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Perceived Influence

The extent to which a policy actor is perceived as being influential by others can shape their role in a policy
process. The interest group literature has examined how the use of advocacy tactics, such as lobbying or media
campaigns, contributes to an actor’s perceived influence. The policy networks literature, in turn, has found that
network ties and occupying certain institutional roles can explain why actors are perceived as influential. When
investigating what explains perceptions of influence, interest groups scholars have not accounted for network
interdependencies and network scholars have so far not examined the advocacy tactics used by interest groups.
This paper addresses the gap at the intersection of these two literatures by investigating the relationship between
network ties, institutional roles, advocacy tactics and the presence of influence attribution ties in climate change
policy networks. Exponential random graph models are applied to network data collected from the organisations
participating in the national climate change policymaking processes in six EU countries that vary by the extent to
which they are majoritarian or consensual democracies: Czechia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Portugal, and
Sweden. The results show that network ties and institutional roles are better predictors of influence attribution
ties than advocacy tactics and that there is no pattern in the relationship between advocacy tactics and influence
attribution ties across different institutional contexts. These findings suggest that because influence is primarily
associated with structural factors (network ties and institutional roles) that more established policy actors are
likely to have more influence, which may inhibit the need for a significant step change in climate policies.

Introduction

In recent years, international agreements have been made and ever
stronger norms have emerged that work in tandem to compel, obligate
or incentivize nation states to reduce their carbon emissions. The most
notable of these is the 2015 Paris Climate Accord, which obliges sig-
natories to set out how they intend to meet their own nationally deter-
mined emissions reduction targets. National policies and domestic
political actors are therefore now front and centre in how the world
addresses climate change. Consequently, understanding how political
actors come to be seen as influential in national climate policymaking
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processes is of critical importance.

Long-term economic, political, cultural and social forces determine
and shape which actors participate in a country’s national climate
change policymaking process. Those involved are likely to represent a
broad range of interests and hold a variety of different and sometimes
incompatible views about how their national government ought to
respond to the problems arising from climate change. Policy processes
take place within meso-level policy network structures where various
policy actors compete to influence policy decisions. But what explains
which actors are perceived as influential and which are not? Researchers
working in the field of policy network analysis have investigated
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whether network ties and institutional roles can explain why actors are
perceived as influential or powerful (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Heaney,
2014; Ingold and Leifeld, 2016). In contrast, interest groups scholars
have sought to explain actors’ influence by analysing the insider
(lobbying, providing technical expertise, etc.) and outsider (media and
publicity, petitions, etc.) advocacy tactics that they use to communicate
their preferences to decision-makers (Gais and Walker, 1991; Grant,
1978; Binderkrantz, 2005, 2008; Diir and Mateo, 2013; Hanegraaff
et al., 2016; Hojnacki et al., 2012; Weiler and Brandli, 2015).

Policy actors are unable to change their institutional roles and the
network structures in which they are embedded are not easily manip-
ulated. Many actors can, however, be quite flexible in their use of
advocacy tactics, although the options open to them may be limited by
the political institutional context (Tresch and Fischer, 2015). To date,
neither the policy networks literature nor the interest groups literature
has looked to the other strand of research for an explanation for why
policy actors are perceived as influential. This paper addresses this gap
by investigating how factors identified by the policy networks and in-
terest groups literatures explain perceived influence in policymaking
processes when they are considered together. We apply exponential
random graph models to survey data collected in six EU countries that
vary by the extent to which executives (majoritarian) or political parties
(consensual) control the policy process (Lijphart, 2012): Czechia,
Finland, Germany, Ireland, Portugal, and Sweden. The dependent vari-
able is a network of influence attribution ties (i.e. perceived influence).

Results show that network ties and institutional roles are better
predictors of perceptions of influence in climate change policy networks
than advocacy tactics. In addition, the tactics used by those perceived to
be influential are unrelated to the institutional context; we find no
systematic differences in the results on tactics between majoritarian and
consensual countries. The factors associated with influence are more
consistently related to the resources (decision-making authority and
network ties) that policy actors have at their disposal than to their
choice of tactics. These findings indicate that policy actors ought to pay
particular attention to their network ties and to the structure of the
policy network within which they operate if they want to convince
others that they are influential. As influence is primarily associated with
structural factors (network ties and institutional roles), well-established
policy actors are likely to have an advantage over new entrants to policy
debates, which may inhibit a government’s ability to introduce more
ambitious climate policies.

The next section presents our theoretical framework: the first part
covers the interest groups literature on advocacy tactics; the second part
describes how the policy network analysis literature has sought to
explain influence attribution ties. We then describe the data, methods
and the models that we use to address our research question: what ex-
plains influence attribution ties in national climate change policy net-
works? Following this, we present our results and discuss our findings.
We conclude with some reflections on the study and suggestions for
future research.

Theoretical framework
Interest groups and advocacy tactics

Policy actors can be perceived as influential when they have access to
or having some degree of control over a policy process. They can exert
their influence by putting an issue on the agenda, by shaping how pol-
icies are designed, or by having a say over which policy ideas are
acceptable. Scholars of interests groups’ attempts to influence govern-
ment policy distinguish between two sets of advocacy tactics: insider
and outsider tactics (Gais and Walker, 1991; Grant, 1978) - also referred
to as access and voice (Beyers, 2004) or as direct and indirect tactics
(Binderkrantz, 2005, 2008). Insider tactics involve the transfer of in-
formation directly to those with decision-making power, while outsider
tactics are used to influence public opinion, mobilise the public, or to
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show decision-makers that there is public support or opposition to a
policy proposal or idea (Binderkrantz, 2005; Diir and Mateo, 2013;
Hanegraaff et al., 2016; Weiler and Brandli, 2015). Insider tactics are
thus not completely open and visible to the public, while outsider tactics
are used by organisations with the objective of being as public as
possible to attain visibility or increase it so as to further their cause. This
distinction has also been used to classify organisations as being either
insiders or outsiders (Grant, 1978). More specifically, insiders were
defined as interest groups that use insider tactics and are also accepted
by decision-makers as legitimate and regular participants of the poli-
cymaking process, whereas outsiders lack such a status and need to rely
on outsider tactics (Maloney et al., 1994). In other words, while tactics
are chosen by the groups themselves, the status of a group as an insider
or an outsider largely depends on recognition or lack of it from
decision-makers (Binderkrantz, 2005). The classification of organisa-
tions as insiders and outsiders has been criticised with regard to a
common use of mixed strategies (Binderkrantz, 2005), fluctuation in the
use of preferred tactics (Walker, 1991), issue-defined choice of tactics
(Page, 1999) and the too simplistic dichotomy-based construction of the
two categories (Maloney et al., 1994).

