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Abstract (150 words max): 

This paper aims at analyzing interest groups and social movement organizations’ (SMOs) 

advocacy strategies and experiences of political influence. The paper draws on research about 

interest groups and SMOs political influence to elaborate on the main distinctions between 

these two types of social actors but also on possible overlapping. Two ideal types are 

elaborated which are applied to a large dataset resulting from a national survey that received 

responses from ca. 2,800 Swedish civil society organisations. Through dimensions as 

membership, social mobilisation, organisational aim, activities and professionalization we 

identify clear cases of interest groups and SMOs. By comparing these social actors’ political 

strategies and their perception of political influence (both as extent of influence and as 

outcome in terms of political change), we aim to contribute to the discussion on how political 

influence in social movement and interest group research is conceptualized as well as 

expressed by the actors concerned. (150 words) 
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Introduction 

The present paper is based on the theoretical distinction between social movements and 

interest groups. These two forms of collective action produce organizations that are assumed 

to follow distinctive logics and strategies for advocacy and political influence. Both types of 

organizations might however be placed in the social sphere of ‘civil society’ which 

distinguish them from enterprises and public authorities. They also share some common 

features that distinguish them from other types of civil society organizations such as sport 

clubs, religious congregations and foundations. The aim of the paper is to contribute to the 

discussion on how political influence in social movement and interest group research is 

conceptualized as well as expressed by the actors concerned. This objective is addressed by 

comparing Swedish social movement organisations and interest group organisations both in 

terms of which political strategies they use and their perception of political influence (both as 

extent of influence and as outcome in terms of political change). 

 

The article draws on a national survey among Swedish civil society organizations, which 

include answers from 2,791 organizations. Within the resulting dataset, we in particular 

analyse 491 CSOs that we see as typical instances of interest groups and social movement 

organizations (SMOs), where the latter category is also subdivided into “old” and “new” 

SMOs. The perception of the extent of the CSOs political influence will be measured through 

a question asking how often attempts to contact politicians and civil servants at different 

administrative levels have led to concrete changes.  

Taking stock of interest groups and social movement research 

Debating social movements, strategies and influence 

Social movement research tends to approach the relation between social movements and other 

forms of (organized) collective action in two separate ways: as distinctive categorical 

differences or as a gliding scale of various forms of organized collective action.  

 

The categorical approach has for long dominated social movement research and several 

contributions have sought to identify how social movements differ from other forms of 

collective action. Such categorical distinctions often rest on the argument that social 

movement primarily use non-institutionalized means of political action (Snow et al 2004) and 
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within social movement scholarship there has been a particular interest into contentious action 

and protest actions of various forms. Within this burgeoning literature it is also often held that 

social movement relates to the political regime, political institutions and political actors in 

different ways than other actors. While interest groups are often defined in relation to these 

and embedded within the political arena as legitimate actors, social movements extend well 

beyond ordinary political institutions, lacking the same level of recognition among political 

authorities (ibid.). In a sense it is the level of institutionalization that is crucial to distinguish 

social movements from interest groups and the specific traits of each type of collective actor 

might become even less evident as time go by, as social movement tend to evolve and 

institutionalize. Moreover, scholars have also argued that organizational form is essential to 

understand how social movement differ from other types of organized collective action. There 

have been several contributions to this discussion and at the highest level of abstraction we 

might draw a distinction between different types of actors: social movements, interest groups 

and political parties (Rucht 1996: 187) and to distinguish between their mode of operation, 

main resources and structural features. 

 

Table 1. Organizational differences between forms collective action 

 Social movements Interest Groups Political parties 

Mode of 

operation 

Protest actions Representation of members in 

polities 

Occupation of political 

offices 

Main 

resources 

Committed adherents Expertise, money, access to 

decision-makers, refusing to 

cooperate 

Voters 

Structural 

features 

Networks of groups 

and organizations 

Formal organization Formal organization 

Source 1. Rucht 1996, p. 186 

 

Distinctions of this kind highlight some main analytical differences between types of political 

actors, yet these differences are not set in stone. Discussing the distinction between social 

movements and interest groups, Snow, Soule and Kriesi (2004) however argue that these 

forms of collective behaviour might be quite similar ‘…in terms of interests and objectives 

they share with respect to some aspects of social life’ (p. 7). In a much cited book, Burstein 

(1999) also argue that even though the literature on social movements define their object of 

study through a set of features that differs from traditional interest group features and 
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activities, such a list of features do not constitute an analytical ground to distinguish between 

social movements (and above social movement organizations) and interest groups. Each of 

these features in fact occurs along a continuum, and not directly in categorically separate 

entities and Burstein (1999:8) assert that ‘… the rationale for locating the dividing point in 

one place rather than another is never made clear’. 

 

Support for the continuum argument can also be found in social movement research. First and 

foremost, a social movement structure might contain several different types of actors, for 

instance it might be a mixture of grass-root organizations (with a relatively loose, informal 

and decentralized structure, which mainly use protest politics to reach influence, and rely on a 

set of committed adherents); interest group organizations (which use lobbying techniques and 

strategies to influence policies, mainly by relying on a formal organization and achieved 

resources) and parties and affiliated actors (which emphasize the electoral process, and rely 

on formal organizational forms) (Rucht 1996, p. 188).  

 

Secondly, some social movement scholars have argued that the time dimension is essential, 

since as ‘…. social movements develop over time, they often become more and more 

institutionalized, with some of them evolving (at least partially) into interest groups or even 

political parties’ (Snow et al. 2004: 8). Social movements might be characterized by a 

decentralized structure, extensive participation of adherents, and a strong sense of solidarity 

among the participants, however as social movements age they often institutionalize. Like for 

most forms of organizing, social movements then tend to become more formalistic (e.g. in 

terms of membership criteria, written rules, fixed procedures, formal leadership, office 

etcetera), professionalized (paid staff, making career within organization), embracing higher 

forms of internal organizational differentiation (e.g. functional division of labour within the 

organization or the creation of territorial units), and more formalization of members’ 

participation (e.g. regarding representation, authorization and accountability).  

