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Abstract

The question of political participation beyond eieas is a recurrent subject in contemporary
political life. Citizens, and even more so, economand public interest groups demand to be
heard by political actors, and to participate dipse decision making processes. This demand
for participatory democracy has become of intefestthe international and the European
realm since the beginning of the 1990.

The emergence of a participatory norm has, howexevery important influence on the
strategies, the power and the organisational sirestof the non-state actors associated at the
policy making processes in the name of the padtoify democracy. The aim of this
contribution is to develop a conceptual and methagical framework based on sociological
approaches and thus to propose some avenues floerfuesearch. These should allow for a
detailed analysis of the influence of the partitipa turn on the organisational structures of
non-governmental actors and the actors workinglenliese structures.
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Interest groups studies in the European Union sreldas the European integration process
itself. The transference of power to a new venuaasstarting point for all studies on interest
groups (Baumgartner and Jones 1993). But whilefitbg detailed study of the European
integration process by Ernst Haas was based onlsgmal arguments stating that non-state
actors - in this case interest groups - rather state actors, trigger a so-called “spill-over
effect”, the analysis of interest groups launchedmnd) the 1990 was more interested in power
relations and influence the groups exert at theopesn level as well as typologies of
relationships between groups and institutions. mdkgether these studies have concentrated
on actors and their relationship with institutiopewer structures as well as the emergence of
interest groups and the EU incentive structurethis context. As Richardson (2006, 232)
recently underlined: “Interest groups are a supedather vane of power and tend to
concentrate resources where decisions that mifgttahem directly are made, i.e. they tend
to act rationally when allocating lobbying resow’ceWhile these approaches led to an
indepth and detailed understanding of day to daltig® and policy processes in the
European Union, the recent accent in political anddemic work on the EU’s legitimacy
deficit has led to new problems for interest groegearch. This development mirrors a turn in
comparative political studies more generally where of the main questions is whether
groups — both public and private - improve the deraitic character of a political system, or,
on the contrary, whether they hinder its developmienorder to look at this question from an
analytical point of view one needs to understarellithk between citizens and groups. It is
here where a sociological approach is needed.

From the point of view of European institutiongking ‘civil society organizations’ to EU
decision-making procedures aims at linking Europatimen closer to the Union. Since they
claim an associative, non-profit status ‘civil sgi organizations’ are almost automatically
identified with the development of a ‘European peilspace’. Yet, taking ideals as the sole
factor underlying this process runs the risk of rimaking other imperatives driving the
participation of the ‘European civil society’ inetfdecision making processes. But precisely
what are the effects of this discourse and thesgtutional changes at the ‘European civil

society’ aimed at linking it closer to does thiadtion?

The aim of this paper is to identify the approached methods that allow for studying this

central question with regard to interest groupvéatis. While research on power relations and



influence remains a central issue, as shown bysD&g@yers or Baumgartner and Mahoney’s
analyses, to name but a few, work on the link betwegemocratic deficit and interest group
need a sociological approach as it allows for apgnip the black box of interest groups,
necessary to understand the nature of the actelf.itds a number of authors underline
(Guiraudon 2000, 2006, Rumford 2002, Smith 2004,nihas 2007, Favell 2007),
sociological approaches of European integratioe &k point of departure for their analysis
the attitudes or individuals in interaction, thexchanges, their coordination mechanisms,
guestions of group formation as well as norm cacsion. They thus concentrate less on
formal institutional structures and more on dynatracisformations of sociopolitical arenas.
The main question in respect to the democraticcieliterature and the ‘European civil
society organizations” refers to the link betwedr tcitizen and the decision-making
organizations. This means that we have to questti®@mutomatic links we draw between civil
society representation and democracy. The betiemmed and organised a group, the greater
its chances are to gain access to the Europeatuiimsts. Expertise and perceived efficiency
are central access goods for civil society. Howeuwbars may lead to an expertise-
representation gap (March and Olson 1998): thesbsttuctured and organised a group is,
and the more it is therefore able to offer necgssxpertise, the less its members feel
represented.

In this respect, the research becomes similar & t¢onducted on political parties, their
institutionalization and professionalisation. Howgwvhile arguing that the question on the
link between interest groups and democracy at th@@ean Union is best approached by
sociological arguments and methods, political smequestions looking at the degree of
influence in a more institutionalised setting aréispensable to understand the whole picture.
The paper is divided in three parts. The first parhs to identify the conceptual and
methodological problems attached to interest graipdies in a framework of “legitimacy
deficit” studies in the European Union. A secondt pall then look more precisely on the
possible methodological solutions, based on anyaisabf work conducted in fields such as
internal party politics, national associations osiness associations. A third and last part will
then aim for a research agenda linking specificaltbgiological approaches and methods

developed in part two.

1. What's the problem (probably): the democratic turnin European Studies



Societal national interest groups demand increggaligical integration in order to represent
their interests outside the national realm. At Hane time, European institutions and in
particular the Commission searched for broader powe increase its influence on political
outcomes and public policy processes. The subatamatpacity of supranational institutions to
find solutions to problems was considered to be rb@son why societal actors have
transferred their expectations, political practiaaed allegiances to the European level.