The rationale behind the use of insider tactics is, however, widely
recognised (Beyers, 2004; Binderkrantz, 2008; Diir and Mateo, 2013) -
to form a relationship with those with decision-making power to ensure
that one’s views are heard and understood prior to decisions being
taken. Policy actors can increase their attractiveness among
decision-makers by, for example, transferring the information that they
have to decision-makers. Insider tactics therefore involve creating an
exchange relationship, where those with decision-making power give
organisations access to the policymaking processes in return for the
technical expertise or whatever other valuable resources the organisa-
tions have (Maloney et al., 1994). A common assumption made in the
literature is that those that largely rely on insider tactics are better
connected to decision-makers, and as a result, are more likely to be
influential (Binderkrantz, 2008; Mahoney, 2007). Bureaucrats working
in government departments or in the agencies responsible for devel-
oping government policy often enable and support the formation and
maintenance of insider relationships because they rely on the expertise
and information that such organisations provide. They also need these
organisations to support, or at least to consider legitimate, the policies
that they develop and implement. Government can therefore reduce
policy implementation costs by facilitating the use of cooperative insider
tactics by policy actors (Grant, 2000).

Organisation that use insider tactics can maintain their relevance
and their chances of survival by putting effort into developing and
maintaining their political and technical capabilities (Diir and Mateo,
2013). Social movement organisations and other groups that rely on
outsider tactics are also concerned with survival, but they go about
achieving this by keeping their membership base engaged and moti-
vated and by trying to grow their organisation to obtain additional re-
sources (Binderkrantz, 2008; Gais and Walker, 1991).

Much of the literature on interest groups and advocacy tactics has
sought to analyse the relationship between group type and the different
types of tactics (Beyers, 2004; Binderkrantz, 2005; Chalmers, 2013; Gais
and Walker, 1991). Organisations involved in policymaking are usually
categorised as either representing some economic interest or of being a
social movement that seeks to represent citizens’ views on an issue.
Insider tactics are typically used by business groups, while outsider
tactics are regularly employed by NGOs and citizens’ groups (Bind-
erkrantz et al., 2015). NGOs often rely on outsider tactics because they
have less resources at their disposal, although this is not always the case
(Tresch and Fischer, 2015; Petrova and Tarrow, 2007).

Equating the insider-outsider distinction with different actor types is,
however, problematic. The tactics used by an actor can change over time
(Walker, 2016), depend on the openness of the political opportunity
structures in which they operate, and differ or evolve as a result of
changes in an organisation’s structure (Petrova and Tarrow, 2007).
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Media campaigns, for example, have traditionally been classified as an
outsider tactic, but have increasingly been employed by those seen as
insiders, in line with the argument that there is an increasing media-
tisation of politics (Esser and Stromback, 2014). The mediatisation of
politics thesis argues that politics increasingly takes place in and
through the media, with political actors communicating with each other
and with their constituents via the media. It is also the case that policy
actors don’t necessarily exclusively stick to one set of tactics over
another. Indeed, insider and outsider tactics can be complementary
(Chalmers, 2013) and using a broader repertoire of tactics can improve
an organisation’s effectiveness, especially for social movement organi-
sations (Baumgartner and Leech, 1998).

An actor can only use insider tactics when the necessary institutional
opportunity structures are open to them. In general, how open an actor
finds these structures to be depends on both their own role and their
ability to operate in the political institutions that exist in their country.
In closed majoritarian systems (Lijphart, 2012), actors that lack access
are more likely to use outsider tactics (Tresch and Fischer, 2015). These
are considered to be weapons of the weak (Dearlove, 1973; Gais and
Walker, 1991), that is, of those that are less likely to be perceived as
being influential. Conversely, the actors that use insider tactics in
majoritarian systems are likely to be seen as influential. This is because
when organisations have access it can be interpreted as a sign that they
are viewed by decision-makers as politically important, and therefore
influential (Eising, 2007). In consensual countries (Lijphart, 2012), po-
litical opportunity structures are open to a wider variety of actors,
thereby allowing and enabling actors that are traditionally considered as
outsiders to also use insider tactics. As a result, the relationship between
tactical choices and influence is likely to be weaker or non-existent.

Considering the above, we arrive at two conjectures. First, empirical
heterogeneity, both at the actor and at the institutional-context levels,
makes it difficult to categorise actors as influential insiders and less
influential outsiders based on the actor types and/or preferred tactics.
We do, however, agree with more recent literature that the distinction
between insider and outsider tactics is useful (Binderkrantz et al., 2015;
Diir and Mateo, 2013) as this distinction allows us to capture how in-
terest groups try to attain influence. Second, we argue that the theo-
retical discussion on advocacy tactics extensively relies on a relational
vocabulary. This is most visible in the case of the insider tactics, defined
as “access” to decision-makers, which requires the presence of a rela-
tionship (Maloney et al., 1994). Relational ideas are also present in the
assumptions regarding the exchange of resources among policy actors —
both interest groups and their “targets” (Grant, 2000). Following the
pioneering work of Marsh et al. (2009), we recognise that interest
groups, and policy actors in general, form networks through a variety of
interdependencies and argue that such dependencies need to be
explicitly modelled to examine their effects on actors’ perceived
influence.

Policy network analysis

Researchers taking a policy network analysis approach use network
methods to measure, model and analyse the actions and the interactions
of the actors engaged in a policy process (Laumann and Knoke, 1987).
These methods allow researchers to gain insights into the role that
different actors play, examine how subsets of actors within the network
interact with one another in different ways as well as determine how
actors are organised or integrated into the network and how power is
distributed among them (Ingold, 2011; Leifeld and Schneider, 2012;
Metz et al., 2019). Analysis of the distribution of power is of a key
importance in the study of policy networks (Brockhaus and Di Gregorio,
2014; Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Henry, 2011; Kriesi et al., 2006).
Power as the capacity to influence a policy process refers to the ability
for policy actors to affect the behaviours and the beliefs of others
through the efficient control of resources (Weible, 2005), such as formal
decision-making authority, financial resources, or network position
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(Nohrstedt, 2011). With this in mind, researchers have sought to use
network methods to quantify and measure authority, power, influence
and reputation in policymaking processes (Bustos, 2021; Gortiz et al.,
2020; Gortiz et al., 2021; Jorgens, 2016; Kolleck et al., 2017; Saerbeck
et al., 2020; Wagner et al., 2021)

Heaney’s (2014) study of the United States health policy domain
shows that interest groups perceive others to be influential when they
communicate with them, when they work on the same issues and when
they are members of the same coalition. Fischer and Sciarini (2015) find
evidence that actors are perceived as being powerful when they are
central in a policy network, when they participate in the same parallel
decision-making processes, when they have formal authority or when
they share policy preferences. Ingold and Leifeld (2016) investigate
structural and institutional determinants of influence reputation in their
study of five national and local policy networks,. They posit that actors
holding formal decision-making authority and those that participate in a
greater number of policy committees or other institutional venues will
be perceived to be influential. On structural positions, they posit that
actors will be perceived to be influential when they are embedded in a
collaboration or contact network or when they have relational visibility.
Their results show that being a member of a greater number of policy
committees, having collaboration ties with other actors, and having a
higher betweenness centrality score are all associated with perceived
influence.

When discussing the interest groups and advocacy tactics literature
above, we argued that the area of research could be fruitfully integrated
with the network approach, which places interest groups, and more
generally policy actors, within a broader relational context. As noted
above, policy network research has documented how network relations
matter for policy actors’ perceived influence, but it has not previously
investigated the connection between advocacy tactics and influence.
Thus, we argue that the concept of advocacy tactics importantly com-
plements the structuralist emphasis of network research as it allows us to
examine how the combination of different modes of engagement and
network positions affects policy actors’ perceptions of influence. More-
over, to account for the role that the broader institutional context can
play in shaping these relationships, we test whether the different kinds
of opportunity structures presented by relatively closed majoritarian
and more open consensual polities play a role in explaining the factors
associated with perceptions of influence.

