisations and the Minister have informal dialogues about future initiatives from the Ministry and various suggestions and criticism from the organisations in question (WCD interview, 2007: 12). 
     Besides missing a framework for competent debate between policy-makers and gender equality stakeholders, the representative calls on politicians to test documented knowledge to a larger extent; thus, she refers to repeated experiences from other Nordic countries with the earmarking of parts of maternity/paternity/parental leaves to fathers (Danish experiences suggest that mothers take up the vast majority of these periods of leave)
 and she uses this example to illustrate the inclination of Danish politicians to consider gender equality a policy area about which one can form an opinion, not an area about which one can possess knowledge – this state of affairs leads the interviewee to conclude that the policy area of gender equality is a kind of ‘non-area’ (Ibid. 12). 
     A number of features of legitimate governance can, seemingly, contextualise the above examples: thus, input legitimacy   - i.e. that interest intermediation is not a ‘win-win’ situation since some representatives of individuals are able to promote their interests at the expense of others and output legitimacy – that these representatives succeed in  getting these interests ‘elevated’ to the status of ‘common interests’ – have explanatory power in terms of the experiences of the FNY representative; so has the institutionalising mechanism of societal values concerning the predominance of tripartite agreements between business and labour peak organisations and state actors; furthermore, examples by the interviewee from the WCD can be conceptualised as formalisation and diffusion of values and norms into society – in other words, the alleged low status of gender equality in the minds of politicians has to do with the insufficient formalisation of values/norms on gender equality (in the shape of rights/duties), which implies that the values/norms within this particular policy area are not strongly represented in terms of the input and output dimensions of legitimate governance and, consequently, not diffused into the institutional mechanisms that express these two dimensions (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26). In addition, traits of corporatism can be detected in the replies of the representatives from FNY; hence, the classical ‘quid pro quo’ between capitalist peak organisations and state actors where the latter – in the wake of the expanded public policy domain and the consequent larger role of government in the shape of proliferation of governmental agencies – needs organisations with large membership bases, hierachical structures and consensual leadership to provide expertise, specialised information and justification is identifiable in the statements of the FNY interviewee concerning old agreements and bureaucracy; finally, the alleged attitude of politicians towards documented knowledge in the policy area of gender equality seems to suggest statist features of a strong executive that can rely on parliamentary support for its policy initiatives and is backed by an officialdom that formulates policies without much interference from non-state actors (Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Statism sub-chapter: 31). 
     Interviewees from the ACA, the NALAD and the DCODP all observe the crucial role played by business and labour peak organisations in the work on NAP/NRP; in addition, they underline that NAPs/NRPs are government documents (ACA interview: 1, 2, 3, 4-5; NALAD interview: 3, 9; DCODP interview: 5, 6-7). 
     Bearing in mind that domestic modes of interest intermediation are determinants of the manner in which ‘Europe impacts’, the views of these non-state actors concerning the capitalist peak organisations, arguably, indicate a domestic mode of interest intermediation that is dominated by business and labour peak organisations, which, in turn, suggests the existence of the input and output legitimacy features of ‘win-lose’ situation and the ‘elevation’ of certain interests to the level of ‘common interests’ as well as the strength of consensual model of bargaining in the shape of tripartite agreements between capitalist peak organisations and state actors; moreover, it indicates the presence of the relatively exclusive bargaining pattern following the corporatist ‘quid pro quo’ between business and labour peak organisations and state actors as well as statist modes of exclusive access of officially recognised interests to state actors, among other factors due to the existence of a strong independent administrative bureaucracy and the consequent policy formulation environment dominated by state actors to a very large extent (Europeanisation sub-chapter: 40; Legitimacy sub-chapter: 23-23, 25; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 32-33; Statism sub-chapter: 31-32). 
     The findings of this final main reply are, presumably, underpinned by Mailand’s observation of the substantial role that social partners have traditionally played in Danish employment policy – particularly since the mid-1990’s and de la Porte’s & Pochet’s observation of the well anchored nature of social partner participation in domestic policy making via bipartite and tripartite bargaining; in addition, Jacobsson’s note that the EES mid-term concluded that the gender perspective is still greatly missing in general labour market policy in Denmark also supports the findings (Mailand, 2006: 94; de la Porte & Pochet, 2005: 355; Jacobsson, 2005: 123)
. 
     To sum up, examples related to this last main reply show that policy makers’ alleged inclination to let their opinions, social partner negotiation history and ministerial working procedures carry more weight than documented knowledge concerns difficulties for NGOs providing master knowledge when faced with certain ministerial working routines and the back catalogue of social partner agreements, but also the low status of certain policy areas in the minds of policy makers as well as dissociation with expert knowledge/research on the part of decision makers and the consequent lacking a) interplay between the scholarly and political spheres and b) testing of documented knowledge.  

