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Introduction

Whether or not the public sector performs well depends to a large extent on the capacity of the
various actors involved in its governance (Moe & Wiborg, 2016; Wu, Ramesh, & Howlett,
2018). This is why significant research efforts have been dedicated to analysing capacity of
governments to solve problems by developing effective policies and ensuring their
implementation (see e.g. Lodge & Wegrich, 2014b), safeguarding input, throughput and output
legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999; Schmidt, 2013), and enabling administrative and political
coordination (Braun, 2008).

Two distinct yet related concepts have so far been in focus: (a) governance capacity and (b)
policy capacity. Both concepts concern skills and competences of, primarily, state actors to
steer the public sector and perform public functions. At the same time, both strands of research
are also characterized by similar conceptual and empirical gaps. Their focus is rather narrowly
on the state and its agencies, while non-state actors — various stakeholders and their
organizations — are mostly treated as secondary, either seen as counterparts to the state in
collaborative governance (e.g. Torfing, 2019) or as means for improving policy capacity of the
state (e.g. Peters, 2015). Despite the fact that the most recent conceptualization of policy
capacity allows for expanding the focus to stakeholder organizations as well (Wu, Ramesh, et
al., 2018, p. 4), research is at the moment lagging behind the practice concerning a more detailed
conceptualization and operationalization of the stakeholder organizations’ policy capacity, as
well as theorization of its antecedents and consequences. In other words, conceptual and
theoretical tools for understanding the skills, competences and resources stakeholder
organizations possess and how this affects their contributions to policy outputs is
underdeveloped, which in turn affects the potential for robust empirical analysis (Daugbjerg,
Fraussen, & Halpin, 2018).

The aim of this paper is to strengthen this conceptual and theoretical toolbox. This will be done

in two steps:

1. deepening the existing conceptualization of policy capacity of stakeholder organizations
(Daugbjerg et al., 2018) and providing a detailed operationalization, and

2. providing a set of theoretically based expectations concerning antecedents policy
capacity (i.e. what characteristics of these organizations affect how much policy
capacity they will have) and what are the consequences for the ability of these

organizations to influence policy outputs.



Concerning the second step, which is the key contribution of the paper, a novel approach to
theorization is adopted. Instead of analysing various roles of stakeholder organizations
individually, relying on literature that is often too fragmented into disciplinary silos (see e.g.
discussion in Halpin, 2014), the paper takes stakeholder organizations and the roles they play
in policy as the point of departure and integrates three distinct theoretical perspectives —
organization studies, comparative politics and sociology of professions — into one theoretical

framework.

The paper is structured as follows. First, a conceptual disambiguation is presented, explaining
the rationale for using the term ‘stakeholder organization’. This is followed by literature review
concerning: (a) governance capacity and policy capacity, and (b) stakeholder organizations as
policy actors is presented. The review provides the backdrop for the conceptualization
operationalization of stakeholder organizations’ policy capacity, as well as an elaboration of its
antecedents and consequences. The concluding remarks summarize the research potential of
the theoretical approach presented in the paper.

Stakeholder organizations, non-state actors and interest groups — a

disambiguation

Before exploring the role of stakeholder organizations in the policy process, it is necessary to
discuss three inter-related concepts — stakeholder organizations, non-state actors and interest

groups.

Stakeholders are all those who have an interest in how a sector performs (Benneworth &
Jongbloed, 2010; Jongbloed, Enders, & Salerno, 2008). Stakeholders have three key attributes
that determine their salience — power, legitimacy, urgency of demands (Mitchell, Agle, &
Wood, 1997; Wood, Mitchell, Agle, & Bryan, 2018). This also means that stakeholders are not
created equal and that stakeholders can act strategically to boost their salience. One way of
doing this is through organizing into stakeholder organizations, in particular in terms of
boosting power and legitimacy (Vukasovic, 2018). While the term itself originated from
business studies, being related to the narrower idea of ‘shareholder’, it has travelled further and
taken hold in public policy analysis, indicating various groups who have an interest in how a
particular public sector performs. It is sometimes more or less explicitly linked to the rise of

NPM approaches and the increasing role of market coordination approaches in the public sector,



and the related commodification and corporatization of public sector organizations (for an
example related to higher education, see Jongbloed et al., 2008).