 

Here scholars often change conceptual orientation and start adopting the term social 

movement organizations. Kriesi for instance argued (1996) that it was appropriate to make a 

distinction between movement associations and organizations based on constituency/authority 

orientation. Movement associations are organizations directly created by the movement and 

based on the direct participation of members, in terms of voluntary organizations, self-help 
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groups and similar. As such they had limited focus on the political sphere or the activities of 

different authorities. The authority orientation rather forms the basis for two other types of 

organizational categories. Political parties and interest groups, Kriesi argue, could be 

analytically distinguished as being specialized in political representation, i.e. not directly 

relying on the participation of their constituents, while formed around certain political goals. 

SMOs share some similarities with political parties (and interest groups) since they also aim 

to accomplish social change by political goals and activities, yet doing so with the direct 

participation of a constituency. 

 

Thirdly, the extensive literature on social movement activities in highly institutionalized and 

competitive environments also challenges the categorical divide (e.g. Ruzza 2011). Following 

Rucht, social movements operating in competitive political environments (in this case the EU) 

adopt several different strategies, of which protest is only one (ibid, p 129). One strategy that 

social movements may use is institutionalized participation, i.e. when organizations use 

formal channels of expressing their demands and try to influence and participate in the formal 

policy-making process. Such participation could be in expert committees, public hearings, or 

by the means of writing legal and procedural complaints, etcetera. Another strategy is 

bargaining. Formal or informal bargaining might be an option for any organization or actor 

that occupies certain resources or goods that might be of relevance for other actors. Voluntary 

organizations, grass-root groups or social movements have all different type of resources that 

can become highly valuable in interactions with key political decision-makers, including 

information or expertise on what takes place at national level and/or control over a group of 

people that criticize or exercise a threat to those in power. Political pressure is also another 

strategy that might be deployed by social movements, which is understood by Rucht as when 

interest groups threaten to use more disruptive means as a way to exercise political pressure. 

This leads up to the last and final strategy, which is defined as confrontation, i.e. understood 

here as protest, civil disobedience etcetera. Here Ruzza (2004) has developed the notion of 

movement advocacy coalition to assert for the organizational hybridity that tend to develop. 

He maintains that the EU – being a highly competitive political environment – has fostered 

the development of movement advocacy coalitions as an intermediate organizational form 

that on the one hand resembles public interest groups in their activities and advocacy 

coalitions in their form; nevertheless retain the social movement’s commitment to a particular 
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purpose or cause. A movement advocacy coalition engages activists and social movement 

groups, as well as actors from public institutions who share the movement’s vision. 

 

Debating interest groups, strategies and influence 

The question ‘what is an interest group?’ has occupied attention among interest group 

scholars and Beyers et al. (2008) argue that one of the things that plagues the field of interest 

group studies is the many concepts and terms used. The notion of an interest group is often 

replaced by or equated with other notions such as political interest groups, interest 

associations, interest organizations, organized interest, special interest groups, pressure 

groups, non-governmental organizations or even social movement organizations and civil 

society organizations (ibid.). Seeking to establish some analytical clarity, these scholars 

propose three factors to define interest groups. First, an interest group is defined as (primarily) 

a formal organization and hence not a ‘… broad movement and waves of public opinion that 

may influence policy outcomes…’ (p. 1106). The organizational form might be even more 

clearly defined if one asserts that most interest groups are seeking to represent political 

interests as they try to influence policy outcomes. Although some interest groups might have 

other concerns and try to change social norms and behaviour, what demarcates most interest 

groups is that they pursue political advocacy and try to push the political agenda in a certain 

direction. Another key feature of interest groups is their informal nature, in the sense that 

interest groups do not – normally – seek public office or compete in elections, but on the 

contrary try to pursue their goals by interacting with politicians and bureaucrats. These short 

reflections illustrate that the political system, political institutions and the political process is 

of key importance in interest group studies as interest group activities ‘… are largely focused 

on influencing policy outcomes, trying to force issues onto, or up the political agenda, and 

framing the underlying dimension that define policy issues’ (p. 1107).  

 

Considering the extensive emphasis on political influence and the political process, it is 

hardly surprising that much interest group studies have concentrated on the following: the 

conditions under which interest groups seek influence, the institutional factors that promote 

and/or constrain their access, the resources and strategies that affect their access, the channels 

and levels that they seek access to, and the stages of a policy process they seek access to and 

pursue lobbying at (see for instance Greenwood and Aspinwall 1998; Mahoney 2004; Marks 

& McAdam 1996; Beyers 2004; Eising 2007). The notion of resources is central in these 
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debates and do most often refer to the financial means that are used for employing people, 

running campaigns or other strategies with the ambition to have an effect on the issue at hand. 

Legitimacy and support is another resource for interest groups, e.g. in supporting and arguing 

that a political leader and/or issue have their full support and the support of their 

members/affiliates. Equally important is that interest groups have various administrative and 

professional resources at their disposal, e.g. information, knowledge or expertise on an issue 

that they try to feed into the political system at the implementation stage. Interest groups 

might though have greater difficulties in using more tangible resources and appealing to a 

broader public, either because they have a too narrow membership basis, a weak structure for 

representation and/or because they are considered as speaking for themselves and not for the 

gains and prospects of the welfare and wellbeing of a greater public. 

 

Embedded in these debates arguably lies an anticipation that interest groups operate rationally 

and use their resources to gain maximum political influence. They act in an exchange 

relationship with political actors as ‘… interest groups exchange their resources for political 

influence in an effort to maximize their own utility. In this view, how much influence interest 

groups can get in exchange for their resources depends on political actors’ demand for such 

resources’ (Dür, 2008:1214). Following this exchange logic, political actors will only 

exchange access and influence, if they cannot produce these types of interest group resources 

by themselves. Sometimes interest groups activities are almost equated with lobbying, yet the 

representation of interests might take several other forms. Yet it is often agreed that interest 

groups follow conventional insider strategies such as attending conferences, workshops and 

receptions or running press conferences, writing reports and collecting data and information.  