5. Conclusions

     The purpose of this thesis has been to examine why Danish NGO participation in the NAP/NRP work under the EES has been so relatively limited. By means of interviews with three Danish NGOs that were substantiated by a) interviews with another Danish NGO as well as local and regional authorities b) theories on political legitimacy, interest intermediation between state actors and non-state actors, and Europeanisation c) literature about the participatory aspect of the OMC and d) NAPs/NRPs, I analysed the matter of examination and identified four main replies which, I believe, constellate a coherent and comprehensive answer to the matter of investigation of this thesis. The four main replies are the following:
· EU policies are not an integrated part of the NGOs’ handling of interests

· The perception of the NGOs is that they are relatively well integrated into the national policy process

· Other non-state actors perform better than the NGOs in the national policy process and procedural matters impede the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process

· Documented knowledge does not always carry the same weight as policy makers’ own opinions, social partner negotiation history and ministerial working procedures
    Exactly because they are replies - and not causes - the main replies have no explanatory power in their own right, but constitute parts of a pattern that makes up an answer to the problem formulated at the beginning of the introductory chapter. This pattern – or constellation – is as follows: The lack of integration of EU policies in the NGOs’ handling of interests is considerably offset by the perception of these NGOs that they are fairly well integrated into the domestic policy-making process. However, this perceived stronghold in the national policy-making process is relative since other non-actors perform better than the NGOs in question and since procedural matters hamper the NGOs’ handling of interests in this policy process. This state of affairs has negative implications for the possibilities of NGOs to influence EU policies should they find it expedient to do so, because the pattern of interest intermediation in the domestic policy process is a key determinant of the fashion in which European policies impact on member states’ political arena. That the NGOs find it difficult to use one of their greatest assets - documented knowledge - simply deteriorates the relative participatory weakness of the NGOs in the national policy process and the implications in terms of influencing of EU policies. The pattern or constellation of main replies shows that the national mode of interest intermediation is the key to understanding the answer to the matter of investigation of this thesis: influencing of EU policies is less important to the NGOs because of their standing in the domestic policy process and the NGOs’ influencing of EU policies is complicated by their standing in the national policy process. To put it polemically, the domestic policy process is both a blessing and a curse for the NGOs.  



� I employ Mark Kleinman’s broad definition of the term ’social policy’ in this thesis, i.e. policies that one way or the other are designed to alleviate or prevent market outcomes (Kleinman, 2002: 1-2). Hence, ‘social policy’ covers both policies regarding labour market relations (Continental European notion) and policies regarding collective provision of social services (Anglo-Saxon notion). I find it expedient to use this broad definition, because efforts of social policy integration at the European level throughout the past 50 years can not be limited to one type of social policy or the other.   


� The definition of social policy used by Kleinman does not rest on a distinct Scandinavian notion. Instead, it seems appropriate to draw attention to his account of the four types of welfare states in Europe, including the Social Democratic (usually associated with the Scandinavian countries – despite differences among these countries, too) and Mediterranean ones  (Kleinman, 2002: 36-57) in order to exemplify the growing socioeconomic diversity within the EU prompted by successive enlargements. This, in turn, raises the question about the relationship between social policies and welfare state policies. On one hand, welfare state policy is social policy, because the former is associated with redistribution of resources (at least in the conventional sense of the term). On the other hand, it is, arguably, more comprehensive by nature than social policies, since economic policies (fiscal, monetary, macro, micro) are also part of welfare state policy-making.   