Non-state actors, a term that seems to originate from international relations studies, are
generally understood as individuals or organizations who are entirely or partially independent
from state governments but try to influence decision-making at various governance levels.
When the focus is on organizations, the term encompasses a rather varied set of entities — from
multinational corporations and media organizations, through various lobby groups, (I)NGOs,
aid agencies, to paramilitary forces. As such, it is a much wider concept than stakeholder
organizations. However, it does not really subsume it, given that some authors consider state to
be a stakeholder too (e.g. Jongbloed et al., 2008).

Interest groups is a term that originates from comparative politics literature and concerns
formally organized groups which have a political interest to influence policy outcomes through
direct lobbying or public pressure, e.g. via demonstrations, media (Beyers, Eising, & Maloney,
2008). As such, they are by default non-state actors. There are several ways of classifying
interest groups, depending on what kind of interests they are representing and what kind of
membership structure they may have (see e.g. Beyers, 2008; Dir & Mateo, 2016; Greenwood,
2011). One of them concerns a distinction based on the breadth of group policy engagement,
distinguishing between (1) public interest groups active on issues of general concern, such as
the environment (e.g. Greenpeace), and (2) sectoral interest groups active on issues of
immediate concern for a more narrowly defined group, specific profession, consumers, workers
or businesses (Binderkrantz, 2009). Very often, the ‘stakeholders’ label is used in this strand of
literature too, specifically for sectoral interest groups (for recent examples, see e.g. Baldwin,
2019; Beyers & Arras, 2019; Brés, Mena, & Salles-Djelic, 2019; Bunea & Ibenskas, 2017,
Crow, Albright, & Koebele, 2019; Mewhirter, Coleman, & Berardo, 2017). Interest groups
studies are primarily interested in the role these organizations play in agenda-setting and policy
formation, focusing on what Halpin terms their ‘policy wins’ and, to a far lesser extent their
‘policy work’ — i.e. activities and resources of these organizations dedicated to developing their
policy agendas (Halpin, 2015). This means that the ‘interest group’ concept does not cover the
entirety of the policy process, as this literature is not focused on the role these organizations

play in policy implementation and policy evaluation.

Having this in mind, this paper will utilize the term ‘stakeholder organization’ to refer to formal
organizations seeking to influence the entirety of the policy process in a particular public sector

on behalf of their members. In the context of education — that is the focus of this paper —
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stakeholder organizations can be e.g. staff trade unions, professional associations, student and
pupil organizations, associations of schools or higher education institutions, and employers’

associations.

Literature review

Capacity for governance and policy

Governance capacity is a multi-faceted concept that concerns structural and procedural
characteristics of governments and how these characteristics work in practice. It comprises four
distinct dimensions: (1) capacity to coordinate, (2) capacity to analyse information and provide
policy relevant advice, (3) capacity to regulate, and (4) capacity to deliver public services
(Lodge & Wegrich, 2014b). Such understanding reflects linkages with consistency, impartiality
and predictability of Weberian bureaucracy, quality of government considerations, as well as
the various manners — including quasi-markets and collaborative networks — through which
specific public goals can be achieved. As such, it is often equated with administrative capacity,
i.e. “set of skills and competences that are expected of public bureaucracies so that they can
facilitate and contribute to problem-solving” (Lodge & Wegrich, 2014a, p. 27). Given the
increasing importance of governance beyond the state level (e.g. the EU), analysis of
governance capacity has recently been extended to include supra-national, intergovernmental
and transnational arrangements, as well as collaborations between public and private actors (see
e.g. Part Il of Lodge & Wegrich, 2014b).

Policy capacity can be considered a somewhat narrower concept, given that it concerns set of
skills and resources required to perform policy functions, thus specifying the focus to one
specific element of governance — policies. This includes both the capacity to formulate effective
policies as well as the capacity to efficiently implement them. Similar to governance capacity,
it has also been linked to quality of government / good governance discussions (Holmberg &
Rothstein, 2012). Responding to the diversity of definitions and operationalizations, a more
recent understanding of policy capacity sees it as comprising three categories of skills and
resources — (1) analytical, (2) operational and (3) political —which can be analysed at individual,
organizational and system level (Wu, Ramesh, et al., 2018). This understanding allows also a
closer look into the capacity to acquire and use knowledge in the policy process (i.e. policy
analytical capacity), thus linking this strand of research with analysis of the role of individuals

and organizations in policy advisory systems (Howlett, 2018).