While, since the beginning of the 1990s, one ofrtizgor objectives of interest group research
at the EU level concentrated on influence and povedations, recently, the academic
literature has started to question de democra@cacher of interest group participation in the
European Union. Until the mid-1990s, research ¢@r@st group participation in the decision
making processes of the EU eluded the questioneaiodracy. Since then, however, the
debate on the EU’s democratic deficit, and the gesvhat role citizen participation should
play in the political process gave way to a morematdive body of literature on the role of the
‘organized civil society’ in the EU. The specificity of these studies laythie fact that they
relied heavily on concepts developed by politicailgsophers in the national realm. In this
context, the debate centred on the question of wlas to participate in political
representation. Should citizens participate diyeatl the policy-making processes, through
elected or appointed representatives or througbceagsons and social movements?

While the debate at the European level concentratgidlly on the poor representative
character of the European Parliament, leading, rdoup to the majority of scholars, to a
severe democratic, or better, legitimacy deficittleé EU, political and academic discourse
has started, at the end of the 1990s to analyseefpresentative role of so-called ‘civil
society’ actors in legitimate European governafides particular debate has a more narrow
focus on the representative character of thesesattian the larger debate on the ‘democratic
deficit' of the EU. Ever since Tocqueville, assticas and interest groups have been
considered to be crucial actors in truly democrsystems. After some forty years of relative
silence on this matter, we witness in contempodatyates, as Rossteutscher (2006) put it, “a
shift in the urge for associative help comparabléhe pluralist turn in the 1940s and 1950s”

(Rossteutscher 2006,4). The European Union is nepbon to this “associative imperative”.

1 When referring to ‘organized civil society’ thepgea uses the term as defined by the European Utiion.
includes economic as well as diffuse interestspideshe heterogeneity of this definition, the @eidoes not
enter in a debate on the problematic definitiogiail society which is done with great care by, argst others
Armstrong 2002. | rather concentrate on the vesyntithat is made for ‘civil society’ organized adtively as
opposed to the individual citizen in the legitinastiprocess of both governance and government.



Theoretical work on the link between the organiaed European “civil society” and the
democratic system of the European Union occupiesrdral place in the literature on the
EU’s "democratic deficit'. Particularly since thebfication of the White Paper on governance
in 2001, one notes that academic work on « Europaahsociety » becomes increasingly
numerous. Furthermore, it is in the context of aeske conducted by groups and networks of
social science scholars in the Framework ProgranoneResearch and Development of the
European Union (PCRD) that appear a large quaotityorking papers and scholarly articles
at international conferences on the subject ofil'si@ciety’ and European governarfc&his
research can be found again inside the differeminiie that take place under the auspices of
the European Union. Thus, the emergence of thetidgdinks civil society and participatory
democracy in order to decrease the EU’s demoataficit is both developed in scholarly and

official circles interested in EU governance.

Empirical evidence

Based on theoretical reflections, three groupsmopigcal work have emerged on the link
between the so called ‘European civil society’ dhd legitimacy deficit of the European
political system: regulation of interest group ascé¢o political institutions, financial and

social resources, grassroots civil society molitisa as well as protest movements.

(a) Access regulation

Access regulation studies have a long history éenEbropean Union (Greenwood 1997, 2003,
2007). They show that confronted with an increasioghber of interest groups, institutions
tried to establish a more stable and less comptexraament for the elaboration of their
policies. Whereas the Economic and Social Commifa&e European Union is considered
to be the main access for divers interest groupsSrmismans has shown in his work on
legitimacy and civil society in the European Uni@mismans, 2003, 2004, 2006), both the
European Parliament and the Commission aimed alhaist to clarify, to stabilize and to
legitimize their relations with interest groups.caeding to EU institutions the legitimacy of
interest group participation flows from the facatihe decision takes into account the views
of all stakeholders, as well as from the fact thdgrmation gathered prior to the adoption of

the decision is impartial as it represents allregés as well as all expertise. Thus, group

2 Among the most prominent ones we find NEWGOV &@NNEX, respectively organised by the European
University Institute in Florence and by the Univgref Mannheim.
% For a more indepth analysis see Saurugger 2005



participation in decision making processes increds#h the European institutions’ and in
particular the Commissions bargaining power andeggimacy. A number of authors show
that while these arguments are questionable as ¢Kohler-Koch and Eising 1998,
Armstrong 2002), the central element of linkingilceociety to decision-making processes is
the increasing legitimacy of the institutional pmsi itself: when the Parliament or the
Commission argue that their position is based avide consultation of civil society, they
gain in bargaining power and thus gather argumtenjisstify their position ‘democratically’,
compared to the Council. However, despite recdatgits by the European Commission, no
binding access rules have been established until oabsence of an access regulation for
the organised civil society, the action repertoisesd strategies providing for efficient
interests representation at the European leveliretha key elements for exercising influence
at the European level. This absence of regulatems to reinforce a situation in which
groups possessing financial and social resourceprvileged whereas small associations,
may they be civic or small business groups, areheatrd in the consultation process. It is
therefore again only a part of the organised cwiiety which takes part in the policy-making

process.