� The key features of this particular type of decision-making mechanism are: Commission monopoly of the right of initiative, widespread use of QMV, Co-decision-making of the European Parliament (EP) and the Council and large ECJ influence. (European Union, 2006)  


� Three policy areas that became subject to increased EU-level involvement to varying degrees in connection with the Maastricht Treaty talks should be mentioned here: foreign policy (Common Foreign and Security Policy – CFSP); security and defence Policy (European Security and Defence Policy – ESDP) and monetary policy (EMU).


� Subject to the variety of OMC processes in terms of polity, policy, modality and actors, four overall procedural characteristics of these processes can be listed (Zeitlin, 2005: 20):


fixing guidelines for the Union combined with specific timetables for achieving the goals […] set in the short, medium and long-term goals


establishing, where appropriate, quantitative and qualitative indicators and benchmarks against the best in the world and tailored to the needs of different Member States and sectors as a means of comparing best practices


translating these European guidelines into national and regional policies by setting specific targets and adopting measures, taking into account national and regional differences


periodic monitoring, evaluation and peer review organised as mutual learning processes


These characteristics were decided on at the year 2000 Lisbon Summit, where the OMC was defined in procedural terms and, to some extent, in generic terms.       


� BEPGs, which are designed to provide the broad orientation of member states’ economic policies, are formulated by the Commission. This draft forms the basis of a report by ECOFIN to the European Council. The Council, then, adopts a recommendation which sets out the BEPGs (Trubek et al., 2005: 22-23). 


� Morten Kallestrup has very accurately described the concept of Europeanisation as a reflection of the development that European integration has implications for national political continuity and change. Where European integration focuses on the bottom-up process of creation and development of common European institutions (caused by delegation of powers from the national to the European level), Europeanisation is concerned with the top-down process of implications of decision-making at the European level for member states (Kallestrup, 2006: 14-15). 


� I would like to thank Kerstin Jacobsson for kindly sending me four of her interviews. 


� Negative integration is concerned with policies directed at removing barriers to trade and competition, whereas positive integration deals with new EU-level policies not explicitly linked to elimination of barriers; the former are deregulatory, because they deal with the abolition of national rules; the latter are re-regulatory in that they replace national rules with common EU rules - they may, however, not only be re-regulatory policies, but also policies linked to values; prominent examples of negative integration are Single Market and competition policies, whereas environmental and social policies exemplify positive integration (Hix, 1999: 215; 223-224).  


� Though the O’Neill quotation is directed at the European integration process, it is, arguably, also applicable to the Europeanisation process due to the causal relationship between the two types of processes (see endnote 7).


� These reasons are, according to Weber, idealism, custom, affection or material reasons – or, more likely, a combination of these reasons (Weber, 1978: 212-213).


� The three types of authority rest on the belief in: “…sanctity of immemorial traditions and the legitimacy of those exercising authority under them” (traditional authority), “…devotion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism or exemplary character of an individual person, and of the normative patterns of order revealed or ordained by him” (charismatic authority), “…the legality of enacted rules and the right of those elevated to authority under such rules to issue commands” (legal authority) (Ibid. 215). That these types of authority may not be completely divergent is observed by Kratochwil who claims that for a person to be ‘in authority’ (in the legal sense of the word), he/she may have to be ‘an authority’ (in the charismatic sense of the word) (Kratochwil, 2006: 306)     


� The importance of this division for today’s western world societies can not be underestimated, because it, essentially, means that the ruler is not the founder of law that defines his/her authority, but holds his/her authority on the basis of it. In other words, the ruler is subordinate to the law, which is also reflected in the fact that he/she is frequently replaced, while the law that defines the authority of the ruler remains (Coicaud, 2002: 19; Lipset, 1994: 8).


� Part of the literature on civil society organisations concerns the extent to which these organisations actually represent those that they claim to represent. However interesting this issue is, it is, nonetheless, beyond the scope of my matter of investigation. For an informed analysis of the representativeness of civil society organisations (national as well as European peak organisations) in the EU context, please consult Warleigh, A. (2001) “’Europeanizing’ Civil Society: NGOs as Agents of Political Socialization”. Journal of Common Market Studies, vol. 39(4), pp. 619-639. 