Data and methods

We investigate which factors are associated with perceived influence
in climate change policy networks using data collected through a survey
of the organisations involved in national climate politics in six EU
countries: Czechia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Portugal and Sweden.
These countries were selected based on a diverse case strategy which
intends to maximise variance across a dimension of interest to increase
sample representativeness (Gerring, 2009). Here, the institutional
context is the majoritarian-consensus dimension of the political system
reflecting the degree to which executives or political parties control the
policy process (Lijphart, 2012). The majoritarian-consensus dimension
also captures whether organised interests are represented prevailingly
by a plurality of separate interest groups or through a limited number of
major peak bodies (see Taagepera and Nemcok, 2019). The institutional
context thus importantly affects opportunities and ways to participate in
policy processes (see Fischer, 2014). To account for various institutional
settings, the studied countries range from majoritarian (Czechia) to
mixed (Ireland, Portugal) and consensual (Finland, Germany, Sweden)
political systems.

The national climate change policy network in each of the six
countries includes the actors that we identified as participants in the
making or the influencing of national climate policies. The networks
include political parties, government departments, state organisations,
scientific organisations, and all relevant economic, social, and other
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political non-state actors as well as any other actors that are known to be
influential by experts with a knowledge of the climate policy system
(Laumann et al., 1983). Network actors were identified by analysing the
coverage of climate change in national newspapers, by reviewing sub-
missions to public consultations, and by interviewing national experts in
each country with different areas of knowledge about their country’s
climate policy debate. We collected data from each of our respondents
about (i) their use of different tactics to influence national climate pol-
itics (more details below), (ii) their opinions on twelve policy ideas
(Supplementary Materials), (iii) their collaboration ties, and (iv) their
opinion of which organisations they believe to be especially influential
in domestic climate change politics. Information about each of the
networks is presented in Table 1. We exclude non-respondents from our
analysis.

Exponential Random Graph Models

We develop Exponential Random Graph Models (ERGMs) to inves-
tigate what explains influence attribution ties in national climate change
policy networks (Goodreau et al., 2008). ERGMs are used to model
network structure and the ties that are observed therein, as well as to
determine if the observed network structure is less likely to have
occurred than what would have occurred by chance, given the effects in
a model (Robins et al., 2007). ERGMs are theory driven in that they
require the researcher to develop theoretically based hypotheses to
include in their models that seek to explain the underlying dynamics and
stochastic processes that interact to create the structure of a network.
Using this class of models enables us to investigate multiple hypotheses
about network dynamics simultaneously and to investigate how they
interact to produce the influence attribution network observed in each
case country’s national climate change policy process. Their usefulness
for understanding the dynamics that structure policy networks is well
established (Fischer and Sciarini, 2016; Heaney, 2014; Ingold and Lei-
feld, 2016; Wagner et al., 2021 ; Kammerer et al., 2020).

Dependent variable

Our dependent variable and measure for influence is drawn from
Hunter’s (1953) method for calculating an actor’s reputational power.
The rationale for measuring political influence using this approach is
that the actors involved in the policy process are those that are best
placed to evaluate which actors are influential. The measure is often
used in its aggregated form as a continuous attribute variable - where
each actor has an influence score that is calculated by summing the
number of times that other actors cited them as being influential.
Because actors are embedded in networks that shape their perceptions of
others’ influence, we follow earlier research by using the dyadic mea-
sure of influence (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Heaney, 2014; Ingold and
Leifeld, 2016). This means that the dependent variable in each of our
models is an influence attribution network. These networks are con-
structed using data collected from survey respondents by presenting
them with a list of all the actors identified as being part of their country’s
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national climate change policy network and by asking:

Which organisations are especially influential in domestic climate change
politics?

We construct n x n adjacency influence matrices with the responses,
where the rows and columns are the actors in the network and each cell
i,j contains the value 1 if actor i cited actor j as being especially influ-
ential and a 0 if not.

Network ties & institutional roles

We collected data from each of our respondents about their collab-
oration ties to investigate the relationship between collaboration ties
and influence attribution ties. Using this data, we constructed n x n
adjacency matrices for each country that map the collaboration ties
between each actor, coding a value of 1 for the presence of a collabo-
ration tie and a value of O for the absence of a tie. We include these
collaboration networks in our models to investigate if actors perceive
their collaboration partners as influential (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015;
Ingold and Leifeld, 2016). We also calculate each actors’ betweenness
centrality score in their national collaboration network and use the
statistics to investigate if more central actors in the collaboration net-
works (actors with higher scores) are more likely to be perceived as
influential. To make the results interpretable and comparable across
countries, we rescaled the betweenness scores for each country’s
collaboration network so that they sum to 100% (Ingold and Leifeld,
2016).

We include two variables in our models to investigate if actors that
occupy specific institutional roles are perceived to be influential (Fischer
and Sciarini, 2015; Ingold and Leifeld, 2016). The first of these is an
attribute variable that enables us to investigate if government de-
partments are perceived as being influential; the second enables us to
investigate if political parties are perceived as influential. Finally, we
include an actor type homophily term to investigate if actors perceive
those that are of the same actor type as themselves as influential.

Insider and outsider tactics

Our questionnaire listed and defined seven different advocacy tactics
(below). We asked the respondent organisations in each country to
indicate which of these tactics they have used with respect to climate
change: (1) Often, (2) Sometimes, or (3) Never. In line with our
reasoning above, we use the terms “insider” and “outsider” to describe
the choice of certain tactics, instead of categorising actors as being in-
siders or outsiders in the policy process. This approach allows us to
capture the potential use of mixed tactics (i.e. the possibility that an
actor uses a combination of insider and outsider tactics). Our models
investigate if those that answered that they Often used a tactic are more
likely to be named as being influential by the other actors in the
network.

Table 1

Data.
Country Czech Finland Germany Ireland Portugal Sweden
Year of Data Collection 2016 2014 2012 2013/14 2016 2015
Influence Network Density 0.12 0.35 0.43 0.25 0.17 0.28
No. of Responses 91/132 82/96 50/92" 52/57 57/82 69/99
Response Rate 69% 85% 54% 91% 70% 70%
Businesses 9/23 (39%) 32/38 (84%) 21/31 (68%) 16/18 (89%) 10/20 (50%) 22/30 (73%)

31/43 (72%)
22/31 (71%)
4/6 (67%)
6/7 (86%)
19/22 (86%)

16/20 (80%)
7/7 (100%)
6/6 (100%)
7/8 (88%)
14/17 (82%)

Civil Society

GOV (Public Authorities)

GOV (Government Departments)
GOV (Political Parties)
Scientific Organisations

10/11 (91%)
3/5 (60%)
2/7 (29%)
5/6 (83%)
9/10 (90%)

13/13 (100%)
6/8 (75%)
7/7 (100%)
5/5 (100%)
5/5 (100%)

11/12 (92%)
5/9 (56%)
9/17 (53%)
5/6 (83%)
17/22 (77%)

17/23 (74%)
15/19 (79%)
3/6 (50%)
3/8 (38%)
9/13 (69%)

 The response rate of 54% in Germany makes the findings less robust for this particular case.
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Insider tactics

e Lobbying - Informal contacts with political parties, government offi-
cials to advocate for your position.

e Policymaking - Formal testimony at hearings, participation on gov-
ernment advisory committee, draft legislation proposals or text.

e Technical analysis - Distribution of data analysis, policy analysis,
research documents.

e Discussion forums - Exchange ideas and preferences with other
interested groups.