(b) Resources

The concept of participatory as well as associadimeocracy calls upon the State to provide
for equal access for all groups regardless of tfieancial, social and societal resourtes
When confronted with inequality, the lawmaker hasetisure affirmative actions vis-a-vis
less resourceful groups. The literature stresseergly that within the European Union,
economic interests are particularly privileged (agsi others Mazey and Richardson 1992,
2006; Aspinwall and Greenwood 1998; Eising 2001,slHet al 2004a, Eising 2007,
Michalowitz 2007). Based initially on economic igtation, most of the European
associations are economic interest groups, thatate associations or firms, even if the
strengthened social regulation has entailed areaser of associations representing 'diffuse’
interests. Even if one can observe considerablierdiices among the various economic
interest groups, they do not only differ by numbrem groups representing civil interests.
Their strong presence shows that they possessasegmrganizational potential. Generally,

they are financially stronger, employ more staffl gpossess more access points to the

* Under social resources we understand the sodiabries interest group representatives have creaitidthe
most issue relevant politicians and civil servdrdth in the European institutions and at the nafitevel.
Societal resources refer to the degree citizenspa@nd support interest group revendications, appat
enlarges the group representativeness and subsbgjtenlaims for democratic legitimacy.



Commission than to the European Parliament. Th&y ethjoy more ample access to litigation
strategies through the European Court of Justicel@ 2006, de Schutter 2006, Bouwen
and McCrown 2007). A final and important charastéciis their strong economic legitimacy.
Legitimacy of producer groups is thus linked to ith@roperties as representative
organizations as well as their ability to aggregatmber opinions (Bouwen 2006). As the
member companies of the European associationsrpeifalispensable functions in the EU
market economy, European institutions must take mtcount possible fatal effects on
companies stemming from European regulation. Greedw(2007, 344-347), based on
Commission’s figures, shows that diffuse interegiugs such as the European Network
Against Racism and the European Social Platforneivec80-90 per cent of their funding
from the EU political institutions. This allows salled outsider groups critical of EU politics
and policies to be drawn into the decision-makimgcpss. Thus, as Mahoney empirically
shows, political institutions can wield strong irdhce through direct subsidies, payments,
grants and other financial incentives (Mahoney 208mismans (2002) and Schmitter (2000)
are among those who most strongly call upon thabéshment of a semipublic status for
European associations. They advocate furthermerérthncing of these associations through
both public and private resources.

However, despite the strong empirical evidence #w@inomic interests, mainly through
financial and social resources enjoy greater actte€dJ decision making processes which
created an important bias for associative democaaayell as neopluralist approaches, recent
research has shown that institutional opportundied resource dependencies must be taken
into account. This leads then to the result of inga variations both across the EU
institutions and among the working level (Polla€®1, Beyers 2004, Beyers and Kerremans
2004). The European Union offers thus importantitunsonal opportunities for diffuse

interests that aim at expanding the scope of palitonflict.

(c). Grassroots civil society mobilisation

A third group of studies question the capacitieEofopean interest groups to stimulate grass
roots participation of citizens in decision makipgocesses. While it is easy to motivate
professional interest representatives as well lalsyists (Lahusen 2003) to participate in EU
politics, mobilizing the interested and concerneg titizens collectively is much more
difficult. As all citizens might benefit from thectwvism of a few (Magnette 2003), the
European institutions and particularly the Comnaoissstresses discursively at least for a

greater citizen involvement in decision making. Emopl evidence shows that grassroots



civil society organisations and social movementsob® increasingly numerous in the
European Union and participate more strongly afeddht decision-making processes
(Weisbein 2002). However, while many actors, likerkers, antigenetic food activists, the
very influential European Women Lobby or migranbups (Guiraudon 2001) increasingly
aim their protests at the European Union, empir@atdence identifies a predominantly
‘domesticated’ mode of reaction to European grieeanimig and Tarrow (2001) found little
evidence of a major shift from national to transmally based contention — Europeans do
not seem to have learned to cooperate contentiamiyss Europe’s internal boundaries.
Based on a computerized analysis of online intesnat press agency dispatches, the authors
show that the Europeanization of protest is a maigphenomenon, which only represents
490 out of 9,872 protest activities : “From thegpactive of transnational social movement
mobilization, this finding alone is a healthy catree to the notion that the nation-state is
withering rapidly as a focus of citizens’ claimsdathat Western Europe will become a
transnational polity in short order” (Imig and Tasr 2001, 32). While business associations
have found it relatively easy to influence Europehatision-making in Brussels, weaker
social actors continue to face imposing transaatmsis when they attempt to organize across
borders. Thus, despite the fact that the Commidam@amces a certain number of civic actors
active in Brussels, not all new civil society ast@t the EU level can participate in the
decision-making process. With regard to the claim Ewropean institutions to allow
grassroots movements to participate in the EU woeeimaking process in order to
democratise the European political system, a nurobauthors (Warleigh 2001, Saurugger
2006, Maloney 2007) show that civil society orgatiens are unable to act as catalysts for
the participation of citizens, since their interrgdvernance structures are insufficiently
democratic. Warleigh stresses furthermore thatariqular NGOs are unsuited to create a
sense of European identity among their memberskghém their inability to promote the
political socialisation of their supporters. Intgie are represented in participative processes
by key officers or organisational elites with véitile supporter input.

In conclusion, three main elements can be drawm fiteese studies: Firstly, that European
institutions, and in particular the Commission, kargely protected from protest movements,
secondly that the movements and groups presentuassBls are largely cut off from their
grass-roots basis and finally, that members sttelsnational governments do not see their
role diminished but largely transformed, referrmagional discontent to the European level,

also analyzed as ‘blame-avoidance strategies’.



The literature review of the three groups of resleamderlines that the process searching to
link ‘civil society organizations’ tighter to EU dision-making processes shows important
drawbacks, in particular with regard to grassrdewgl citizen participation. The evolution at

the EU level is ‘top-down’: active bureaucracy atfgs to address asymmetries of power and
resources between different groups in creatingsamgborting citizen interest groups to act as

checks and balances to each other as well as Eamopstitutions (Greenwood 2007, 356).