� It seems fair to argue that the non-western migratory waves that the western world has experienced from the latter part of the 20th century onwards have impacted on the feeling on ‘sameness’. To what extent they have actually challenged or changed this feeling is debatable, though.  


17 Scharpf’s discussion of the trap of joint decision-making within intergovernmental cooperation in Germany and the EU illustrates the matter. In short, he claims that outcomes are sub-optimal within decision-making systems where pro-integrationist states and less pro-integrationist states can, potentially, veto the outcome (which is the case if cooperation is intergovernmental by nature). This is because even the most pro-integrationist states are reluctant to give up the right to veto and less pro-integrationist states are ready to make compromises that ensure their say on decisions; in consequence, the integration process - i.e. the ceding of state competences to the EU level - does not accelerate much, but nor is it reversed – thus, the sub-optimal nature of outcomes (Rosamond, 2000: 141). The joint decision-making trap also explains the high transaction costs – i.e. “…those risks and penalties that arise when actors engage in negotiations with each other” (Ibid. 116) - associated with intergovernmental cooperation since governments do not always have access to all information needed to predict the moves of other governments in the common efforts to reach a compromise.  


18 Rodger A. Payne explains the formation of generalisable interest in international cooperation by pointing to change of preferences that actors undergo by partaking in deliberative institutions. Due to the “…intersubjectivity of knowledge…”, actors “…come to recognize shared interests and decide (or perhaps learn) to ignore selfish instincts” (Payne, 1996: 130). 


19 Lipset’s factors of institutionalisation are: legitimacy, executive and electoral systems, civil society and political parties, and the rule of law and economic order (Lipset, 1994: 7). 


20 The term ’diversionary tactics’ refers to the trick used by politicians when they reject the causal relationship between their actions and a negative outcome of these actions (e.g. poor economic performance) by pointing to events which they have little impact on (e.g. globalisation) – and vice versa: when politicians take credit for positive outcomes and tone down the impact of external events as a cause of these positive outcomes (Coicaud, 2002: 38). 


21 I draw primarily on Vivien A. Schmidt’s account of statism in this sub-chapter. Though her book specifically deals with French statist policy-making, she also includes other non-European cases of statist polities. Furthermore, France is one of the most distinct examples – if not the most distinct example - of a statist polity in Europe (See Schmidt, 1996: 46) and, therefore, highly suitable for the European context of this thesis.  


22 As a matter of fact, corporatisms are a more precise designation since at least two variants of corporatism can be identified, namely state corporatism and societal corporatism (the latter – henceforth, corporatism - is also designated ‘democratic corporatism’ or ‘neo-corporatism’ (Hunold, 2001: 161; Yee, 2004: 504-505)). Yet, only societal corporatism is dealt with in this chapter in that state corporatism is predominantly found in authoritarian polities and is, therefore, irrelevant for the matter of investigation of this thesis. Yet, in order to fully understand the account of societal corporatism, I will shortly summarise the main features of state corporatism in the following: Like societal capitalism (and pluralism, for that matter), the state variant rests on socioeconomic assumptions of capitalist development; this development is perceived as ruptured to an extent where the power of the bourgeoisie is too weak to sustain the class-based society and must, therefore, be replaced (usually by revolutionary means) by a type of governance where the state suppresses special interests in order to restore social peace (Schmitter, 1974: 105, 108, 117, 118, 121). The state corporatist perception of capitalist transformation, hence, focuses on replacing – not capitalism itself – but the type of loyalty that capitalism rests on, namely class (Ibid. 118, 119, 121). Ideally, the significance of class loyalty should decline and give rise to national loyalty based on an, arguably, inward-looking, almost mercantilist, bias towards control of foreign trade, import-substituting initiatives and more closed borders, i.e. giving territoriality pride of place (Ibid. 119). To get the loyalty of individuals to national goals and, thereby, act as intermediaries between the state and the individuals, corporations are granted considerable powers, including the moral guidance of the “…isolated and impotent individual…” (Ibid. 120): the state ensures corporations - which are supposed to be self-determined and functionally specialised by nature and take over so-called nonessential matters of public policy (i.e. welfare and health issues) from the state so the latter can focus on so-called essential tasks (i.e. security, defence and foreign policy matters) - supremacy of consultation by eradicating, restricting, repressing and/or excluding associational multiplicity (Ibid. 103, 118, 120-121). It should be obvious that state corporatist perceptions of the state, societal representatives (i.e. corporations) and intermediation between them are predominantly found in authoritarian polities: thus, Schmitter lists a number of characteristics of state corporatist political organisation, e.g. the absence of elections (though referenda may be held), weak one-party systems and the ideologically exclusive and narrowly recruited nature of the executive branch of government, and points out Mussolini’s Italy, Salazar’s Portugal and Franco’s Spain as prominent historical cases (Ibid. 85, 104, 105, 116, 123).  