 

The emphasis on political influence has caused a series of methodological challenges in how 

to actually measure such political influence and/or non-influence. One method often deployed 

is process-tracing, that is, ‘… examine the preferences of societal actors, their political 

activities, the way decisions are changed in the course of the political process, the extent to 

which interest group preferences are reflected in policy outcomes, and groups’ statements 

about their satisfaction with outcomes’ (Dür, 2008:1223). An alternative method is to use 

more attributed influence, which is, asking groups to assess the influence they claim to have 

had. In other words: ‘… while the access of interest groups is comparatively easy to 

conceptualize, to measure and to verify, establishing the influence of groups is notoriously 
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tricky’ (Eising 2008:18). The conceptualization of influence is even further complicated by 

the fact that interest group activities might not always concern an ambition to influence policy 

outcomes; it might also be driven by internal organizational concerns. The survival of an 

interest group also depends on how well informed it is, how well it can speak for its members 

and provide decision-makers with handy information, but also on how well its members 

appreciate and value the groups’ activities (and continue to fund them). That is, running 

lobbying or campaigns might also be a way to upkeep internal legitimacy and secure 

organizational maintenance.  

 

Although the divide between social movement and interest group research is extensive, some 

interest group scholars have maintained that the categorical divide could obstructing further 

analytical and empirical developments in the field. Beyers et al (2008, p. 1110) maintained 

that social movements studies ‘… go to great lengths to avoid the ‘interest group’ label 

because they associate this term with selfish inside lobbying’. This research strand much more 

focus on how citizens form grass-root networks and organizations, how they use non-

institutionalized forms of claims making and how contentious politics contribute to the 

creation of political identities (p. 1110). At the same time, interest group scholars tend to pay 

greater attention to the semi-institutionalized processes of lobbying and the importance of 

resources such as expert knowledge. The possible democratic role that interest groups might 

fulfil is hence of a more functional nature, as they provide decision-makers with information 

and expertise on certain issues that could form the basis for more informed decisions. In 

contrast, a social movement (organization) is more contentious, more challenging and causing 

politicians much more ‘problems’. According to Beyers et al (2008) there is much more 

positive connotation to words such as social movements, but even more so to words such as 

civil society, as they anticipate a connection between policy-makers and ‘the people’. They 

contribute to the construction and development of social capital among citizens, and also to 

the creation of a public sphere and the democratic quality of a society. Arguably, Beyers et al 

(2008) think that scholars tend to emphasize this analytical bifurcation too much, and also that 

one tend to put normative labels onto the two sides: civil society is good and so are social 

movements, while interest groups are bad and a threat to democracy. Referring back to our 

previous discussion on developments within social movement research it is evident that much 

interest groups scholarship could learn from more thoroughly addressing how time and 

change might affect interest group behaviour, recognize that actor set-up within interest 
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groups might inflict on behaviour and ability to reach political influence and pay attention to 

how various contexts (competitive or less competitive) inflict on group actions.  

 

The present paper draws on such theoretical debates and has an overall aim of testing the 

relevance of the distinction between interest groups and social movement organizations in the 

Swedish context. To highlight the evolutionary dimension of social movements, and include 

relevant aspects that characterize movements created and consolidated during different 

historical circumstances, we will also make a distinction between ‘old’ and ‘new’ social 

movements. Within social movement research, it has often been common to distinguish ‘old’ 

from ‘new social movements’. Whereas the former has often been used to label in particular 

the labor movement, but also other movements emerging during the 19
th

 and early 20
th

 

century, the latter has often been used to group the movements that since the 1960s has 

emerged out of new forms of protests in most Western democracies, e.g. the environmental, 

the feminist, the LGBT, and the international solidarity movement (Buechler 2013; 

Wennerhag 2010). This division has not only been motivated by the period during which the 

movements were formed, but also e.g. regarding whether they relate to (left–right) issues and 

identities such as labor and class or issues and identities going beyond the ‘old’ ones, such as 

gender, sexuality, ethnicity, etc. More relevant in this context is that the ‘new’ social 

movements has often been regarded as preferring more decentralized and participatory forms 

of activism and organization, as well as more often using ‘unconventional’ strategies to 

achieve political and social change, in comparison to the ‘old’ social movements (Buechler 

2013).  

 

The later analysis will compare strategies and perceived political influence for these three 

types of actors. The following table presents a theoretical distinction between interest groups, 

old social movements and new social movements on basis of five different features: 
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Table 2. Distinction between types of collective actors 

 Interest groups Old social movements New social movements 

Aim Political influence Social change and 

political influence 

Social change and 

political influence 

Strategies Conventional and insider 

strategies 

Unconventional outsider 

strategies and 

conventional 

Unconventional and 

conventional 

Resource basis Financial, administrative 

and professional 

resources 

Members  Participation and 

activism 

Forms of organizing Professional organization Federation Network 

Identity/representation Instrumental interest Social and political 

identity 

Social and political 

identity 

The distinction is based on the theoretical discussions presented above and will be used for 

the categorization of Swedish CSOs in the three types of organizations as explained in the 

methodological chapter. The categorization will be based mostly on four features, namely: 

Aim, Resource basis, Forms of organizing and Identity/representation. Organizational 

strategies have not been included in such operationalization as this feature coincides with our 

dependent variable through which we will test the relevance of the theoretical distinction 

between interest groups and social movements. 