These two closely inter-related concepts — governance capacity and policy capacity — have been
the focus of scholarly studies in relation to exceptional governance challenges, e.g. climate
change, ageing, financial crises, environmental disasters, security threats (incl. terrorism), often
under a more general label of ‘wicked problems’, as well as in relation to more day-to-day
concerns related to policy successes and failures (see e.g. Leegreid & Rykkja, 2019; Lodge &
Wegrich, 2014b; Wu, Howlett, & Ramesh, 2018). While there may be nuanced differences with
regards to definitions and operationalizations, both concepts concern skills and competences
of, primarily, state actors to steer the public sector and perform public functions. That said, the
concept of policy capacity specifically points the attention to the various ‘stages’ of the policy
process, from agenda-setting and policy formation to policy implementation and evaluation.

With that in mind, the next section will explore the state-of-the-art concerning stakeholder

organizations as policy actors.

Stakeholder organizations as policy actors

In a democratic society, various stakeholders have an interest in how a certain public sector is
performing. This includes users of public sectors services, workers, professions and
organizations involved in their delivery. These stakeholder and their organizations, in particular
in consensus-oriented trust-based public sectors, are involved in the policy process, both
concerning agenda setting and policy formation, as well as implementation and evaluation (Jann
& Wegrich, 2007).

As previously indicated, the role of stakeholder organizations in agenda-setting and policy

formation has been predominantly the purview of interest group studies, which see these
organizations as an increasingly important channel for articulation of public interest in modern
democracies, in particular between elections (Richardson, 1995). The aforementioned exchange
perspective on their role postulates that, on the demand side, policy-makers seek interest groups
involvement because they can provide valuable policy resources, such as information, expertise
and political support (Bouwen, 2004). On the supply side, interest groups are given the mandate
by their members to represent them towards policy-makers at various levels of governance and
lobby for their policy preferences (Beyers et al., 2008). The literature distinguishes between
‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ organizations (Dur & Mateo, 2016). Insiders are organizations that have
been recognized by policy-makers to possess the relevant policy resources, while outsiders are

still vying for that recognition. However, whether an organization will be recognized as an



insider or an outsider does not depend only on its capacity to supply the necessary policy
resources. It also reflects the predominant mode of interest intermediation in a specific political
system, reflecting two ideal types: pluralism (many stakeholder organizations) and neo-

corporatism (few organizations).

Not all organizations have the capacity to provide policy goods necessary for insider status and
lobbying. Interest groups literature has specifically identified professionalization of staff and
availability of material resources as important aspects of organization’s ability to provide the
necessary information and expertise (Kluver, 2012). Such differences in resources can
potentially lead to representational bias, in the sense that only resource rich organizations get
to engage in agenda-setting and policy formation. However, another source of potential bias
lies within the organizations themselves, namely which policy issues they choose to advocate
for and how their positions on these issues are developed (Halpin, 2015), which in turn brings
forward the issue of membership. Thus far, the interest groups literature has primarily focused
on breadth of membership, highlighting that organizations that have an encompassing
membership — e.g. associations of employers or umbrella organizations of trade unions — may
have significant political clout because they “speak for the many and not just a few” (Beyers,
2008, p. 1201). From a more dynamic perspective, very few studies belonging to this strand of
literature have focused on how various elements of policy capacity of stakeholder organizations
(albeit not necessarily using these labels) develop over time, including the focus on the role of
the state (Fraussen, 2013; Halpin, Daugbjerg, & Schvartzman, 2011). Related to this is the
rather recent (attempt of) organizational turn, that stresses organizational forms and identities
as being relevant for interest groups approach to and success in influencing agenda-setting and

policy-formation (see e.g. Halpin, 2014; Halpin & Daugbjerg, 2015).

Overall, and in light of the focus of this paper, there are two challenges with this strand of
literature. One, its analysis of capacity of stakeholder organizations to deliver the desired policy
goods to policy-makers is fragmented and static, focusing on few organizational characteristics
(membership, resources) often analysed in isolation with each other at one particular point in
time. Two, as indicated earlier, this strand of literature analyses just one part of the policy
process, not recognizing that many of these organizations also play a role in policy

implementation and policy evaluation.