Outsider tactics

e Media and publicity - Press releases, press conferences, advertising to
publicise your position.

e Activation - Collect signatures on petitions, call or send letters or
emails to politicians or officials.

e Mobilisation - Street demonstrations, mass meetings, non-violent
direct action to bring attention to the issue.

Beliefs

Following Fischer and Sciarini (2015), we include a variable in our
models to investigate if actors with similar policy beliefs are likely to
name one another as influential. We use data that were collected from
respondents by presenting them with a list of twelve climate policy ideas
and by asking them to indicate on a five-point Likert scale (Strongly
disagree = 1, Neutral = 3, Strongly Agree = 5) their opinions of these
ideas. We operationalise the variable using a method described by Lei-
feld and Schneider (2012). This first step involves creating a dissimi-
larity matrix for each country by calculating the Manhattan distance
between the responses of each pair of actors to the policy beliefs ques-
tions. The second step involves subtracting the values in each of the cells
of the dissimilarity matrices from the maximum similarity value of the
same matrices. The result of this is the creation of a distance matrix
where the similarity in the beliefs between each pair of actors is repre-
sented by a numeric value, with higher values indicating more similar
policy beliefs.

Endogenous terms and controls

We include four endogenous terms and a control variable to model
network dynamics (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015). First, the edge statistic is
included to capture the baseline propensity for influence attribution ties
to be formed. Second, the reciprocity term captures the tendency for
pairs of actors to name one another as influential. Third, we include two
terms to model transitive triangular structures that occur in many social
networks: the GWDSP (geometrically weighted dyadwise shared part-
ner) term to model configurations where an actor i names an actor j as
influential and where that same actor j names an actor k as influential;
the GWESP (geometrically weighted edgewise shared partner) to model
instances where the actor i also names the actor k as influential. Finally,
we include a variable that captures a count of the number of other actors
that each actor named as influential (influence network outdegree; ergm
term: nodeocov). This variable allows us to control for the fact that every
respondent does not share the same understanding of how influence is
distributed (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Ingold and Leifeld, 2016).

Results

Before discussing the results of the ERGMs, we first present
descriptive information about the type of advocacy tactics used by the
different actor types in the six countries and descriptive statistics
showing the relative extent to which different actor types are perceived
as being influential. Fig. 1 shows that the types of advocacy tactics used
in the national climate change policy networks are largely in line with
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what the interest groups literature would expect. Civil society organi-
sations (CIV) tend to use outsider tactics, whereas scientific organisa-
tions (SCI), business actors (BUS), government departments,
administrative agencies, and political parties (GOV) tend to use insider
tactics. However, in all countries there are some actors that would
traditionally be classified as insiders that reported using outsider tactics
and vice versa.

This is most visible in the case of the media and publicity tactic which
is used by the SCI, BUS, and GOV actors in all countries, except for the
BUS actors in Czechia. Moreover, there are several other such instances.
In Czechia, the GOV actor Energy Agency of the Zlin Region uses activa-
tion, and the SCI actor CzechGlobe uses both activation and mobilisation.
The former promotes energy efficiency and adaptation measures
through engagement with local municipalities and politicians, the latter
is a member of the climate movement. Strana zelenych (Green Party) uses
both activation and mobilisation. In Portugal and Sweden, the GOV
actors that use activation and/or mobilisation are small political parties:
Vansterpartiet (The Left Party) in Sweden and Partido Ecologista Os Verdes
(The Ecologist Party "The Greens") in Portugal. In Finland, Suomen
Ruotsalainen Kansanpuolue (Swedish People’s Party of Finland) reported
using both activation and mobilisation. In Germany, three political
parties reported using mobilisation.’ Likewise, the data also shows that
actors that would traditionally be classified as outsiders reported using
insider tactics. All the insider tactics are used by at least one CIV actor in
each country. Finally, we find that there are GOV actors in each country
that reported using lobbying (as defined in the methods section above).
These include political parties (in all six countries), government de-
partments (Finland, Germany, Portugal, Sweden), government bodies or
advisory agencies (Czechia, Finland, Germany, Ireland), and local and
municipal government groups or organisations (Portugal, Sweden).
Overall, these findings show the widespread used of mixed tactics. Thus,
they suggest that distinguishing insiders and outsiders based on actor
types is less useful than classifying certain tactics as insider tactics and
others as outsider tactics.

Fig. 2 presents the perceived influence scores by actor type for the six
countries. It shows that a GOV actor is perceived to be the most influ-
ential actor in all countries. In Finland and Germany, the median in-
fluence score is highest for the GOV actors, in Ireland and Sweden it is
highest for the scientific organisations, whereas in Czechia it is highest
for BUS actors. In Portugal, GOV actors and SCI actors have the shared
highest median influence score. In Portugal as well as Germany, the
median influence score is lowest for the BUS actors, in Czechia it is
lowest for the scientific organisations, while in Finland and Sweden it is
lowest for CIV actors (civil society organisations). In Ireland, the median
influence scores for the BUS, CIV and GOV actors are the same.

The ERGMs’ results in Table 2 show that in all six countries actors
perceive their collaboration partners as influential and that those with
higher betweenness centrality scores in the collaboration network are
more likely to be perceived as influential. By exponentiating the co-
efficients for the betweenness centrality variables we can calculate how
the odds of an influence attribution tie forming would change if all the
other variables are fixed (Ingold and Leifeld, 2016). In Portugal, where
the coefficient is the lowest, the odds of an actor i naming an actor j as
influential increases by 11% when the betweenness centrality of j in-
creases by 1%. In Czechia, where the coefficient is highest, the odds of
establishing an influence attribution tie between actor i and actor j in-
creases by 19% when the betweenness centrality of alter is increased by
1%. These results indicate that there is a strong relationship between an
actor’s betweenness centrality and by how likely they are to be
perceived as influential by other actors.

Government departments are likely to be perceived to be influential
in all six countries, whereas only in Finland, Germany and Sweden are
political parties likely to be perceived as influential. Finland and

! German respondents were promised anonymity
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Fig. 1. Advocacy tactics by actor type (SCI = Scientific organisation; NGO = Non-governmental organisation; GOV = government departments, administrative
agencies, and political parties; CIV = civil society organisations; BUS = Businesse.