Studying interest groups and social movements in national contexts  

The analytical distinctions flourishing in academic debates have different relevance in various 

national contexts, depending on state–society relationships and the degree and forms of 

organizing and mobilizing. This paper addresses interest group and social movement related 

activities in the context of Sweden. To carefully examine the relevance of interest group and 

social movement categories in a particular context, we argue that it is important to both 

consider top-down (the state’s principles and governance arrangements vis-á-vis various 

social groups and interests) as well as bottom-up factors (the traditions and forms of 

mobilizing and organizing among civil society actors).  
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On the one hand, Sweden belongs to a broader group of countries characterized by 

‘corporatism’, i.e. a system of institutionalized contact, negotiation and joint decision-making 

between the state and organized social interests. The corporatist logic relies on the premises 

that citizens are able to influence public policies in two different ways; through voting at 

general elections (the ‘electoral channel’) and through membership in interest groups (the 

‘corporate channel’) (Rokkan 1999¸ Lewin 1992; Rothstein 1992). According to Rokkan 

(1999: 263-264), the power of organized interests in the corporate channel largely depends on 

their ability to threaten to withdraw material inputs (e.g. commodities, labour, services, 

investments, etc.) from the system. Corporatist arrangements arguably imply that some 

organizations are given a special status as the state institutionalizes its contact with them and 

elevates them to legitimate participants in public decision-making. Often, it is highlighted that 

these selected organizations have and/or get a harmonious and close relationship to the state 

(Pierre & Rothstein, 2003; Lindvall & Sebring 2005). 

 

Like in most corporatist systems, only few Swedish organizations have been enrolled and had 

close cooperative relationships with the state and very rarely it has been organizations 

representing various forms of diffused and public interests. An important exception to this 

overall ‘mainstream’ approach has however been Nordic governments’ relationship with 

some social movement groups, e.g. the disability and the senior citizens movements. To what 

extent such groups still constitute a movement is a topic for debate, and they have also been 

invited to participate in consultative bodies together with government officials, being 

regarded as reliable partners in discussions about adjustments and further development of 

largely redistributive welfare provisions (Lundström 2004; Feltenius 2004). The reluctance by 

the state to extend the corporatist logic to many societal groups (and various interests) have of 

course several dimension, one of them being that the social partners have protected their 

privileged access to policy-making and emphasized that they – in contrast to other organized 

interests – are partners, able to assume responsibility for the implementation of joint 

decisions, and not just ‘participants’ in general discussions. Trade unions have sometimes 

questioned the representativeness of organizations from the social and voluntary sector, 

arguing that these only represent themselves, while the trade unions have internal democratic 

structures for representation and high membership numbers.  
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Discussions on corporate structures and arrangements have waned in recent years and 

certainly because the Swedish political system step by step has moved away from a 

corporatist logic (Hermansson et. al. 1999; Naurin 2001). In the early 1990s, the employers’ 

organizations left the centralized negotiations with the national government and trade unions. 

After a few years, the government also chose to change the composition of many boards and 

agencies, by excluding organizations that were earlier included. Researchers suggest that 

those organizations that had previously a privileged position in the corporatist political system 

sought other avenues for reaching influence on policy, for example through advocacy and/or 

lobbying. This indicates that there has been a transformation of governance in a direction 

where the voices become more numerous, competition for the politicians’ attention increases, 

and that personal contacts and networks become more important at the expense of the 

traditional corporatist arranged consultation forms (Hermansson et. al. 1999: 50). This would 

suggest that the relationship between government and CSOs adopted more pluralistic forms in 

terms of less institutionalized cooperation, and that individual organizations are less 

embedded in the public structures and seeking influence through a variety of channels. 

 

On the other hand, Sweden is an interesting context for studying the political strategies of 

social movement and interest group organizations. Sweden is often depicted as a country 

colored by high levels of trust among citizens and also in relation to public agencies 

(Rothstein & Uslaner 2005; Rothstein 2005; Kumlin & Rothstein 2005). Such high levels of 

generalized trust certainly relates to the ways by which civil society has been organized and 

mobilized in a national context. Even if we take into consideration that ‘voluntary association’ 

probably means different things in different societies, the findings of Curtis et al. (2001) 

indicate that among the 33 countries they covered, Sweden (and the other Nordic countries) 

had some of the highest rates of membership in associations. To the extent that citizens are 

members of several associations at the same time, this is likely to promote general social trust 

and social integration more broadly (Wollebæk & Strømnes 2008; Wollebæk & Selle 2002). 

Swedish civil society is hence described as mostly made up of popular-mass-movements with 

an emphasis on membership, fostering citizenship and social relations and strengthening 

democracy. Among the most common examples of such movements we find the labour 

movement, the temperance movement, the senior citizens movement etc. Several of these 

have developed into large national federations and powerful actors, yet still relying on an 

associational structure and a broad membership basis across the country.  
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These movements have played a significant role as they represented groups of citizens, 

provided them with a collective identity and made their ‘voice’ heard by decision-makers and 

influence societal norms. They have challenged – and still challenge – the Swedish 

government regarding rights for various groups and have been influential in pushing for e.g. 

workers’ rights, women’s rights, the rights of migrants, older and disabled people etcetera 

(e.g. Micheletti 1995; Lundström & Wijkström 1997). This has been a central aspect of the 

national political culture. However, a pro-state tradition and a continuous integration between 

the state and the voluntary sector have institutionalized many of the popular-mass-movements 

as ‘… this is the type of organisation that has consistently been encouraged by State policy 

and the system of subsidies…’ (Lundström & Svedberg, 2003:224). Even if we can find in the 

Swedish context social movement organizations that are much less institutionalized, many 

large social movements have been incorporated in the policy-making processes and their 

organizations are often studied as ‘interest groups’, ‘interest organizations’ or ‘organized 

interest’ (e.g. Feltenius, 2008; Christensen et al., 2009; Lundberg 2013).  

