
STV4322B The Politics of Organized Political Actors Spring 2019 

Grading guidelines for the Written Exam (3 hours) 

Instructions 

The students were asked to answer six of eight questions. All questions count equally, and 

students are generally expected to provide short answers, but could let the length of answers 

vary somewhat across questions. They should not be graded on grammar or writing style and 

could write in Norwegian/Scandinavian if they liked. The written exam should count more than 

the home assignment essay, but no more than 60 per cent of the total grade. An unanswered 

question will be assigned an F when calculating the grade for the exam as a whole.  

The grading of the term papers should follow the general guidelines for the Department of 

Political Science at the University of Oslo: 

https://www.uio.no/studier/eksamen/karakterskala/fagspesifikk-karakterbeskrivelse/sv-

isv.html  

The purpose of this exam is mainly to test the students acquired knowledge as defined by the 

course aim for leaning outcome:  

Students will: 

 obtain a good grasp of the core concepts and theoretical approaches within these fields of research; 

 develop a deeper understanding of the nature of political parties, interest groups and social 

movement organizations, and the relationship between them; 

 obtain empirical knowledge about their organizational structures, strategies, and behavior in 

contemporary established democracies; 

 learn more about how and why they vary across countries and have changed over time; 

 be well acquainted with how parties, interest groups and social movement organizations affect the 

public sphere, the legislative process and public policy outputs; 

 obtain a better grasp of the relationship between organized political actors and democracy 

All questions have been dealt with during lectures. They are all the core of the course and 

curriculum. Thus, what will distinguish the responses in terms of quality is mainly the level of 

detail and clarity. One should not reward provision of irrelevant information. The best ones 

will have prioritized the (limited) time to focus on aspects to the point. The best have 

probably also chosen to give somewhat longer answers to the questions that open for 

discussion.  

 

1) Give a schematic and brief presentation of how the parties’ campaign styles (in 

broad terms) have changed from the early post-WWII period until today.  

Curriculum: Schmitt-Beck 2007; Dalton et al. 2011/13 

Key words are: 

https://www.uio.no/studier/eksamen/karakterskala/fagspesifikk-karakterbeskrivelse/sv-isv.html
https://www.uio.no/studier/eksamen/karakterskala/fagspesifikk-karakterbeskrivelse/sv-isv.html


 From party controlled to media-driven election campaigns  

 Have parties changed as campaign organizations accordingly?  

Three stages (Norris, Farrell and Webb – mentioned in Schmitt-Becks chapter): 

 Stage 1: traditional, pre-modern 

 Stage 2: modern, television 

 Stage 3: post-modern, digital 

Changes along three dimensions:  

 Technical changes 

 Changes in resources 

 Thematical changes (content) 

This table was presented in the lecture: 

 

2) In the party literature, scholars often refer to different party goals and goal-

seeking behaviour. Explain, in brief, the difference and relationship between 

parties’ «vote-seeking», «office-seeking» and «policy-seeking» behaviour.    

Curriculum: Strøm (1990) 

Key words are: 

Within the rational choice framework, alternative models of competitive party behaviour have 

developed in different fields of research. Strøm (1990) sums them up as the vote-seeking party (e.g. 

Downs) the office-seeking party (e.g. Riker); and the policy-seeking party (e.g. De Swaan).  



Vote-seeking party (Downs): Based on the idea that politicians are motivated by the aim of power and 

prestige: maximizing votes becomes the most important goal.  

An office-seeking party aims for political positions (Riker) – ministerial offices and others; spoils. The 

concept stems from the study of coalition formation in parliamentary democracies. Office was seen as 

necessary for efficient policy-seeking.  

A policy-seeking party wants to maximize its influence over public policy. Developed to criticize 

policy-blind coalition theory. When governments are formed, parties seek the minimum 

distance/differences between partners.   

Strøm (1990) presented a unified model of party behaviour. Parties try to maximize all three goals, but 

have to prioritize (experience ’trade-offs’). The idea of ’primary goals’. 

It is possible to write in detail about this, so here one can accept that some have chosen to provide 

more lengthy answers. 

3) How can parties be a remedy against so-called “agency loss” in the chain of 

delegation in parliamentary democracies? 

Curriculum: Müller (2000), Saalfeld and Strøm (2014) 

Key words are: 

Agency loss occurs when the agent does not behave in line with the interests of the principal, due to 

conflicting interests and asymmetric information. 