Germany are the only two countries where actors with dissimilar beliefs
are likely to perceive one another as influential. In no country do actors
with similar beliefs perceive one another as influential. The results for
the homophily variable vary across countries. In Czechia, GOV actors
perceive one another as influential, as do SCI actors. In Finland, CIV
actors and GOV actors perceive actors of the same type as themselves as
influential. In Germany and Ireland, BUS actors perceive one another as
influential, whereas in Portugal and Sweden SCI actors perceive one
another as influential.

The results for the insider advocacy tactics’ variables show that the
actors that use the Lobbying tactic are more likely to be perceived as
influential than would occur by chance in Czechia, Germany and
Portugal. Those that use the Policymaking tactic in Ireland are likely to be
perceived as influential, whereas in Czechia the opposite is the case. It is

not significant in any of the four other countries. Scientific analysis is a
positive and significant predictor of perceived influence in Germany,
Ireland and Sweden. In Czechia, actors that engage in Scientific analysis
are perceived to be less influential than would occur by chance. Those
that participate in Discussion forums in Czechia and Germany are likely to
be perceived as influential, whereas those that use the tactic in Portugal
and Sweden are not.

Media & Publicity is the only outsider tactic that is associated with
perceived influence in more than one country - Finland, Portugal and
Sweden. Those that use the tactic in Czechia and Germany are perceived
to be less influential than would occur by chance. Activation is only
positive and significant in Germany. In Czechia and Ireland, those that
use the tactic are perceived to less influential than would occur by
chance. Only in Ireland are actors that use the Mobilisation tactic
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Fig. 2. Boxplots wrapped in Violin plots that show the perceived influence indegree scores by actor type (SCI = Scientific organisation; NGO = Non-governmental
organisation; GOV = government departments, administrative agencies, and political parties; CIV = civil society organisations; BUS = Businesses.

Table 2
EGM results.

Statistical models

84

Czechia Finland Germany Ireland Portugal Sweden

Edges -4.77 (0.23)"" -2.36 (0.27)"" -2.61 (0.44)""" -5.34 (0.42)"" -4.36 (0.30)""" -3.30 (0.26)"
Structural Determinants
Collaboration Network 0.70 (0.09)"" 0.90 (0.07)"" 1.38 (0.15)"" 1.59 (0.14)™" 1.53 (0.17)"" 1.74 (0.13)™"
Collaboration Betweenness 0.17 (0.02)"" 0.16 (0.02)""" 0.12 (0.02)""" 0.11 (0.02)""" 0.10 (0.02)™" 0.11 (0.02)""
Institutional Determinants
Government Departments 1.46 (0.14)™" 1.21 (0.14)™" 0.57 (0.28)* 0.91 (0.19)™" 0.55 (0.16)""" 2.41 (0.21)""
Political Parties 0.10 (0.12) 0.43 (0.12)""" 0.99 (0.24)"" -0.37 (0.23) -0.09 (0.30) 0.95 (0.21)""
Beliefs
Beliefs 0.01 (0.01) -0.03 (0.01)™" -0.03 (0.01)" 0.01 (0.01) 0.03 (0.02) -0.00 (0.00)
Insider Tactics
Lobbying 0.96 (0.11)""" 0.01 (0.07) 0.69 (0.11)""" -0.29 (0.19) 0.45 (0.18)* -0.09 (0.09)
Policymaking -0.21 (0.09)* 0.10 (0.07) -0.09 (0.10) 0.51 (0.13)™" 0.28 (0.20) 0.05 (0.11)
Scientific Analysis -0.27 (0.08)™" 0.12 (0.06)* 0.24 (0.10)* 0.45 (0.13)™" 0.24 (0.15) 0.26 (0.08)""
Discussion Forums 0.25 (0.08)" 0.06 (0.06) 0.30 (0.12)* 0.11 (0.14) -0.51 (0.13)"" -0.40 (0.07)""
Outsider Tactics
Media & Publicity -0.38 (0.09)"" 0.46 (0.07)""" -0.51 (0.13)""" 0.17 (0.17) 0.93 (0.15)™" 0.33 (0.09)""
Activation -0.34 (0.14)* 0.03 (0.16) 1.14 (0.22)""" -0.64 (0.23)" -0.43 (0.37) -0.12 (0.17)
Mobilisation -0.00 (0.26) -0.65 (0.19)™" -0.08 (0.25) 0.66 (0.28)* -0.41 (0.21)*
Homophily Terms
Business Homophily 0.16 (0.33) -0.34 (0.14)* 0.46 (0.22)* 0.72 (0.28)" -0.12 (0.20)
Civ. Soc. Homophily 0.12 (0.17) 0.72 (0.19)™" 0.64 (0.35) -0.38 (0.34) 0.29 (0.22)
Gov. Homophily 0.50 (0.15)" 0.38 (0.17)* -0.13 (0.32) -0.87 (0.29)" -0.79 (0.27)"" -0.50 (0.19)""
Sci. Org Homophily 0.64 (0.23)" -0.35 (0.23) -0.44 (0.34) 1.01 (0.26)""" 1.27 (0.33)""
Nodefactor Business 0.45 (0.11)"" -0.25 (0.16)
Nodefactor Civ. Soc. -0.38 (0.09)""" -0.11 (0.16) -0.04 (0.17) -0.16 (0.09)
Nodefactor Gov. -0.18 (0.11) -0.25 (0.09)" 0.24 (0.17) 0.17 (0.18) 0.31 (0.15)* 0.17 (0.11)
Nodefactor Sci Org. -0.14 (0.10) -0.22 (0.09)* 0.51 (0.15)""" -0.39 (0.12)"" -0.25 (0.11)*
Endogenous Terms & Controls
Mutual -0.22 (0.13) -0.18 (0.09)* 0.13 (0.13) -0.37 (0.20) -0.63 (0.26)* 0.13 (0.12)
Inf. Outdegree (control) 0.05 (0.00)""" 0.05 (0.00)""" 0.08 (0.01)""" 0.10 (0.01)""" 0.09 (0.01)™" 0.06 (0.00)""
GWESP (1.0) 0.64 (0.04)"" 0.31 (0.07)""" 0.00 (0.12) 0.63 (0.09)""" 0.46 (0.06)"" 0.46 (0.05)""
GWDSP (1.0) -0.04 (0.01)" -0.10 (0.01)"" -0.14 (0.01)"" -0.05 (0.01)"" -0.06 (0.01)"" -0.12 (0.01)""
AIC 4999.57 6614.91 2507.39 1836.81 2036.97 3951.15
BIC 5167.82 6778.13 2646.68 1972.12 2158.34 4106.03
Log Likelihood -2475.78 -3283.45 -1229.69 -895.40 -998.49 -1951.57

“p < 0.001; “p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.
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perceived to be influential. In Finland and Sweden, it is a tactic used by
those perceived to be less influential than would occur by chance. We
omit the variable from the Portuguese model because too few actors
reported using the tactic for the model to converge on a reliable
estimate.