While comparative empirical research increasinghgsiions the implications interest group
participation have for the democratic charactedofestic political systems (Norris 2002,
Skocpol 2003), this agenda is treated mainly themiéy in EU interest group research.
There seems to be a clear distinction between tacallygovernance approaches on the one
hand and normative reflections focusing on demagcrac the other, without attempting to
elaborate research question as scholars do iniglte df political sociology and sociology
more generally.

It is in this particular field that studies on asstions and democracy at the EU level must be
developed, based on sound empirical underpinniagd, less on a small number of case
studies. Research on professionalisation offermwiag research questions. This refers on
the one hand to the large scale analysis of intemganization structures of interest groups,
as presented by Weber, Ostrogorski and Michelsaditiqgal parties, in order to answer the
guestion of the transformation of their role ineartbcratic system. On the other hand the link
between parties and interest groups should be sathlgnore empirically to understand the
different roles representation plays today in demioc systems. This would help us to get a
new understanding of political cleavages, not drdged on party politics — generally difficult
at the EU level — but also on interest groups avadas movements. These studies would

usefully complement the important theoretical andmative studies published so far.

2. What needs to be done (perhaps)?

Given that the “European civil society” has becoanerucial element to enhance the EU’s
democratic credentials, we could actually suspeetdemocratic deficit literature to provide
some insights as to how precisely “civil societyioald decrease this democratic deficit.
While this has been done with regard to the stuidpasticipatory structures the European

institutions have created, and a number of importeormative work on what forms of



participatory structures should be establiShegry little work has been done, as we have
shown, relating to the question of who participaaesl who represents this civil society in
civil society organizations.

It is in this context that the seminal works of ipchl sociologists as well as more recent

applications are of help to structure the quesdind to operationalize research.

When looking at ‘civil society organizations’ atethEU level, one observes a rather
institutionalized and well organized environmenenands are formulated by professional
advocacy. McCarthy and Zald (1994, 375) define ggsibnalized associations — or non-state
actors more generally as entities characterize@hpg leadership that devotes full time to the
association with a large proportion of resourcegimating outside the constituency the group
claims to represent, (b) a very small or nonexisteambership base or paper membership
where membership implies little more than allowihg use of one’s name upon membership
rolls, (c) an attempt to represent or to spealkherriame of a potential constituency and (d)
attemps to influence policy toward that same céunsticy. Scholars have studied group
professionalisation issues many times, tracingviddal cases using either quantitative or
qualitative approaches, but on the European Urdagel scale projects have been falteis

important to note, that the work done on the pmteslisation process of the groups is very

similar to that undertaken on parties at the bagmof the XXe century.

Political parties

As has been shown, the phenomenon of the profedsation of representation is an old
one! From the moment a truly political activity appedirecholars started to be interested in
political staff as research object and to look #ortruly political and not economical
explanation. Max Weber's, Moisei Ostrogorski's amRbberto Michel’'s work can be
established as starting points to understand thiegsionalization of political representation.
According to Weber (Weber 1963, 109-110; 1971, 288 appearance of “ a new sort of
professional politicians “ is correlative of thevedopment of the modern State. In the feudal
society, every lord had to face his own expensgarding administration, justice and war and

thus possessed the instruments of political domanaBesides his political activities, the

® See the impressive work undertaken by the CONNE&Mark http://www.mzes.uni-
mannheim.de/projekte/connex/

® For a rather heterogenous case-study collectiemviehel (2005).

" Angelo Panebianco’s book olitical Parties.Organization and PowefCambridge University Press 1988)
shows both the usefulness and the limits linketthéatransfer of the sociology of organisationsi® study of
political parties.
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feudal lord had to exercise simultaneously thegadli economic, and military management
of his activities. The monarchy finally manageceigropriate the aristocracy of these means
of domination and to assure itself the monopoly legitimate physical violence. The
centralization by the monarchy of the means oftali domination as attributes of state
power is linked to the disappearance of a typergamization in which all the managerial
functions of society were simultaneously exercisegl the same individuals. Their
replacement leads to the bureaucratic state in hwhkhe functions are specialized and
exercised by employees. Cut off from the means afiagement and engaged in a more and
more specialized activity, politicians are incregty obliged to make a living of their
activities, to live not only ‘for’ politics but ats‘on’ politics and to become professional
politicians. The appearance of professionals agig@ahs also implies the appearance of
competition for the conquest and the exercise Ofipal power.

Moisei Ostrogorski (1993 (1912)) reserves the djgalion of politician in his seminal work
to professional politicians, more specifically fieaders of local party machines. He shows
that political professionalisation leads to a distion between professionals and laypeople
and the development of new attitudes, beliefs, reefees and career interésRoberto
Michels’ work (1959 [1914]) presents similar argemts. Michels argues that work divison
has created specialisation insofar as politicabrachad to develop specific competencies
(social and communications skills). Laypeople iimparison are considered incompetent

which legitimates in return the competence of pritactors.

Furthermore, in the same way an economic compargs@ “brandname” to its products to
ensure the monopoly of a clientele and to domirthee market, the political principles,
doctrines and programs are, as underlines Schum{i&42), the brandnames which allow
the professional politician to distance himselifrcompetition, to establish and manipulate a
clientele and to secure a dominant position incttrapetitive fight for political power. This is
linked to the principle of political representatidhe incapacity of the masses to manage their
own interests makes the existence of professionatessary who take them in charge.
However, in the context of interest representatibis, important to ask of which nature is the
relation between represented and representativeshd professionalisation of interest

representation only one step further to efficiavitqy making?