 

Several processes seem to challenge such models of organizing and mobilizing in the Swedish 

context. Papakostas (2004) highlights how Swedish civil society organisations, and especially 

new generations of organisations to a higher degree than before, make use of other 

organisations for resource mobilisation. They tend, to a higher degree, to depend on funds 

from both public and private organisations. At the same time, many of these organisations 

have become less interested in mobilising resources from individuals both as members and 

beneficiaries. This process is often associated with a weakening representativeness of civil 

society organisations and an increasing dependency on other collective actors. Also a shift 

from ‘voice to service’ has been highlighted in previous research about civil society 

organizations’ role in the welfare state (e.g. Lundström & Wijkström 1995). In fact the state 

has the last two decades transferred responsibility for many social services to the market and 

civil society through privatization and contracting out of services. Publicly financed services 

provided by subcontracted private enterprises and civil society organizations have increased 

substantially in every welfare sector (Trydegård, 2001; Hartman, 2011). Such development 

has highlighted a shift from the advocacy function of CSOs to the service function and from 

the organizational input in terms of membership to the output in terms of what they can 

produce. 
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Method, data and operationalization 

The present paper is built around a comparison of interest organizations and social movement 

organizations in Sweden. By comparing political strategies and perceived influence of these 

two types of organizations we aim at testing the relevance of such a distinction in the Swedish 

context.  

 

The study is based on a large quantitative dataset, resulting from a national survey that 

received responses from 2,791 Swedish CSOs. The survey was carried out in 2012–2013 as 

part of the research program EUROCIV – Beyond the welfare state: Europeanization of 

Swedish civil society organizations. 

 

The sample for the survey was based on the categories used by Statistics Sweden (SCB) in 

their register of Swedish organizations (Företagsregistret) that was used to get information 

about Swedish CSOs. The aim with the sample was to include the Swedish CSOs one could 

expect to be engaged in mostly social welfare issues and interest representation. In line with 

this aim, we included two types of organizations: associations (ideella föreningar) and 

religious congregations (registrerade trossamfund). 

 

Most non-profit organizational forms to some extent are given specific (economic and/or 

other) benefits in Swedish legislation, and in order to have access to these, most CSOs 

register with the authorities as belonging to one of these categories. Association is the most 

common organizational form, and it provides a legally simplified framework for certain 

activities (e.g., to make limited economic transactions without being taxed). 

The sample included only the CSOs that were categorized by Statistics Sweden as: 

associations involved in ‘social service and care’, associations involved in ‘interest 

representation’, and religious congregations. Amongst the ‘social service and care’ 

associations, one can find, for instance, the Red Cross, Save the Children, Alcoholics 

Anonymous, women’s shelters, crime victim advocacy organizations, and disability 

organizations. Amongst the ‘interest representation’ associations, one finds trade unions, 

professional and employers’ organizations, political parties, immigrants’ and pensioners’ 

organizations, cultural associations, and Freemasonry lodges. Religious congregations have 

been chosen because they are often involved in social welfare activities on behalf of families 
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living in poverty, undocumented migrants, and other marginalized groups. Amongst these 

registered CSOs, one can find local or regional chapters of national federations as well as the 

national federations themselves, because most Swedish CSOs register their local, regional and 

national bodies as separate associational entities. But amongst these registered CSOs, one also 

finds quite small CSOs that do not belong to any federation. The selection of these categories 

thus excluded some other types of organizations, for instance, sports and recreational and 

leisure associations. Such categories have been used to create a sample in accordance with our 

aim but have not been used in the analysis of the data. 

 

Through these choices, our total population of CSOs became 80,015 associations, which can 

be said to represent approximately 40% of formally organized Swedish civil society. Because 

the groups of our population were quite different in size, we decided to make a stratified 

sample, in order not to end up with insufficient numbers of cases for some of the smaller 

categories. Because of the stratified sampling procedure, the data presented in the analyses are 

weighted for the different sizes of the subgroups in our sample (for more detailed information 

about the sampling procedure, see Scaramuzzino & Wennerhag 2013). 

 

The survey questionnaire was sent by mail to 6,180 Swedish CSOs and 2,791 were returned. 

Because of faulty postal addresses and because some organizations had ceased to exist or 

changed their associational form, these CSOs were excluded from the sample (because they 

no longer belonged to our population), and the final response rate was 51.3%.  

 

The data analysis below includes only cases from the associations that answered positively to 

a question about whether the organization had had any activities at all during 2012. 

Furthermore we have applied a typology used by Statistics Sweden in previous studies about 

associational life in Sweden (Vogel, Amnå, Munck & Häll, 2003) for being able to 

distinguish old and new social movement organizations from interest group organizations. 

The organizations in the sample have in fact been classified by assessing the following 

features: Aim, Forms of organizing, Resource basis (where available) and 

Identity/representation on the basis of the organization’s name and information found on the 

Internet (mostly the organizations’ own Web sites). The categories used in the following 

analysis include: 
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Table 3. CSOs included in the analysis divided into the three categories 

Interest group organizations Old social movement 

organizations 

New social movement organization 

Category N. Category N. Category N. 

Trade associations 40 Trade unions 118 Women’s associations 88 

Professional associations 18 Temperance associations 62 Associations for peace and 

international solidarity 

18 

Associations for home-

owners 

7 Senior citizens’ associations 63 Environmental associations 12 

Employers’ associations 5   LGBT associations 6 

Associations for 

entrepreneurs 

4   Other new social movement 

organizations 

7 

Associations for hunters 4     

Other interest 

organizations 

41     

Total 117 Total 243 Total 131 

 

The analysis will hence include 491 Swedish civil society organizations and will test the 

following four hypotheses based on the theoretical discussion previously presented: 

 

H1. Seeking political influence is more important for interest groups than for SMOs and less 

for new SMOs.  

H2. Interest groups mainly seek political influence, whereas SMOs seek various forms of 

influence, including political influence and even more so for new SMOs. 

H3. Interest groups use consensual and lobbying oriented strategies to seek political influence, 

whereas SMOs can adopt a wider set of measures (consensual as well as confrontational) and 

even more so for new SMOs. 

H4. Interest groups accomplish more political impact than SMOs and even more so for new 

SMOs. 