Turning now to the results for the endogenous terms. The edge terms
are similar to the constant term in other statistical models and indicate
the baseline likelihood of any pair of actors in the network to have a tie.
The reciprocity term is negative and significant in Finland and Portugal,
indicating that when an actor i perceives an actor j as influential, actor j
is unlikely to perceive actor i as influential. In Germany, the opposite is
the case - the actor j is also likely to perceive the actor i as influential. In
Germany, the GWESP term is not significant and the GWDSP term is
negative and significant - a sign of a hierarchy in the attribution of in-
fluence in the German network (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015). In the other
five countries, the estimates for the GWESP terms are positive and sig-
nificant and the estimates for the GWDSP terms are negative and sig-
nificant. The GWESP results indicate that actors that are connected,
because at least one of them named the other as influential, are more
likely than chance to have multiple shared partners, where these part-
ners are those that either named or were named as being influential. The
GWDSP results indicate that influence attribution ties that would create
open triangles are unlikely to occur. This means that in instances where
neither actor in a pair perceived the other as influential, they are also
unlikely to perceive the same third actor as influential (or for either of
the two to be perceived as influential by the same third actor). Taken
together, these findings indicate that actors are more likely to perceive
those actors with which they form closed triads as influential than they
are to perceive other actors in the network as influential. The influence
outdegree term is positive and significant in all cases, implying that the
more influence attribution ties that an actor sends, the more likely they
are to perceive an alter as influential (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Ingold
and Leifeld, 2016).

Discussion

In national climate change policy processes, actors with different
beliefs, interests, resources and roles participate, cooperate, and
compete to shape policy designs, decisions and outcomes. Understand-
ing how these actors engage in the policy process and come to be
perceived as influential by others is crucial if we are to understand what
factors are shaping national governments’ climate policy decisions. The
policy networks literature has found that network ties and actors’
institutional roles can explain power or influence attribution ties in
policymaking processes (Fischer and Sciarini, 2015; Heaney, 2014;
Ingold and Leifeld, 2016). The interest groups literature has posited that
there is a relationship between the use of advocacy tactics and political
influence (Binderkrantz, 2005, 2008; Diir and Mateo, 2013; Hojnacki
et al.,, 2012). This paper investigates which of the above factors can
explain influence attribution ties in national climate change policy
networks processes in six EU countries with varying political in-
stitutions. Results show that network ties and occupying certain insti-
tutional roles are more consistent predictors of influence attribution ties
than an actor’s choice of advocacy tactics. Political institutions only
seem to be systematically associated with perceptions of influence in the
countries with more consensual political institutions, where political
parties, in line with expectations (Lijphart, 2012), are seen as influential.

Actors in all six countries are likely to name their own collaboration
partners as influential, regardless of the institutional context. The rela-
tionship between influence and collaboration is at the core of resource
dependence theory (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978), which assumes that
actors strategically select collaboration partners that are influential due
to their control over (or access to) critical resources (Henry, 2011;
Weible, 2005). Fischer and Sciarini (2015) have offered two alternative
explanations for why actors name their collaboration partners as influ-
ential, arguing that it could be due to either indirect self-promotion or
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perception bias. In the first case, they suggest that actors may cite their
own collaboration partners as powerful so as to indirectly increase their
own power. In the second case, actors misattribute influence, but that
this has the unintended effect of empowering the actors that they cite.
Regardless of whether these interpretations are correct, our results
provide further evidence that actors tend to cite their own collaboration
partners as influential.

Actors with higher betweenness centrality scores in the collaboration
networks are more likely to be perceived as influential in all countries,
again, regardless of the institutional context. Those with higher
betweenness centrality scores occupy network positions that enable
them to act as an intermediary between otherwise unconnected actors
and to attain influence by controlling the flow of resources and infor-
mation (Knoke, 1990). Previous research has shown how the occupants
of brokerage positions are able to manage conflict, facilitate knowledge
sharing and enable the diffusion of innovations and the coproduction of
policy (Crona and Parker, 2011; Levy and Lubell, 2018; Hamilton et al.,
2020; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). In the Swiss climate policy
network, brokers have been shown to play a crucial role in negotiations
between different coalitions and in influencing policy choices (Ingold,
2011). Our results provide further evidence that there is a relationship
between occupying structurally important network positions and influ-
ence in national climate change policy networks.

Government departments are heavily involved in designing and
producing policy proposals and documents, and our results show that
these actors are perceived as influential in all countries and institutional
contexts. They are particularly important in Czechia, Ireland and
Portugal, where political parties are not widely considered to be influ-
ential. In Finland, Germany and Sweden, on the other hand, political
parties are perceived to be influential. The importance of political
parties in these three countries is consistent with the distinction between
consensual democracies, where parties dominate, and majoritarian de-
mocracies, where executives tend to have more control over the policy
process (Lijphart, 2012).

There is limited evidence that insider tactics are associated with in-
fluence, with only lobbying and scientific analysis showing a positive
relationship in multiple countries. We also find little evidence for the
related claim that outsider tactics are the weapons of the weak, that is, of
those less likely to be considered influential. In fact, in some instances
we find the opposite to be true. The most interesting of these is that the
media and publicity tactic is positively associated with influence in three
countries, namely, Finland, Portugal and Sweden. In Finland and Swe-
den, government actors use media tactics more frequently than other
actor types. In Germany and Czechia, media tactics are negatively
associated with influence. In the former, the media is used mainly by
civil society organisations, whereas in the latter most actors use the
tactic, including most of the business actors. Taken together, these re-
sults suggest that the media is not only a tool for those that lack other
means for influencing policy. In Finland, Sweden and Portugal the
findings lend support to the opposing claim, found in the media studies
literature, that there is a general trend of mediatisation of politics, which
leads all actors, including those traditionally labelled as insiders, to use
media tactics (Esser and Stromback, 2014).

The variance between countries in how tactics are associated with
perceived influence suggests that the institutional context in which ac-
tors use these tactics has little or no effect. Instead, the factors associated
with influence are related to actors’ resources (decision-making au-
thority and network ties). These findings resonate with the results of
Tresch and Fischer (2015, pp. 358-359), who found that the tactics that
actors use depends on their resources.

Our point of departure was that the literatures on interest groups and
policy networks can potentially complement each other in explaining
why policy actors are perceived as influential. Based on our results, we
argue that the primacy of network ties for influence attribution is a likely
reflection of the implicitly relational nature of advocacy tactics. For one,
it is not possible to lobby an actor without having a relationship to it.
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Moreover, policy actors often need to collaborate with others to exert
their influence and these efforts are facilitated or constrained by their
position in a broader network structure. These basic insights of the
policy networks approach are of a direct relevance to the study of in-
terests groups and advocacy tactics, as Marsh et al. (2009) rightly point
out. Thus, estimating actors’ influence based exclusively on individual
or bilateral measures is not methodologically sound. The theoretical
conceptual implication of this reasoning is that advocacy tactics should
not be reduced to policy actors’ individual attributes and that they
should explicitly account for the relational dimension. The success of a
particular tactic is therefore likely to be conditioned by the network
position of the actor using the tactic.

Lastly, our findings have policy implications. The primacy of
network ties gives an advantage to well-established policy actors within
a climate policy subsystem — among them importantly industry in-
cumbents — which may prevent or slow down the policy changes that are
necessary to keep global warming from reaching dangerously high levels
(Geels, 2014). However, such relational path-dependencies can be
challenged at both at the individual and institutional levels. The former
refers to the deliberate use of networking strategies such as targeting
decision-makers and coalition-building to improve actors’ influence and
advocacy capacities (see Petrova and Tarrow, 2007). The latter refers to
the establishment of permanent government-coordinated policy venues
(see Fischer and Leifeld, 2015) to engage a wide variety of actors,
including those that otherwise lack access to relational resources and
decision-makers.