8 His proposal to replace parties by ad hoc movesrierd rather early normative demand of what softieeo
most radical associative democracy philosophensasittoday.
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The political division of labour can also be obsshin the context of interest representation.
The studies on unions and their professionalizagibthe national level shows evidence of a
similar phenomenon - struggles of power and a grektbour division. The empirical
research on the professionalisation of interestegmtation at the European level should
concentrate in particular on this aspect.

This however, is not seen as normatively probletniayi some observers. As Manin (1995)
underlines, it is certainly true that the persorthaek tends to dominate contemporary public
and political scenes is not a reflection of theietyts social structures. The political
personnel is an elite possessing characteristiowhiéh the majority of the population is

devoid.

Social movements and NGOs

A number of studies on “new social movements” (Meged Tarrow 1998; Imig and Tarrow

2001) have addressed a similar question. Socialements can be defined as collective
challenges to existing arrangements of power arstrilolition by people with common

purposes and solidarity in sustained interactiott wlites, opponents, and authorities. David
Meyer and Sidney Tarrow underline in their studp98) that professionalisation and
institutionalization may be changing the major e#hiof contentious claims — the social
movements- into an instrument within the realm afwentional politics. Rather than putting
forward utopian visions as demands or calling fomprehensive reforms in the ways
political decisions are made, bringing “participgtalemocracy”, “power to the people”, or

“grassroots democracy”, these professionalisedabaniovements are less interested in
changing the rules of institutional politics thaneixercising greater influence within it — they
wish to represent their interests.

Simultaneously, this phenomenon leads to a rearghdon of organizational structures.

Increasingly, core activists today support themsglthrough social change efforts, as
organization becomes a career option and social emeuts related organizations
differentiate. Hereby we observe a similar transiation to political representation. Activists

may move from movement to movement for both pdlitiaction and employment.

Professionalisation in this context is also aborawihg boundaries between accredited
persons and others (Moore 1996).

When looking at the political consequences of fisfessionalisation, Meyer and Tarrow
observe a similar phenomenon as do March and i€$8). Although the fuzzy boundaries

between professional activists and their constitigsnmay support the ethos of democracy,
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they may also undermine the prospects of sustanedeffective mobilization. Ironically, a
movement organization concerned with effecting denatc reforms in the polity may be
most effective by abandoning certain democratic @amateurish political practices (see also
McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1987). Different studies ttve professionalisation of social
movements however show that the professionalisatbbnthese movements must be
understood as a larger phenomenon than solelyureabcratisation of the group. Linked to
the formula of the network, professionalisationoateeans the establishment of different
networks at different times. They have greaterrdigsznary resources, enjoy easier access to
the media and have cheaper and faster geograptdityw@nd cultural interaction. These
features have made permanent, centralized, andumnagic organizations less important than
they once were in attempts to advance effectivleriges to elites or authorities (Kriesi et al.
1995).

These network structures are managed by profedsjoaalong experience in organizing
events, demonstrations or connections to the nadiaequired in order to gain access to the
highest positions. In a study on humanitarian diohanna Siméant and Pascal Dauvin
(Siméant and Dauvin 2002; Siméant 2005) argue ttmatgrowing competition between
NGOs encourages them to turn global in order tgiadad expand their abilities to obtenain
financial and human resources. The internationbinaof NGOs began in the 1980 and was
hastened by the founding of the European Commiddignanitarian Office (ECHO) as well
as the transfer of important financial means frdra World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund towards humanitarian NGOs. This lead situation where the competition
for obtaining these funds increased, which leaa tather sudden rationalization of the sector.
This rationalization entailed the professionaliaatiof NGOs and the adaptation of the
internationalized agency model perceived as capzldeting on a large scale (Siméant 2005,

855).

Associations

In her seminal sociohistorical study, Theda Skod@6I03), analysis the transformation of
American Civic life. Americans have long been prneireent organizers and joiners of
volutary associations that shape and supplementathieities of government. But late-
twentieth century Americans have ceased to be sumah joiners (Putnam 2000). Skocpol
shows that today, nationally ambitious civic entesggurs do not recruit activists and
members in every state and across many towns died @s possible, but turn to private

foundations for funding and then recruit an exgéaff of researchers and lobbyists. She also
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shows the influence of the political and admintsteenvironment on the transformation of
group structure. Ever since the Ford Foundatiomdhead the trend in the late 1950s,
foundation grants have been especially importanth® funding of US public interest
associations, encouraging their professionalizagod allowing many of them to avoid
reliance on membership dues. But not only the eerarg of private funding structures have
changed the internal functioning of groups and @asions,. Changes in the structures and
activities of the federal government also encouladpe professionalization of associations.
Thus, the openness of the federal courts to classnasuits encouraged the formation of
public law firms and stimulated many other advocaups to add lawyers to their staff.

As a consequence, avenues for citizen’s parti@pabiave become more constricted. The
social capital argument is central in this respedividuals from privileged families have
advantages of income and education.