 

In the analysis, we will focus on questions from the questionnaire that show in which degree 

the CSOs’ use some specific strategies in order to influence politics, and whether they more 

generally perceive different types of strategies to be important for them. Some of these 

questions were originally constructed to generate ordinal variables, making it possible for the 

respondents to indicate their degree of use of certain strategies on a Likert scale, which 
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alternatives such as “often”, “sometimes”, “rarely”, and “never”. In order to focus the analysis 

on whether the CSOs use the different strategies at all we have however chosen to recode 

these ordinal variables into dichotomous variables, by combining all alternatives stating some 

degree of use of a certain strategy into one single value, which is then contrasted to the value 

“never”. This analytical focus also allows us to in the end use a binary logistic regression, a 

type of regression analysis that makes it easier to see in which degree specific qualities of the 

CSOs increase or decrease their probability of using different types of strategies for 

influencing politics.  

Results 

In order to get a better picture of what characterizes the analysed CSOs, especially when it 

comes to the resources at their disposal, we have in Table 4 compared the three categories. 

These variables will later on in the analysis be used as control variables for explaining 

differences in strategies for political influence, and in the perceived effect of such strategies 

for accomplishing political change, for the three types of CSOs. 

 

Table 4. The analysed CSOs’ main geographical level, size of membership, amount of 

employed staff and sources of funding 

  

Interest 

groups 

Old social 

movements 

New social 

movements 

Total 

(%) 

Total (N 

of 

analyzed 

cases) 

Cramer’s V 

  

Organizational level 

       Local organization 50 86 61 72 493 ,372 *** 

Regional organization 19 10 10 13 493 ,131 * 

National organization 31 4 26 15 493 ,363 *** 

Number of members 

       1–99 29 34 44 34 440 n.s. 

 100–999 37 46 33 41 440 n.s. 

 > 1000 7 17 19 14 440 ,136 * 

Meta-organization 26 3 6 11 440 ,339 *** 

Number of employed staff 

       None 89 82 69 83 485 ,161 ** 

< 5 9 10 24 11 485 ,147 ** 

5 or more 2 8 7 6 485 ,119 * 

Sources of economic funding 
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Membership fees 93 92 89 92 479 n.s. 

 Support from municipality 22 57 54 47 430 ,309 *** 

Support from the state 15 18 53 21 382 ,296 *** 

Support from companies 37 30 50 35 388 ,135 * 

Support from private persons 18 29 72 31 392 ,352 *** 

Involvement in service production 

      Organization provides 

services on behalf of the 

local municipality, the region 

or the state. 

9 13 35 14 453 ,222 *** 

 
Comment: Used measure of association between the variables is Cramer’s V. * = 5%, ** = 1%, and *** = 0.1% significance. 

n.s. = not significant. Percentages and Cramer’s V is based on weighted data, N is based on the actual number of cases.  

 

 

Here, one can see that all types of CSOs are predominantly local. This is in particular the case 

for the old SMOs. This is consistent with the way in which Swedish popular-mass-movements 

have developed also through incitement structures provided by the state as described in the 

introductory part. When it comes to the size of the membership base, most CSOs have fewer 

than 1,000 members. Furthermore, the interest groups are in a larger degree meta-

organizations, i.e. have other organizations as members. This partly follows from the fact that 

the interest groups that we analyse tend to represent branches/industries, and have companies 

or other stakeholders as members. When it comes to employed staff, most CSOs do not have 

any. The type of CSO that to the highest degree has employed staff is the new SMOs, 

followed by the old SMOs. The fact that the new SMOs to such a high degree have employed 

staff, is partly an effect of the many women’s shelter organizations (77) that make up the 

majority of the 131 new SMOs analysed here. Amongst the women’s shelter organizations, 60 

percent have employed staff. This is also connected to the fact that a high degree of new 

SMOs provide service on behalf of public authorities. Amongst the women’s shelters, the 

figure for this is 78 percent. This shows that amongst the analysed CSOs, especially the new 

SMOs are also providers of “service”. Previous research shows that service functions tend to 

require more employed staff than expressive functions among civil society organizations 

(Salamon et al. 2004). Whether this more prominent service function affects the CSOs’ 

tendency to use their “voice”, we will see later in the analysis.  

 

In Table 4, one can also see some different patterns regarding the CSOs’ sources of economic 

funding. When it comes to economic support from local municipalities, it is foremost old and 



19 

 

 

new SMOs that receive this kind of resources, while support from the state is mostly received 

by the new SMOs. The new SMOs is also the category that in the highest degree receive 

economic support from companies and private persons. This is consistent with the fact – also 

highlighted in previous research on Swedish civil society – that newer social movements tend 

to mobilise resources mostly through other organizations rather than through a large 

membership base (Papakostas 2004). 

 

How important are then various ways of influencing politics for the analysed CSOs? In Table 

5, the perceived importance of insider strategies (lobbying), conventional strategies (attempts 

to change the public opinion) and unconventional strategies (demonstrations) are shown for 

the three types of CSOs.  

 

Table 5. The CSOs’ perceived importance of various activities 

  

Interest 

groups 

Old social 

movements 

New social 

movements 

Total 

(mean 

value) 

Total (N 

of 

analyzed 

cases) Eta   

How important are the following activities for your organization? Mean value: alternatives ranging 

from 0 (”not important”) to 3 (”very important”) 

Lobbying (directly 

influencing politicians 

and officials) 

1,8 1,6 2,0 1,7 453 ,125 * 

Change public opinion 

(i.e. through the media) 
1,7 2,1 2,3 2,0 464 ,209 *** 

Demonstrations 0,3 1,1 1,4 0,9 452 ,382 *** 

 

Comment: Used measure of association between the variables is Eta. * = 5%, ** = 1%, and *** = 0.1% significance. n.s. = 

not significant. Mean values and Eta is based on weighted data, N is based on the actual number of cases.  