With regards to the role of stakeholder organizations in policy implementation, the actors this

strand of literature recognizes (apart from the state), are various state level regulatory agencies,
local level public entities and bureaucrats (Knill & Tosun, 2011b; Pollitt, Talbot, & Caulfield,
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2004). This is in particular the case for top-down approaches to policy implementation, in which
other actors — including stakeholders and their organizations — come to the fore primarily in the
analysis of implementation problems, i.e. instances in which achieved policy outcomes differ
from intended ones (Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984; Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1980). Bottom-up
approaches to policy implementation have a more fluid take on the process, including
abandoning the idea of implementation as a distinct and completely separate stage, moving
away from the focus on intended vs. achieved outcomes, and recognizing that the interests of
various actors also plays a role (Schneider & Ingram, 1997). However, even in this approach,
the focus is primarily on street-level bureaucrats (i.e. state actors at the local level) and not so
much on other actors who are targets of a policy and who might be, in various ways, in the
position to affect policy outcomes. Private (non-state) actors are mentioned as possible
suspects, but they do not seem to be the central focus of most of the implementation studies
(Knill & Tosun, 2011b). Studies that seek to combine the top-down and bottom-up approach to
analysing policy implementation (Lenschow & Knill, 2000; Piilzl & Treib, 2007) have given a
bit more recognition to “resources and actors present in the micro-implementation level”,
“preferences of actors’ groups” and differences in their training (Knill & Tosun, 2011b, p.
157). In the analysis of policy implementation success, non-state actors are mentioned in
relation to various ways governments attempt to positively or negatively incentivize them or
persuade them to comply with policy (Anderson, 2010; Knill & Tosun, 2011b). The challenge
here is that this essentially puts these actors in a passive position, focusing more on the capacity
of governments and the characteristics of the incentives and persuasion attempts, and not on the
characteristics of non-state actors themselves that may shape how they respond to incentives
and persuasion and how their response affects policy implementation. Moreover, while policy
ambiguity is in the focus in policy implementation studies as one of the factors determining
policy implementation success (in particular when said success is assessed in relation to stated
policy goals), this strand of literature does not recognize that some of the stakeholder groups
are directly involved in implementation, e.g. academic staff. This puts them in the position to
respond to policy ambiguity by interpreting vague policy instruments and cues both in ways
that do go in line with the overall policy objectives, as well as in ways that go against them, but

do reflect stakeholders’ own policy preferences.

When it comes to policy evaluation, general policy analysis literature does recognize the
political character of the process, both with regards to what kind of information about the

success of policy is produced as well as with regards to how that information is used by various



actors (Knill & Tosun, 2011a; Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 2004). However, it is primarily the
strategic use of evaluation by policy-makers, and not by stakeholder organizations, which is
highlighted. Some authors use the label ‘political evaluation’ of public policy not for a process
in which information about policy success is produces, but rather for an attempt by various
political actors, including stakeholder organizations, to frame a certain policy in a positive or
negative way (Howlett, Ramesh, & Perl, 2009, pp. 189-191). This understanding of ‘political
evaluation’ relates back to the role of stakeholder organizations in agenda-setting and policy
formation, given that the claim that a particular policy had good or bad results in the past can
be used to put new issues on the agenda and develop new policies (or keep some issues away
from policy focus). Similar to analysis of policy implementation, it is also important here to
consider whether and in what way are stakeholder organizations involved in the process of
evaluation and to what extent they are persuaded that the goal and the process of evaluation is
in line with their own preferences. Finally, while this strand of literature recognizes that some
stakeholder organizations do engage in policy evaluation themselves, in particular if they were
the target group a certain policy (Knill & Tosun, 2011a), there is not much research that puts
policy evaluation by stakeholder organization in the centre. This means we also know very little
about why some stakeholder organizations engage in policy evaluation and others do not, and
how their policy capacity affects their engagement.

Conceptualizing policy capacity of stakeholder organizations

Given the interest of this paper, the narrower focus on policy capacity discussed above,
specifically the identification of analytical, political and operational skills and resources (Wu,
Ramesh, et al., 2018) — seems suitable. Moreover, this strand of literature has recently
recognized the potential and the necessity of analysing the capacity of non-state actors in policy
processes (Wu, Ramesh, et al., 2018). Specifically, Daugbjerg et al. (2018) specify what these
elements of policy capacity in the case of stakeholder organizations may be. Their specification
is based on the idea that stakeholder organizations are in an exchange relationship with the state,
i.e. they are expected to provide important policy goods or policy resources in exchange for
access to decision-makers and opportunity to directly lobby them (for a demand-supply
perspective on interest groups and lobbying, see e.g. Bouwen, 2004). These policy goods and
resources include legitimacy, expert knowledge, assistance in implementation and, depending

on the type of the organization, services and information to the citizens (in case of public



interest organizations dealing with broad issues such as the environment) or services,
information and disciplining of membership (in case of sectoral organizations, such as trade

unions).