While Skocpol’s work shows that the times of leaghthrough associational participation are
over and millions of Americans are not longer cgidlrough official responsibilities where
they were taught how to run meetings, handle mokegp records and participate in group
discussions, this account of public life never aapto the European Union level. Here, the
main idea was to associate groups — public as agefprivate to decision making processes
first with the idea to improve the efficiency ofaon making, and then, from the beginning
of the 1990 onwards to decrease the legitimacydddy improved association what was now

called ‘civil society organizations’.

Public and private interest groups

At the European level, Gary Marks and Doug McAda&ason that when they encounter the
institutions of the European Union, European pubhd private interest groups model their

behavior around the techniques of interest reptasen that are accepted by European
officials — they lobby them instead of engagingmore contentious behavior (1996), or at

least they must use these action repertoires ierdodgain influence. Brussels based groups
represent their interests through lobbying, orgamianferences and carry out expert studies
for the Commission, while country-based groupseatngage in more contentious forms of

politics (Guiraudon 2001).

The collective action of non-state actors can tloeeebe qualified as professionalisation. In
studying NGOs in the development policy domainhe EU level, Alex Warleigh found

(2001, 623) that the secretariats of these orghoim dominated the agenda setting
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processes. They made “little or no efforts to ethidheir supporters about the need for
engagement with EU decision makers”. This is a remttion of social capital claims and
more particularly the fact that the participatidrttee “civil society organizations* would lead
to an increase of democratic legitimacy of the sieakmaking processes. The social capital
expectation is that groups should be open withsfrarent decision making processes and an
accountable and responsive leadership in orderdmgte democracy itself. In the British
context, Maloney (2007, 80), referring to Berrytgabysis in the 1970 (Berry 1977) notes that
“the most interesting aspect about many publicr@giegroups is not that they are oligarchic
in nature, but that there are not even symbolicessions to a democratic structure”. William
Maloney (Maloney 2007, Jordan and Maloney 1997,7200as underlined the fact that the
professionalization of representations leads tsdagarticipation. As Skocpol (1999) in the
American case, Maloney and Jordan have show foat@etain that professionalized and
bureaucratized interest groups staffed by commtioita experts, lawyers and lobbyists are
increasingly supported by sophisticated fund-rgiglapartments and management structures.
Grass roots members in public interest groupshersb-called ‘civil society organisations’
have become check-book participants. The numbermembers has also increased
dramatically over the last 20 years, and it is ¢heembers which are used by professional
groups in their argumentation about participatibhese numbers are used to compare the
number of members of political parties and thoskuaje ‘civil society organization’, leading
to the idea of the decline of the party and thative of alternative modes of participation.
Maloney (2007, 77) rightly states that while denaicr jurists judge participation by the
degree of personal involvement, much group padiedm is chosen because it is

undemanding in terms of personal effort.

Finally, the subject of professionalisation is toed upon by a number of publications
centered on business interests in globalized psliind the European Union. The many
similarities between public and private interesgamizations make the analogies between
public and private interest groups, business isteaad NGOs, tempting, as these private
organizations have a number of points in commothatinternational level (Streeck and
Schmitter 1981, 1999; Ronit and Schneider 200@&esl et al. 2006). In the work of these
authors, implicitly or explicitly (Streeck et algentred on the ‘two logics’ concept of
Schmitter and Streeck who theorize the intermedaasition of interest associations between
membership and influence environments, the acsepui on the transformation of national

systems of interest associations. The profoundakatiange triggered in past decades by

15



economic and political internationalization raighe question of how interest associations
cope with an increasingly complex environment,danrts both of membership and political

decision-making institutions. Justin Greenwood @0@lso based his research on the
Schmitter and Streeck two logics model, and morecipely questioned the degree of
governability of EU associations appreciating tnduences exerted by the institutional

environment they act. With regard to our researgkstjon, i.e. the link between members and
their representatives, Greenwood comes to the gsioci that associations need to have
autonomy from its members in order to bring valoetihem. Those that are too closely
controlled by their members become a mouthpiecehieir short-term demands, while those
who have acquired some autonomy from their memb@eshiands have the flexibility to

participate n policy-making with EU institutionsottever, these studies have concentrated
rather on the institutional environments and lesshe individual backgrounds of the people

representing the members’ interest at the EU level.

With regard to European institutions and their de$d link the ‘European civil society’ to
decision-making processes, however, the fundamegsilimption is that it matters who
participates. For this reason, it is central toarsthnd who represents the actors includes in
the civil society definition given by the Europeamstitutions. And it is here where
sociological assumptions and methods must intevébt frameworks developed by political

science and normative political theory.

3. Towards a research agenda

The pertinent question now is how and to what d@xtea discourse and the institutional
arrangements of the European institutions influetheeinternal organizational structures of
the ‘organized European society’? Sociological apphes allow for opening up the black
boxes that are ‘European civil society organizationClassical and contemporary
sociological research on parties, social movemamdssocial movement organizations as well
as business interest groups put the accent on anameters: the organizational structure on
the one hand, and the sociographical structureafs on the other to understand the tension
between democratic polity and decision-making psees.

The central hypothesis is that the more efficiewiugs are at representing their interests in a

constructive, precise and coherent manner, the nmditeence they exert. These activities,
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however, require major expertise on the group’s mmedement’s side which contributes to
modeling the style of militancy and leads to greatgernal professionalization. Thus the
organizational structures of civil society haveorefed to mach better the perceived access
structure of the European political system. ... Oizgah civil society — organized as groups or
social movements — has a tendency to become imeghbaprofessionalized to represent the

interests of their constituency in an efficient W&gaurugger 2007).