Conclusion

This paper has added to both the policy networks and the interest
groups literatures by examining how ideas from both strands of research
can be brought together to investigate the relationship between network
ties, institutional roles, advocacy tactics and the perception of influence
in policy networks. Our analysis has found that hypotheses from the
network literature better explain perceptions of influence than those
from the interest groups literature and thus our integration of the two
approaches bears fruit.

Two limitations of our study should be kept in mind when inter-
preting the results. First, the results describe the aggregate effects of the
advocacy tactics in each of the policy networks. We therefore can’t rule
out the possibility that any individual actor could use any one of the
tactics in a way that leads others to perceive them as influential." A finer
grained and in-depth analysis of each case that includes interviews with
policy actors could bring to light an understanding of the effectiveness of
the tactics that are used by the actors that are most often perceived as
influential. Second, the response rates for some of the actor types in four
of the countries are considerably lower than the overall response rate for
the country (Table 1). As such, it is possible that the results may be suffer
from non-response bias. However, the overall response rates are in line
with or well above those that are found elsewhere in the policy network
literature.

Although we identified network positions as the most consistent
predictors of influence, we suggest that future research should also
investigate how influence is associated with specific combinations of
relational patterns and advocacy tactics. Future research could also use
longitudinal data to investigate the direction of causality in the associ-
ations between network positions and perceived influence that we have
found. That is, such research could assess whether perceived influence is
explained by network positions or whether being influential makes it
more likely that actors also attain central network positions. Our pre-
liminary hypothesis is that they are likely to work in tandem, where
influence and network centrality mutually affect each other. Thus,
central actors are likely to be seen as being influential which, in turn,
tends to make them even more central. A similar relationship may also
exist between the use of specific tactics and actors’ network positions.
For instance, well-connected actors might tend to use insider tactics,
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which then leads them to be even better connected.
Funding

This work was funded by the Grant Agency of Masaryk University
"Perspectives of European Integration in the Context of Global Politics
11" (MUNI/A/1138/2020); the Academy of Finland (Grant Nos.332916,
320780 and 298819) and the Kone Foundation (Grant Nos. 201805496
and 201804137).

Acknowledgements

The core survey instrument was developed by Comparing Climate
Change Policy Networks (COMPON; http://compon.org/), a project
initiated and led by Jeffrey Broadbent, University of Minnesota, with Co-
PIs Dana R. Fisher and Katsumi Matsumoto, funded by the U.S. National
Science Foundation (grant number BCS-08270069). We would like to
thank Volker Schneider at the University of Konstanz for making the
German climate change policy network data available to us. Finally, we
would like to thank the anonymous referees and the editors for their
insightful and helpful comments.

Declaration of Interest
We have no conflicts of interest to disclose.
Appendix A. Supporting information

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found in the
online version at doi:10.1016/j.socnet.2021.11.008.

References

Baumgartner, F.R., Leech, B.L., 1998. Basic Interests: The Importance of Groups in
Politics and in Political Science. Princeton University Press, Princeton.

Beyers, J., 2004. Voice and access: political practices of European interest associations.
Eur. Union Politics 5 (2), 211-240.

Binderkrantz, A., 2005. Interest group strategies: navigating between privileged access
and strategies of pressure. Political Stud. 53 (4), 694-715.

Binderkrantz, A., 2008. Different groups, different strategies: how interest groups pursue
their political ambitions. Scand. Political Stud. 31 (2), 173-200.

Binderkrantz, A.S., Christiansen, P.M., Pedersen, H.H., 2015. Interest group access to the
bureaucracy, parliament, and the media. Governance 28 (1), 95-112.

Brockhaus, M., Di Gregorio, M., 2014. National REDD+ policy networks: from
cooperation to conflict. Ecol. Soc. 19 (4), art14.

Bustos, E.O., 2021. Organizational Reputation in the Public Administration: A Systematic
Literature Review. Public Administration Review.

Chalmers, A.W., 2013. Trading information for access: informational lobbying strategies
and interest group access to the European Union. J. Eur. Public Policy 20 (1), 39-58.

Crona, B.L, Parker, J.N., 2011. Network determinants of knowledge utilization:
preliminary lessons from a boundary organization. Sci. Commun. 33 (4), 448-471.

Dearlove, J., 1973. The Politics of Policy in English Local Government. Cambridge
University Press, London.

Diir, A., Mateo, G., 2013. Gaining access or going public? Interest group strategies in five
European countries. Eur. J. Political Res. 52 (5), 660-686.

Eising, R., 2007. Institutional context, organizational resources and strategic choices:
explaining interest group access in the European Union. Eur. Union Politics 8 (3),
329-362.

Esser, F., Stromback, J. (Eds.), 2014. Mediatization of Politics: Understanding the
Transformation of Western Democracies. Springer.

Fischer, M., 2014. Coalition Structures and Policy Change in a Consensus Democracy.
Policy Studies Journal 42 (3), 344-366.

Fischer, M., Leifeld, P., 2015. Policy forums: Why do they exist and what are they used
for? Policy Sciences 48 (3), 363-382.

Fischer, M., Sciarini, P., 2015. Unpacking reputational power: intended and unintended
determinants of the assessment of actors’ power. Soc. Netw. 42, 60-71.

Fischer, M., Sciarini, P., 2016. Drivers of collaboration in political decision making: a
cross-sector perspective. J. Politics 78 (1), 63-74.

Gais, T.L., Walker Jr., J.L., 1991. Pathways to influence in American politics. In: Jr.
Walker, J.L. (Ed.), Mobilizing Interest Groups in America: Patrons, Professions and
Social Movements. The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, MI, pp. 103-121.

Geels, F.W., 2014. Regime resistance against low-carbon transitions: introducing politics
and power into the multi-level perspective. Theory Cult. Soc. 31 (5), 21-40.

Gerring, John, 2009. Case selection for case-study analysis: qualitative and quantitative
techniques. In: Box-Steffensmeier, J.M., Brady, H.E., Collier, D. (Eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Political Methodology. Oxford University Press.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2021.11.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref20

P.M. Wagner et al.

Goodreau, Steven M., Handcock, Mark S., Hunter, David R., Butts, Carter T.,
Morris, Martina, 2008. A Statnet Tutorial. J. Stat. Softw. 24 (9), 1-27.

Grant, W., 1978. Insider groups, outsider groups and interest group strategies in Britain,
University of Warwick. Department of Politics. Working Party no. 19.

Goritz, A., Jorgens, H., Kolleck, N., 2021. Interconnected bureaucracies? Comparing
online and offline networks during global climate negotiations. International Review
of Administrative Sciences.

Goritz, A., Schuster, J., Jorgens, H., Kolleck, N., 2020. International public
administrations on Twitter: A comparison of digital authority in global climate
policy. Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 1-25.

Grant, W., 2000. Pressure Groups and British Politics. Macmillan, Basingstoke.