Political parties can be remedies by: 

 Providing a bond of common interest and a vehicle of screening among candidates for office 

o Most effective against adverse selection 

o Typical of parliamentary government 

Ex ante: 

 Contract design (parties as contract between V-MP) 

 «Screening» and candidate selection procedures 

Ex post: 

 Reporting and monitoring of party groups/representatives 

 Institutional «checks» (e.g. veto by party organization) 

 

4) What are the most common definitional elements of the concept of “interest 

groups” today? How would you define the concept of “interest group” and why? 

Curriculum: Yoho (1998), Diani (1992), Baumgartner and Leech ch. 1-2, Beyers et al. (2009) 

Key words: 

Today, it is often argued that there are three-four definitional elements:  

 Actual organization (not just a social group – cooperative element) 



 Attempts to influence government/political interests or advocacy (latent/occasional  vs. 

permanent attempts) - behavioural 

 Non-governmental status (private)  

 Not political parties/informality (do not run for office) 

Then the student is expected to define the term and justify his/her choice. Will have implications for 

what types of units to include. The group population is difficult to delineate: Advocacy organizations? 

Voluntary associations? Firms/companies? Institutions? Social movements (organized)? Etc. 

5) What characterized the so-called “group approach to politics”?  

Curriculum: Baumgartner and Leech (1998) 

Key words: 

Scholars of Truman’s generation in the 1950s assumed interest group formation, and interaction 

between groups and with government, had a fundamental impact on the political system as a whole. 

Key question: ‘Who wields power and influence, whose views are represented’? The effects of groups 

on policy outcomes and the effect of these processes/outcomes on the groups themselves were at the 

centre of attention. Represents one of the first behavioural approaches in political science – reaction 

against formal/legal (‘old’) institutionalism. Did also rely on the normative pluralist assumption that 

the best political outcomes would arise as a result of group conflict (U.S. as example).  

It is possible to write in detail about this, so here one can accept that some have chosen to provide 

more lengthy answers and also discuss how the group approach was criticized and decline. 

6) What is the difference between direct vs. indirect interest group strategies for 

political influence? Illustrate your answer with examples of both categories. 

Curriculum: Mainly Dür and Matteo (2016) but others also relevant and the topic was much discussed 

during lectures. 

Key words: 

The term “strategy” is not necessarily much discussed itself in the literature, but the lecture provided 

the following lexical definition: A strategy is careful plan or method for achieving a particular goal 

usually over a long period of time (under conditions of uncertainty). 

Strategy choices are important because the resources available to achieve group goals are usually 

limited. Various different strategies to achieve this exists. Main distinction goes between direct vs. 

indirect strategies or ‘insider’ vs. ‘outsider’ strategies): between targeting decision-makers directly vs. 

targeting decision-makers indirectly, or between addressing political vs. administrative institutions and 

the public/the public sphere.  

 Examples direct methods: position papers, direct contacts meetings 

 Examples indirect methods: press releases, press conferences, demonstrations, brochures, 

internet campaigns 

 

7) What is meant by “interest group influence” over public policy and how can we 

go about to measure it? 



Curriculum: Multiple articles are relevant, like Hojnacki et al. (2012 Binderkrantz (2014), 

Klüver (2011), Mahoney (2007b); Dür et al. (2014). 

Key words: 

To what extent do interest groups have an impact on policy decisions and outputs (the design of 

legislative acts etc.)? I.e. the result of decision-making would have been different in the absence of 

interest group action. 

Sometimes `proxies', such as access to political arenas are used but usually three main approaches to 

map influence in the narrow sense: 

1. Process-tracing: qualitative assessment of specific pieces of for example legislation 

2. Assessing attributed influence: self-evaluation by groups or expert assessments 

3. Preference attainment: Identification of links between interest group positions to policy outputs 

(lobbying success) 

Really good responses will discuss the pros and cons of the various alternatives 

(methodologically) and provide some examples. 

8) What factors have been argued to explain the lobbying success of interest 

groups? Give a few examples based on existing research. 

Curriculum: Multiple articles are relevant, like Hojnacki et al. (2012 Binderkrantz (2014), 

Klüver (2011), Mahoney (2007b); Dür et al. (2014); Junk and Rasmussen (2018). 

Key words: 

Traditional focus of research: 1) State level: Institutional setting (e.g. democratic accountability) and 

2) Actor level: actor type (e.g. diffuse vs. specific interests), resources, legitimacy, access. No single 

factor can explain interest group influence, and mixed evidence. Recently, issue context has been 

hypothesized to be an important source of variation, size of lobbying coalitions, issue saliency, 

complexity and degree of conflict.  

There are several articles to quote in order to give examples. The quality of the responses will differ in 

terms of details and how well they present and perhaps discuss the alternative explanations. 