23 Keynes put it this way


 …some place it may […] be necessary to leave, until the ambit of men’s altruism grows wider, to the separate advantage of particular groups, classes, or faculties – bodies which in their ordinary course of affairs are autonomous within their prescribed limitations… (quoted in Schmitter, 1974: 110).   


24 The case studies by Knill and Lehmkuhl as well as Kassim exemplify this alleged state of affairs.


25 Mair draws attention to previous cases of such conflict and political mobilisation, namely in territorialisation studies: thus, nation state-building studies – and European integration studies - have shown how aspirations of elites have clashed with local considerations (equivalent to opposition against Brussels technocrats) and emerging conflicts regarding the nature of  nationhood (equivalent to conflict over the nature of European integration) (Mair, 2004: 343 -  summing up Lipset’s and Rokkan’s adapted version of Talcott Parson’s model of national cleavage structures); furthermore, Mair specifies what Europeanised national politics may look like, e.g. a) disagreement among domestic actors concerning b) the nature of institution-building at the European level c) enlargement of the Union d) sovereignty transfer e) the nature and the scope of treaties and f) the nature and pace of implementation of legislation (Ibid. 345).  


26 If Manners’ and Sørensen’s analysis of new political contestation in EU politics is added to Hix’ and Goetz’ observations of Green Parties, the abovementioned two constituent features of Europeanisation are very accurately exemplified in terms of environmental policy; in short, the analysis by Manners and Sørensen holds that new dividing lines of contention – which may cut across traditional lines of more/less integration and left/right  - can be detected at the EU level: these new dividing lines concern the distinction between cosmopolitan attitudes (which include concerns with the environment, poverty or human rights) and communitarian beliefs (which are concerned with existing ways of living, e.g. national community, ethnic homogeneity and religious beliefs), i.e. so-called New Politics (Manners and Sørensen, 2007: 1, 2, 5). In other words, Manners and Sørensen deal with possible (further) transfer of powers and the subsequent institutionalisation at the European level (e.g. in EP political groups), whereas Hix and Goetz exemplify the fashion in which this European integration impacts (in casu, catalyses) particular member state actors. Whether these new dividing lines in EU politics (in terms of environmental policy) are an implication of, exactly, the electoral success of Green parties is debatable.          


27 Here, Kassim is, seemingly, in agreement with Schmitter, cf. the latter’s claim that modes of interest intermediation are very persistent when confronted with societal change (Schmitter, 1977: 13-14).


28 Knill and Lehmkuhl exemplify Europeanisation via Institutional Compliance/Closeness of Fit by way of EU environmental policy, more precisely the implementation/rejection of a directive from the 1980s and a regulation and a directive from the 1990s in Britain, France and Germany (i.e. nine pieces of EU legislation which were either implemented or rejected): four out of the nine required no changes in member states arrangements, two out of the nine required fundamental changes, three out of the nine were sufficiently moderate to pass the first step of the explanatory approach, two out of these three were eventually implemented – one was rejected (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 265-268). 