Hanegraaff, M., Beyers, J.A., De Bruycker, 1., 2016. Balancing inside and outside
lobbying: the political strategies of lobbyists at global diplomatic conferences. Eur. J.
Political Res. 55 (3), 568-588.

Hamilton, M., Hileman, J., Bodin, O., 2020. Evaluating heterogeneous brokerage: new
conceptual and methodological approaches and their application to multi-level
environmental governance networks. Soc. Netw. 61, 1-10.

Heaney, Michael T., 2014. Multiplex networks and interest group influence reputation:
an exponential random graph model. Soc. Netw. 36 (1), 66-81.

Henry, A.D., 2011. Ideology, power, and the structure of policy networks. Policy Stud. J.
39 (3), 361-383.

Hojnacki, M., Kimball, D.C., Baumgartner, F.R., Berry, J.M., Leech, B.L., 2012. Studying
organizational advocacy and influence: re-examining interest group research. Annu.
Rev. Political Sci. 15, 379-399.

Hunter, F., 1953. Community Power Structure. University of North Carolina Press,
Chapel Hill.

Ingold, Karin, 2011. Network structures within policy processes: coalitions, power, and
brokerage in Swiss Climate Policy. Policy Stud. J. 39 (3), 435-459.

Ingold, Karin, Leifeld, Philip, 2016. Structural and institutional determinants of influence
reputation: a comparison of collaborative and adversarial policy networks in
decision making and implementation. J . Public Adm. Res. Theory 26 (1), 1-18.

Jorgens, H., Kolleck, N., Saerbeck, B., 2016. Exploring the hidden influence of
international treaty secretariats: Using social network analysis to analyse the Twitter
debate on the ‘Lima Work Programme on Gender. Journal of European Public Policy
23 (7), 979-998.

Kammerer, M., Wagner, P.M., Gronow, A., Yla-Anttila, T., Fisher, D.R., Sun-Jin, Y., 2020.
What explains collaboration in high and low conflict contexts? Comparing climate
change policy networks in four countries. Policy Stud. J.

Knoke, D., 1990. Political Networks. The Structural Perspective. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge.

Kolleck, N., Well, M., Sperzel, S., Jorgens, H., 2017. The power of social networks: how
the UNFCCC secretariat creates momentum for climate education. Global
Environmental Politics 17 (4), 106-126.

Kriesi, H., Adam, S., Jochum, M., 2006. Comparative analysis of policy networks in
Western Europe. J. Eur. Public Policy 13 (3), 341-361.

Laumann, E.O., Knoke, D., 1987. The Organizational State: Social Choice in National
Policy Domains. University of Wisconsin Press.

Laumann, Edward O., Marsden, Peter V., Prensky, David, 1983. The boundary
specification problem in network analysis. In: Burt, Ronald, Minor, Michael (Eds.),
Applied Network Analysis. SAGE Publications Ltd, Beverly Hills, California.

Leifeld, Philip, Schneider, Volker, 2012. Information exchange in policy networks. Am. J.
Political Sci. 56 (3), 731-744.

87

Social Networks 75 (2023) 78-87

Levy, M.A., Lubell, M.N., 2018. Innovation, cooperation, and the structure of three
regional sustainable agriculture networks in California. Reg. Environ. Chang. 18 (4),
1235-1246.

Lijphart, A., 2012. Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in
Thirty-six Countries. Yale University Press.

Mahoney, C., 2007. Lobbying success in the United States and the European Union.

J. Public Policy 27 (1), 35-56.

Maloney, W.A., Jordan, G., McLaughlin, A.M., 1994. Interest groups and public policy:
the insider/outsider model revisited. J. Public Policy 14 (1), 17-38.

Marsh, D., Toke, D., Belfrage, C., Tepe, D., McGough, S., 2009. Policy networks and the
distinction between insider and outsider groups: The case of the countryside alliance.
Public Administration. Public Administration 87 (3), 621-638.

Metz, F., Leifeld, P., Ingold, K., 2019. Interdependent policy instrument preferences: a
two-mode network approach. J. Public Policy 39 (4), 609-636.

Nobhrstedt, D., 2011. Shifting resources and venues producing policy change in contested
subsystems: a case study of Swedish signals intelligence policy. Policy Stud. J. 39 (3),
461-484.

Page, E, 1999. The Insider/Outsider Distinction: An Empirical Investigation. British
Journal of Politics and International Relations 1 (2), 205-214.

Petrova, T., Tarrow, S., 2007. Transactional and participatory activism in the emerging
European polity: the puzzle of East-Central Europe. Comp. Political Stud. 40 (1),
74-94.

Robins, G., Pattison, P., Kalish, Y., Lusher, D., 2007. An introduction to exponential
random graph (p*) models for social networks. Soc. Netw. 29 (2), 173-191.

Saerbeck, B., Well, M., Jorgens, H., Goritz, A., Kolleck, N., 2020. Brokering climate
action: the UNFCCC Secretariat between parties and nonparty Stakeholders. Global
Environmental Politics 20 (2), 105-127.

Salancik, G.R., Pfeffer, J., 1978. A social information processing approach to job
attitudes and task design. Adm. Sci. Q. 23, 224-253.

Sabatier, P.A., Jenkins-Smith, H.C., 1993. Policy Change and Learning: An Advocacy
Coalition Approach. Westview Press.

Taagepera, R., Nemcok, M., 2019. Majoritarian and consensual democracies: the seat
product connection. Party Politics, 1354068819871441.

Tresch, A., Fischer, M., 2015. In search of political influence: outside lobbying behaviour
and media coverage of social movements, interest groups and political parties in six
Western European countries. Int. Political Sci. Rev. 36 (4), 355-372.

Wagner, P., Torney, D., Yld-Anttila, T., 2021. Governing a multilevel and cross-sectoral
climate policy implementation network. Environmental Policy and Governance 31
(5), 417-431.

Wagner, P.M., Yla-Anttila, T., Gronow, A., Ocelik, P., Schmidt, L., Delicado, A., 2021.
Information exchange networks at the climate science-policy interface: evidence
from the Czech Republic, Finland, Ireland, and Portugal. Governance 34 (1),
211-228.

Walker, 1991, 1991. Mobilizing Interest Groups in America. In Mobilizing Interest
Groups in America. University of Michigan Press.

Weible, Christopher M., 2005. Beliefs and perceived influence in a natural resource
conflict: an advocacy coalition approach to policy networks. Political Res. Q. 58 (3),
461-475.

Weiler, F., Brandli, M., 2015. Inside versus outside lobbying: how the institutional
framework shapes the lobbying behaviour of interest groups. Eur. J. Political Res. 54
(4), 745-766.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-8733(21)00105-2/sbref60

	Network ties, institutional roles and advocacy tactics:Exploring explanations for perceptions of influence in climate chang ...
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Interest groups and advocacy tactics
	Policy network analysis

	Data and methods
	Exponential Random Graph Models
	Dependent variable
	Which organisations are especially influential in domestic climate change politics?
	Network ties & institutional roles
	Insider and outsider tactics
	Insider tactics
	Outsider tactics
	Beliefs
	Endogenous terms and controls

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	Declaration of Interest
	Appendix A Supporting information
	References