This paper takes the Daugbjerg et al. (2018) conceptualization, adapt it to the case of
stakeholder organizations and provide operationalizations of the different elements of policy
capacity (see below). However, in order to explore how various elements of policy capacity

may be developed and may influence the policy processes,

Antecedents and consequences of policy capacity of stakeholder

organizations

In order to understand their contribution to policy, the theoretical framework combines three

distinct but complementary theoretical perspectives.

Instead of a fragmented and incomplete analysis characterizing the current state-of-the art, this
approach takes stakeholder organizations and the roles they play in policy as the point of
departure and integrates several theoretical perspectives related to these roles. The foundation
of the framework are organization studies, including the acknowledgement of the nested
character of many stakeholder organizations, e.g. a national level student union has regional or
local unions as its members. In this way, the approach simultaneously addresses the multi-level
and the multi-actor aspects of contemporary governance arrangements (Chou, Jungblut,
Ravinet, & Vukasovic, 2017; Piattoni, 2010) by acknowledging that stakeholder organizations
are meta-organizations, i.e. organizations that have other organizations as members (Ahrne &
Brunsson, 2008). The framework is extended with two complementary perspectives, which
reflect different roles stakeholder organizations play in policy. One, the framework relies on
political science / comparative politics literature, which sees stakeholder organizations as
interest groups, thus recognizing the expectations both their members and the state have when
it comes to their role in agenda setting and policy formation. This is complemented with insights
from sociology of organizations and professions (March & Olsen, 1989; Muzio, Brock, &
Suddaby, 2013), here applied as indication of recognition of the potential of stakeholder
organizations to act as sites of (professional) socialization into shared norms and values, which

may facilitate or impede policy implementation and evaluation.
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Organizational perspective

First, the approach focuses on key organizational characteristics of stakeholder organizations.
As other organizations, stakeholder organizations are established to pursue a set of goals. They
maintain clear distinctions between those that are members and those that are not, and codify
these distinctions in membership criteria, rights, benefits and duties (Aldrich & Ruef, 2006).
Organizations structure activities of their members through decision-making bodies and
procedures. Members bring resources, material (e.g. membership fees), human (e.g. staff) and
symbolic (e.g. legitimacy through numbers). Related to this is the consideration of meta-
organizational aspects of stakeholder organizations (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2008), specifically
how their nested organizational structure affects participation of members, effectiveness and
legitimacy of decision-making bodies and procedures, and development of shared norms and
beliefs. All these organizational characteristics are considered as potentially supporting or

impeding the different policy roles of stakeholder organizations.

Given the different dimensions of policy capacity, the following expectations can be

formulated: (1) Stakeholder organizations with high proportion of members from the relevant
population will have high political capacity. (2) Stakeholder organizations with high number
of members and/or members capable of investing significant resources into the organization
will have high analytical and operational capacity. (3) Stakeholder organizations with a nested
internal structure will have high political capacity only if such nested structure is accompanied

with democratic and transparent decision-making procedures.

Interest group perspective

To highlight their role in agenda setting and policy formation, the approach relies on the well-
established comparative politics literature that sees stakeholder organizations as interest groups.
As indicated earlier, interest groups are formal organizations which (try to) influence decision-
makers at various levels of governance, through participation in public consultations, direct
lobbying and negotiations (e.g. concerning work conditions in the case of trade unions), as well
mobilization of their members to exert pressure through media or protests (Beyers et al., 2008).
Specifically concerning agenda-setting and policy formation stakeholder organizations are
expected to supply important policy goods — information, expertise and political support
(Daugbjerg et al., 2018), in exchange for access to decision-makers and, consequently,

opportunity to exert influence. The comparative politics literature recognizes that organizations
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with professionalized staff with significant expertise are more likely to have access and thus
also influence (e.g. Kluver, 2012), but also warns that focusing resources primarily on exerting
influence may come at a cost in the form of member alienation (Albareda, 2018). This tension
between logic of influence and logic of membership (Schmitter & Streeck, 1999) suggests that

stakeholder organizations may face trade-offs between different dimensions of policy capacity.