29 Regarding Europeanisation via Changing Domestic Opportunity Structures, it is exemplified by Knill and Lehmkuhl by means of road haulage policy, in casu the impact/non-impact of a 1993 directive on transport liberalisation through mutual recognition of cabotage rights (i.e. the right to transport goods and passengers within a country) in Britain, Italy, France and Germany: only in one out of the four cases did Europe impact, namely in Germany where power was relatively equally distributed and eventually tipped in favour of the pro-liberalisation liberal coalition; in the French case, power was also fairly equally distributed, but shifted in favour of the re-regulation actor constellation which wanted to change the road haulage liberalisation policy that the country had undergone since the late 1980s; in the British and Italian cases, unequal distribution of power and resources was the state of affairs with a pro-liberalisation consensus among actors in Britain and the predominance of an anti-liberalisation actor constellation in Italy (Ibid. 269-271). 


30 Railways policies is used by Knill and Lehmkuhl to exemplify Europeanisation via Framing of Domestic Beliefs and Expectations/Learning, more specifically a 1991 directive on reforming European railways which had grave financial problems; as far as the outcome-related part of this Europeanisation mechanism is concerned, the authors use Dutch implementation to illustrate a case where all main actors agreed on the need for reform of the state-owned railways and the nature of this reform, namely liberalisation – disagreement, therefore, concerned the manner in which such liberalisation should be implemented and here the 1991 directive contributed to a political consensus by prescribing a market mechanism which could be agreed upon by the main actors; the procedural part of this third mechanism of Europeanisation is exemplified by the German implementation case where both the Länder and the trade unions had opposed previous attempts (and the 1991 directive) to reform railways policy on grounds of distributive conflict between the various level of government and personnel/organisational issues, respectively; these two actors, eventually, came to perceive the directive in question in a way that would, actually, strengthen them - hence, they changed their position in favour of it (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002: 272-274). Yet, as with the other two mechanisms of Europeanisation, this mechanism does not always succeed in altering the mindsets of member state key actors: though the French administration was sympathetic to aspects of European railways policy as a means of domestic reform, opponents in the country had successfully mobilised political resistance by referring to the pervasiveness of European policy in domestic reform attempts; the French case, therefore, illustrates a situation where domestic veto players were not convinced to change their position on a European policy so as to trigger domestic change (= official French opposition to European legislation) while, at the same time, small steps were taken towards reforming domestic policy – in line with European legislation (Ibid. 274-275).


31 Obviously, associations of regional authorities – and associations of local ones, for that matter – are not capitalist peak organisations, but they represent individuals who, to a large degree, implement the expanded numbers of public policies; it is, therefore, fairly likely that the governance body will have to take these individuals’ interests into consideration. 


32 Though not being capitalist peak organisations, the ACA, the NALAD and the DCODP are well-resourced non-state actors and are, therefore, likely to fit into the corporatist logic of ‘quid pro quo’.  


33 For the sake of regularity, it should be stressed that the WCD’s perceptions of interplay concern communication and influence prior to and after talks since NGOs do not participate in the actual talks under the auspices of the EU and UN.


34 Actually, the NALAD does have a Brussels secretariat; yet, the representative interviewed describes the relationship that this secretariat has with the Commission as one based on perceptions (as opposed to knowledge) of Commission positions on relevant issues and scanty contact (as opposed to the close contact that the national secretariat has with relevant ministries) (NALAD interview: 10). 


35 Admittedly, the link between centralised/comprehensive EU coordination and concern over state sovereignty protection is not explicitly presented in the sub-chapter – only implicitly in that member states like Britain, Denmark and Sweden have centralised and comprehensive EU coordination and are generally considered among the less integrationist member states. For a presentation of the explicit link, please consult Kassim, 2003: 100.   


36 The representative has a fairly accurate perception of what it takes to cope with EU matters 


…it is, in a way, a precondition that you both understand directive ‘this’ which is a rejection of directive ‘that’ with amending article ‘the other’…plus a Danish legislative proposal…you have to make sure: Well, here’s the directive, what does it contain? Has it been translated – well, not linguistically – but, when it is eventually translated into a Danish legislative proposal, has it been appropriately translated, then… (WCD interview, 2007: 2).    