 

 

As one can see in the table, changing the public is on average deemed as most important, 

followed by lobbying and demonstrations. The only exception from this general pattern is that 

the interest groups deem lobbying slightly more important than changing the opinion. All 

three types of strategies are however on average most highly valued by the new SMOs. And 

when it comes to demonstrations, this is in particular seen as an important activity by the new 

SMOs, but also by the old SMOs. The fact that new (and to a certain extent old) SMOs 

perceive protest activities important at the same time as they value “insider strategies” such as 

lobbying as useful, conforms to our third hypothesis (H3). 
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The more important question is however in which degree the three types of CSOs actually 

make use of different forms of strategies for accomplishing political change. In Table 6 some 

concrete examples of the actual use of different strategies for influencing politics are thus 

shown.  

 

Table 6. The CSOs’ use of various strategies to influence politics 

  

Interest 

groups 

Old social 

movements 

New social 

movements 

Total 

(%) 

Total (N 

of 

analyzed 

cases) 

Cramer’s 

V   

Have your organization used the following means to influence Swedish politics? Percentage for ”often”, 

”sometimes” and ”rarely” (other alternative: ”never”) 

Lobbying / insider strategies 

      
Contact national politicians 48 57 63 55 441 n.s. 

 
Contact state officials 41 47 60 46 432 n.s. 

 
Contacted/participated in 

government commissions 
36 35 41 36 419 n.s. 

 
Answered government 

commission remiss 
48 44 45 45 429 n.s. 

 
Contact local politicians 61 76 79 72 462 ,153 ** 

Contact local officials 60 69 69 66 455 n.s. 

 

Influencing public opinion / conventional strategies 

   Mass media 51 69 81 65 450 ,212 *** 

Social media 35 46 71 46 437 ,211 *** 

Protests / unconventional strategies 

      Demonstrations 13 53 57 41 439 ,387 *** 

Petitions 26 62 42 49 440 ,326 *** 

 

Comment: Used measure of association between the variables is Cramer’s V. * = 5%, ** = 1%, and *** = 0.1% significance. 

n.s. = not significant. Percentages and Cramer’s V is based on weighted data, N is based on the actual number of cases.  

 

 

But also here, it is quite obvious that the new and old SMOs to a high degree use “insider 

strategies”. It is however only when it comes to influencing local politicians that there is a 

statistically significant difference between the old/new SMOs and the interest groups. When it 
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comes to different strategies for influencing the public opinion (both through traditional mass 

media and new social media), these are foremost used by the new SMOs, followed by the old 

SMOs and then the interest groups. The fact that old and new SMOs seek a broader kind of 

influence than only through direct contacts with political institutions is consistent with our 

second hypothesis (H2). Furthermore, seen as examples of protest activities, demonstrations 

are foremost used by both old and new SMOs, while petitions are foremost used by old 

SMOs. All in all, this shows and confirms that old and new SMOs in a greater degree than 

interest groups use both unconventional and conventional strategies to influence politics – but 

they also use insider strategies to a degree as high as (and in some cases even higher than) the 

interest groups. The fact that interest groups seem to deem political influence as less 

important than old and new SMOs (even if differences are significant only at local level) is 

however in contrast with our first hypothesis (H1). 

 

That this is not something having its ground in disinterest in politics is however shown in 

Table 7, in which the CSOs’ perceived importance of different political levels for their main 

activities are shown. Here, we can see that the general pattern is that a vast majority of all 

three types of CSOs perceive both local and national politics as important for solving the 

problems or issues that they focus in their activities. 

 

Table 7. The impact of the CSOs’ lobbying attempts 

  

Interest 

groups 

Old social 

movements 

New social 

movements 

Total 

(%) 

Total (N 

of 

analyzed 

cases) 

Cramer’s 

V   

Perceive the following political levels as important, for solving the problems/issues focused by the 

organization 

Local/municipal level 78 89 85 85 465 ,131 * 

National level 75 80 87 79 438 n.s. 

 

When influencing politicians or officials on the following political levels, this had led to changes 

Local/municipal level 70 81 84 79 405 ,131 * 

National level 49 56 53 54 353 n.s. 

  

Comment: Used measure of association between the variables is Cramer’s V. * = 5%, ** = 1%, and *** = 0.1% significance. 

n.s. = not significant. Percentages and Cramer’s V is based on weighted data, N is based on the actual number of cases.  
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In Table 7, it is also shown figures for whether the CSOs believe that their lobbying attempts 

towards politicians and officials have made an impact. Also these figures are high, and it is 

only when it comes to lobbying on the local/municipal level that there are differences in how 

the different types of CSOs have made impact. This results seem to contradict our fourth 

hypothesis (H4) that interest groups should accomplish more political impact than old SMOs, 

and even more so than the new SMOs. On the contrary, we here see that – at least on the local 

level – it is the old and new SMOs that perceive that they have more often made impact. 

 

The findings that hitherto have been shown can of course be a result of systematic differences 

in other factors between the three groups, that is not only because they are interest groups, old 

or new SMOs. For instance, the CSOs’ availability of different types of resources – such as 

economic funding, a big membership base, or many employed – could affect their actual use 

of different strategies to achieve political change. Furthermore, the CSOs’ main geographical 

area of activities could also affect its use of different political strategies.  

 

In order to test whether this is the case, we made two sets of binary logistic regressions. The 

first (Table 8) shows which factors – besides belonging to one of the three types of CSOs – 

that make the interest groups and old/new SMOs more or less probable to engage in insider, 

conventional and unconventional strategies. As examples for these three types of strategies, 

contacting national politicians, using mass media and staging demonstrations were chosen. 

The second regression (Table 9) instead shows in which degree the same variables affect the 

impact of the three types of CSOs’ lobbying attempts, both towards local and national 

politicians and officials. 
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Table 8. Factors explaining CSOs’ use of various strategies to influence politics 

 

Model 1A 

 

Model 1B 

 

Model 1C 

 

Contact national politicians 

 

Use mass media 

 

Stage demonstrations 

Variable B 

 

S.E. Exp(B) 

 

B 

 

S.E. Exp(B) 

 

B 

 

S.E. Exp(B) 

CSO type (Interest group = ref.)                             