Given the nature of policy goods necessary for agenda-setting and policy formation, and that

the locus of these processes is on the system level, the following expectations can be

formulated: (4) In relation to their role in agenda-setting and policy formation, stakeholder
organizations are expected to focus on developing and strengthening the analytical and
political dimensions of their policy capacity. (5) These dimensions of policy capacity are
expected to be accumulated on the system (i.e. national) level. (6) Stakeholder organizations
with higher analytical and political capacity are expected to have a stronger impact on agenda

setting and policy formation.

Socialization perspective

Concerning the role of stakeholder organizations in policy implementation and evaluation, the
approach presented here extends organization studies and sociology of professions literature
(March & Olsen, 1989; Muzio et al., 2013) and postulates that stakeholder organizations can
also act as sites of (professional) socialization into shared norms and values. Socialization relies
on persuasion and argumentation, which requires communication, which in turn requires
existence of communication platforms and venues that can sustain such persuasion and
argumentation. This is precisely what stakeholder organizations, through their statutory
meetings, workshops, seminars, publications, online discussion platforms, projects, trainings
etc. constitute for their members. While all stakeholder organizations provide such socialization
opportunities, professional associations have an added value and task of maintaining
professional identity, roles and standards of practice (Muzio et al., 2013). The socialization
aspect of stakeholder organizations is of particular importance for policy implementation and
evaluation. Implementation is likely to be smoother if those expected to implement specific
decision on the grass-root level find such decisions appropriate and in line with their own norms
and values (Cerych & Sabatier, 1986). In addition, norms and values promoted by the
stakeholder organizations will also affect their positioning and positioning of their members
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towards the criteria, process and outcomes of policy evaluation (Bovens, 't Hart, & Kuipers,
2006).

Given the nature of policy implementation and evaluation, and that the locus of policy
implementation is primarily on the local level, these expectations can be formulated: (7) In
relation to their role in policy implementation and evaluation, stakeholder organizations are
expected to focus on developing and strengthening the analytical and operational dimensions
of their policy capacity. (8) These dimensions of policy capacity, and socialization processes
they enable, are expected to be accumulated on the local level. (9) Stakeholder organizations
with high analytical and operational capacity are expected to have a stronger impact on policy

implementation and evaluation.

The socialization perspective is also relevant for understanding the role of individuals —
specifically employees — in developing/strengthening policy capacity of stakeholder
organizations. Their educational qualifications as well as the length and nature of their
experience in stakeholder organizations constitutes the essence of the analytical dimension of
policy capacity of these organizations (see above). These individuals are not only socialized
within their own organizations, but they also regularly communicate with their counterparts in
other organizations given their joint involvement in policy processes, and specifically more
general communication platforms, such as national policy commissions, joint projects and
events. As such, they constitute a network of policy brokers which, in particular in situations of
staff mobility between stakeholder organizations or low staff turnover, may facilitate

cooperation, including formation of advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1988).

Thus, the following is expected: (10) A stakeholder organization with lower staff turnover will
have stronger analytical capacity. (11) Two or more stakeholder organizations with lower staff
turnover or with staff mobility between the organizations will form advocacy coalitions more

often than other stakeholder organizations.

Concluding remarks

The main aim of the theoretical approach presented in this paper is to enable a systematic
analysis of the capacity of stakeholder organizations to contribute to all aspects of policy

development, from agenda-setting and policy formation, to policy implementation and
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evaluation. The approach recognizes both the organizational characteristics of these actors as

well as the various roles they are playing in the policy process.

The approach is also inherently comparative. It allows comparison between stakeholder
organizations within one system, both those focusing on the same stakeholder type as well as
across types of stakeholders. Moreover, it allows for analysis across levels of governance. This
is particularly suitable for analysis of agenda-setting and policy formation in multi-level
governance contexts, including federal states and the European Union. Analysis across levels
of governance is necessary for understanding the role of stakeholder organizations in policy
implementation, given the separation of decisions and most of the implementation activities at
two or more governance levels. Finally, the approach presented provides the basis for
comparison across systems, though for these purposes specificities of these systems, their

governance approaches etc. need to be taken into account.
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