37 Admittedly, the link I make here between perceptions of the DEA representative and the contents of NAPs/NRPs is not unproblematic: for one thing, it does not say anything about the procedural anchorage of the DEA in the NAP/NRP processes; moreover, the contents of NAPs/NRPs are not necessarily exact reflections of national policies in a given policy area – partly because of the physical scope of NAPs/NRPs (see, for example, the DCODP interview: 2), partly because NAPs/NRPs may, potentially, become an exercise of showing off one’s ability to create ‘this’ or ‘that’ brilliant policy (see, for example, ibid. 4) , thereby, conveniently, leaving out unpopular policies or failed policy proposals of the NAPs/NRPs, one can argue. The link, therefore, concerns the connection between the participatory involvement of the DEA in the national policy process and the reflection of this involvement in the contents of national policies and the extent to which these policies are reported in NAPs/NRPs. 


38 As far as the partnership-minded approach is concerned, it is traditionally applied to the corporatist main actors, business and labour peak organisations; yet, the DEA interview shows that this particular non-state actor has a very partnership-minded approach to interest intermediation – the application of this particular corporatist feature here, therefore, seems justifiable (DEA interview: 2, 4).  


39 At first sight, the inclusion of the NALAD and the ACA in this example seems odd since regional and local authorities are not NGOs; Yet, the point of using these two actors to substantiate the findings related to the DEA  in this example is to show that other non-state actors who experience certain problems with participation in EU-related policy-making are also relatively well integrated into the national policy process.  


40 In Danish, ’Videns-skakspil’.  


41 Cases where FNY disadvantage from the game of ’knowledge chess’ are treated under Main Reply Three.  


42 The rationale for including the NALAD in these examples is similar to that described in endnote 39. 


43 In Danish, ’diskursændringer/bevidsthedsspring’.  


44 In Danish, ’Den Centrale Barselsfond’. 


45 The justification for applying corporatism to a non-capitalist peak organisation and non-resourceful organisation like the WCD is its long tradition of being consulted on gender equality issues, which, arguably, indicates a certain ability to provide policy makers with useful information.    


46 In Danish, ’60 % -virkelighedsgrænse’.  


47 In Danish, ’Videnscenter for Ligestilling’ og det dertilhørende debatforum.


48 In Danish, ’øremærkning af barselsorlov til fædrene’.


49 The non-inclusion of the DEA in this final sub-chapter and the previous sub-chapter of the analysis, arguably, indicates the aforementioned stronghold that this organisation has in the national policy process – even compared to more resourceful non-state actors – and it seems to explain its ability to convince policy makers about the importance of its documented knowledge (DEA interview, 2007: 1-2). Features of legitimacy concerning the formalisation of values/norms on entrepreneurship (in the shape of rights/duties) - leading to the representation of these values/norms input-wise and output-wise, which, in turn, means diffusion of them into the institutional mechanisms that express input and output dimensions of legitimate governance and their consequent high status, relatively speaking – can, seemingly, contextualise the state of affairs in terms of the non-inclusion of the DEA; so can classical corporatist features of state actors’ need of expertise, specialised information and justification from their consultees and the former’s preference for consultees with a partnership-focused approach to interest intermediation (as opposed to hostile pressure groups) (see endnote 38) (Legitimacy sub-chapter: 20-26; Corporatism sub-chapter: 28-29, 33). As previously mentioned, to the degree that NAPs/NRPs are precise reflections of the contents of national policies (see endnote 37), the fairly dominant role of policies on entrepreneurship in NAPs/NRPs from 1999, 2001, 2003 and 2005 indicates that NGOs representing interests in this particular policy area have a fairly good foothold – participation-wise – in domestic policy-making; in other words, the perceived receptiveness to the demands of the DEA is, arguably, mirrored in the contents of NAPs/NRPs in the sense that they are reports (as opposed to strategic or operational documents) on national policies – as observed by Jacobsson - and, therefore, show which policy areas and policies that are highly prioritised at the domestic political stage and which non-state actors that are likely to be able to promote their interests in this polity (Jacobsson, 2005: 113).   
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