The sociological approach advocated in this comebetrs less to the analysis of the economic
and social structure of the European society, npoeeisely the European public opinions,
classes and occupations or values across the eaftiout concentrates more precisely at the
sociology of EU politics through the application @incepts stemming from organizational
sociology. These concepts should help us to uratedselite social power and behavioral
convergence in ‘European civil society organizagioi this context we will analyze the EU
political spaces as “political sites of contestatim which actors are strategically constructing
bounded fields of social power in their own right,the same time as building successful

remunerative careers in these emergent profess{pasell 2007, 127).

Organizational structure

The aim of this question is to analyze the dayay working of European civil society actors.
In this respect, information about decision-makstigictures can be found at the websites of
the selected civil society organizations, NGOsmerest groups more generally. While this
information is central, it is only the first step & sociological approach. What interests us
here is to what degree these organizational strestare staffed with professionals and/or
activists. From preliminary and small scale resegmmjects, it stems that there is less staff

coming from the grassroots level than being empla@féer training in law or communication.

In order to analyse the organisational structurgrolips, two parameters have to be taken
into account: on the one hand the power relatictsvéen elected members or grassroots

activists and the secretariat, and on the otheintheence of institutional environment.

(a) Power relations between elected members orsgoass activists and the secretariat

At the organizational level, professionalisatioads to an internal adpatation problem. On
the one hand, within the organization this leadsatgotential conflict between the
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headquarter (strategic level) and the field. Onatinrer, professionalization entails a potential
conflict among the professionals and the militaneshbership leading to the

professionalization paradox. This means that ireotd be efficient and successful on the
market going hand in hand with the ambition to ipgrate and influence the political

decision-maing process this may lead to the inargasdistance between the
members/militants and the professionals within tbeganization. The process of
professionalisation implies a « conversion procesghere groups adapt increasingly to
organizational strategies and action repertoiresladsical interest groups where the for-

profit and nonprofit distinction becomes increasjregcondary?

It is here where large scale empirical researchtrbesconducted on the basis of the
preliminary analysis realised (Cavaille 2005, Wag2@05, Saurugger 2006). In the majority
of European interest groups working in Europeawctetity and Farmers’ federations, less
grassroots personnel, coming from a national backgt with training in either agronomics
or engineering is recruited, whereas more commtinicand law professionals (coming i.e.
from the College de Bruges or European managenuwttoss) can be found in strategic
expertise jobs. Thus, the DB\D¢utscher Bauernverband German Farmers’ Union) has
recruited an Austrian graduate from the CollegeBdeges. Their French counterpart, the
FNSEA'’s representative in Brussels has studiedhat IEP Paris, as has the FNSEA'’s
specialist for European affairs in Paris. Both apecialists in communication and have
participated in a large number of simulation game$U negotiations. All staff members of
COPA (Comité des organizations profesionnellescatgs de 'UE) responsible for lobbying
the EU have a university degree. They have nevekedofor any of the national Farmer’'s
Unions before or had a career in the farming sg¢toabanski 2005).

Regarding the electricity sector, the staff of Bressels’ offices of the main electricity firms
have increasingly often received commercial or camigation training. This situation leads
the engineers deploring that their Brussels’ colles follow the commercial rather than the
security strategies in representing the interefstisenelectricity producers. Technical expertise
must be reformulated by professional lobbyists teef®ing represented in negotiations.

This replacement of activists by communication essfonals can also be found in other
policy areas. The recruitment logic of associatianthe European level corresponds more to
a career logic than to an activist one. The examplthe European Women Lobby shows

° See also research project on Transnational noe-ataors and Democracy conducted by Wolf Eberasih
Sabine Saurugger, PACTE, IEP Grenoble.
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after the gradual retreat of the founding mothbesémergence of a frontier between elected
representatives and staff members. This frontigulte of the establishment of a meritocratic
recruitment procedure. Associational ‘civil sensirseem to emerge (Cavaille 2005).

In the field of trade unions, this institutionalofgssionalisation is at the origin of important
critiques regarding the ‘high level unionism’ oetlelite and expert unionism’ (Gobin 1997,
Pernot 1998). The European trade unionists areidenesl to be the new elite, integrated in
the universe of European high-ranking civil sergaand other professionals. Here we observe
clearly a competition between different modes aflér unionism which puts into question the
legitimate basis of unionism (Wagner 2005).

It is however important to note that the careendodpes not systematically replace the
activist logic in the organized civil society sttues at the EU level. In three of the four
groups — farmers, the European Women Lobby andeTuadbns - activists still represent the
majority amongst the elected representatives. ltinisthe secretariats that we see a
professionalisation of the association, where iinldials move from association to association

in order to pursue their career path. This phenameés, however, growing in importance.

With regard to research on business interests, f@@ed (2002, 18) stated: “The formal
decision making structures of EU Business associathave a ring of predictability about
them. The ‘engine houses’ of building policy pasit are the specialist working groups,
usually operating by the authority of a number whdtional policy committees — such as
social affairs environmental affairs, and so onpi€glly these then report to a further tier of
authority, with someone — usually the general Sacye- entrusted with deciding whether
positions can be issued straight away, or neecetdiscussed further in some other for a.
Where referral is made, perhaps to an executiveritise, that committee may, in turn, pass
it to the highest decision-making body of the orgation for decision, perhaps because the

members of the Executive are divided on the prdposa

(b) Influence of Funding

The EU has provided significant levels of fundimgniany civil society organizations. In her
PhD, Sanchez-Salgado has analysed the influenEeropean funding to NGOs’ accounting
structures. (Sanchez-Salgado 2007). Here the quesito what extent external funding
structures, in particular those of the European @@sion transform the internal structures
and make them more professionalized. With regargutdic interest groups, or NGOs, the

European Commission, in particular after the 19@@-slown of the Santer Commission due
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to internal fraud, requires specific managerial amganizational abilities of groups it is
funding. Thus funded groups had to adapt rapidgetdaon functional requirements. These
transformations are, however, value loaded. Newungents carry new normative contents,
as Lascoumes and Le Galés (2007) have shown, ad tte the recruitment of new
professionals into the organizational structure.idaepth research must allow to appreciate
the percentage of these newly recruited professonampared to former staff. What
precisely does this transformation mean for th& loetween the representatives and the
constituency?

While research on public interest groups (or NGk been conducted in some sectors, a
comparison between public and private interest ggoig still absent in this respect. This
comparison, however, would help us to avoid gem@bns such as poor public interest
groups compared to rich and influential businessigs, or even democracy-enhancing public

interest groups versus democracy-diminishing bgsimgerest groups.

Sociographical analysis of social actors.

The analysis of career patterns reflects an otbped of the professionalisation of interest
representation in the European Union. Organizattbas rely heavily on public funds may

not require grassroots membership. McCarthy andl 4aB87) establish a significant

correlation between institutional and financial pot for social movement organizations and
the emergence of life careers in movements. Asaltref the massive growth in funding it

has become possible for a larger number of praieais to earn a respectable income
committing themselves full time to activities r@dtto social movements. Outside financial
support means that a membership in the classicalesis almost dispensible as it allows a
leadership to replace volunteer manpower drawn fthen base with paid staff members
chosen upon criteria of skills and experience. atiors show that in the US American case
program professionals have been able to pursueessfttly such careers for some time,
moving in and out of governmental agencies, privagencies, community organizations,

foundations and universities. However, they argus these new professionals in social
movement organizations are distinguished from thelleagues in the classical professions
such as public relations directors, membership dedelopment specialists, lawyers and
engineers by their rejection of traditional indibnal roles, careers and reward structures.
They define their opportunities less in terms & tise of professional skills and more in

terms of social change objectives. While both, e tUS and the European Union,
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professional competence rather than broad citizetiora seems to characterize these
organizations, the heavy use of the media as a feveocial change prominent in the US is
absent in the EU given its poorly developed pugiace.

Thus, information about gender, age, geographicalktonal origin, social origin as well as
the level and type of diploma the individuals haaened allow to study the European interest
representation as a market place. Variables sutheas/pe of employment and patterns of
recruitment can be decisive. Do volunteers or &tvand delegated personnel identify more
or less with the group than permanent full timéfstdio has chosen the workplace as a career
move (Kohler-Koch et al 2008)?

Two hypotheses are possible. On the one hand, teg@tsor activist working at the Brussels
bureau can establish a tighter link between thetttolency and the representation in Brussels
(or Strasbourg). Or, on the opposite, the fact th@tinteers or activists without precise
knowledge of the interest representation businggesent the interest of the constituency can
lead to a decrease in its efficiency. As a consecgiethe constituency feels less well
represented.

The question remains of course, how precisely tiferdintiate between activists and
professionals. The possibility exists that acts/este also professionals.

The aim here would be not to distinguish clearlg axtensively between these two groups
but to show, on the basis of statistical matennal anterviews the continuum on which these
distinctions are based. Court action: Is their e€ation between recruitment of lawyers
amongst their structure and court action?

The problem here is that longitudinal analysisaspossible. Data sets must be established on
the bases of current research — no historical casgais possible.

Conclusion

Why is a sociological approach a necessary compieeeanalyse non-state actors in the
EU’s democratic structures? This paper has atteinfieshow that in order to rethink
democratic representation, it is central to un@aistempirically who is represented and who
represents. While we agree theoretically that ‘®spntation invokes a principal-agent
relationship” where the representatives stand ok @ct in behalf of the represented, and that
“representation identifies a place for politicalwer to be exercised responsibly and with a

degree of accountability” (Castiglione and Warré9@, 1), we need to understand who is
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represented by whom in social terms through notestetors, or the ‘organized civil society’
in the European Union. While theoretical normatpproaches are central to understand the
guestion as such which has led in democratic théora remarkable consensus around
Tocqueville’s view that the virtues and viability @ democracy depend on the robustness of
its associational life (Warren 2001), a sociolobagaproach centered on individuals working
in these associations as well as their power olatis necessary to understand the whole
picture when referring to the EU as a democratigyo

| believe that the two strands of literature onfe@ssionalization, on the one hand on political
parties, on the other on social movements and NG&spe integrated. As Baumgartner and
Mahoney (2007) have recently underlined: “Typicallg conduct too few interviews, focus
them only in a single policy area, pick a small l@mof cases in a non-random manner, work
as individuals and not in teams, and design owrwgws to be unique rather than directly

comparable with other high quality work being ddyecolleagues.”

The result of this research may well be a rathdyesian conclusion insofar as the attempts to
democratize the supranational political systemhefEEU through associative and participatory
democratic inventions lead to a more professioadlizorganised civil society’ and thus
mirrors the development we have witnessed in alitparties which develop from mass
organizations to highly professionalized and eéintipolitical enterprises.
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