Old Social Movement Organization 0,910 * 0,402 2,483 

 

0,605 

 

0,399 1,830 

 

2,442 *** 0,511 11,492 

New Social Movement Organization 1,048 * 0,499 2,853 

 

1,337 * 0,543 3,808 

 

3,621 *** 0,611 37,359 

Control variables                             

Organizational level (local organization = ref.) 

             Regional organization 0,956 * 0,430 2,602 

 

-0,249 

 

0,453 0,780 

 

-0,227 

 

0,453 0,797 

National organization 1,157 ** 0,444 3,180 

 

-0,501 

 

0,467 0,606 

 

-1,395 ** 0,485 0,248 

No. of members (1–99 = ref.) 

              100–999 members 0,597 † 0,323 1,817 

 

0,855 * 0,358 2,352 

 

0,976 ** 0,353 2,653 

> 1000 members 1,938 *** 0,531 6,941 

 

3,009 *** 0,715 20,267 

 

3,085 *** 0,619 21,861 

Meta-organization 1,984 *** 0,560 7,270 

 

0,448 

 

0,539 1,565 

 

1,053 

 

0,733 2,868 

Employed staff (0 = ref.) 

              < 5 0,402 

 

0,344 1,495 

 

0,504 

 

0,424 1,655 

 

0,473 

 

0,372 1,605 

5 or more 1,295 † 0,715 3,651 

 

0,070 

 

0,660 1,072 

 

-0,325 

 

0,611 0,723 

Economic resources 

              Support from municipality 0,455 

 

0,371 1,577 

 

0,489 

 

0,397 1,631 

 

-0,183 

 

0,385 0,833 

Support from the state 0,545 

 

0,406 1,725 

 

0,801 † 0,471 2,228 

 

0,124 

 

0,420 1,132 

Support from private persons 0,257 

 

0,373 1,293 

 

0,576 

 

0,409 1,780 

 

0,563 

 

0,371 1,756 

Provides service on behalf of public 

authorities -0,164 

 

0,363 0,849 

 

0,180 

 

0,445 1,197 

 

-0,405 

 

0,389 0,667 

Constant -1,999 *** 0,464 0,136   -1,035 * 0,443 0,355   -3,173 *** 0,578 0,042 

Observations 305 

    

309 

    

309 

   Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 0,271     0,351     0,442 

   Columns show beta coefficient, standard error and odds ratio. Levels of significance: †=10%, *=5%, **=1%, and ***=0,1% significance. 
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As one can see in Table 8, the CSO type matters for all three forms of strategies to influence 

politics. For all three types of strategies, both old and new SMOs are more probable to engage 

in these – apart from the use of mass media, where the old SMOs are not more probable (on a 

statistically significant level) to engage in this compared to the interest groups. The difference 

in probabilities are largest when it comes to staging demonstrations, where the new SMOs are 

as much as 37 times more probable to do this than the interest groups. But also the old SMOs 

are more probable to do this: 11 times more probable than the interest groups.  

 

There are however other factors that in general matter very much – some of them more than 

organizational type. This is especially the case for the membership base. CSOs with a big 

membership base are in general much more probable to use certain strategies (for lobbying, 7 

times, for the use of mass media, 20 times, and for staging demonstrations, 22 times) than 

CSOs with a small membership base are. And when it comes to lobbying, meta-organizations 

are most probable to use this strategy. The amount of paid staff does however matter only in 

the case of contacting national politicians. Availability of economic resources also plays a 

marginal role: only CSOs that receive economic support from the state are more probable to 

use the mass media as a strategy to impact politically.  

 

Previous research shows that access to resources is relevant when it comes to CSOs choice of 

political strategy. Accordingly organisations with strong-resources are keener to engage in 

street protest and (inside) lobbying while advocacy is the preferred strategy for organisations 

with less resources (cfr. Dür & Mateo 2013). Furthermore it has been argued that citizen 

groups “… face a trade-off when deciding whether to focus on inside or outside lobbying” 

(Dür & Mateo 2013: 663). Because of the need to continue to mobilise constituents they will 

be divided between more effective (often invisible) inside lobbying strategies and visible 

outside lobbying strategies which would guarantee their survival through mobilisation (Dür & 

Mateo 2013). Such trade-off is not present in our results rather new SMOs show that 

increased lobbying activities is compatible with increased street protest activities. 

 

The notion that resources per se influences the behaviour of interest groups has however been 

challenged. Critical resource dependency theories argue that “… it is not necessarily size or 

resources that matter. More important is how organizations are structurally connected or tied 

to their environment” (Beyers & Kerremans 2007: 464). It has been argued that organisations 
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with large share of public funding tend to choose inside lobbying strategies rather than 

outside, more conflict-based strategies (e.g. Mosley 2012). Our results does not seem to 

conform with such theories at least when it comes to public funding and delivering services 

on behalf of public authorities. 

 

The geographical level of the CSO also plays a certain role, for the use of some of the 

strategies. When it comes to lobbying, both regional and national CSOs are more probable to 

contact national politicians. However, when it comes to staging demonstrations, local CSOs 

are four times as probable to do this as national CSOs. The fact that being a national CSO 

increases the probability for contacting national politicians, while being a local CSO increases 

the probability for staging demonstrations also indicate that CSOs at different geographical 

levels face different opportunities when they want to influence politics.  

 

Table 9. Factors explaining the impact of the CSOs’ lobbying attempts 

 

Model 2A 

 

Model 2B 

 

Contacts with local politicians/officials 

has led to impact  

Contacts with national 

politicians/officials has led to impact 

Variable B 

 

S.E. Exp(B) 

 

B 

 

S.E. Exp(B) 

CSO type (Interest group = ref.)                   

Old Social Movement Organization 0,118 

 

0,495 1,125 

 

0,463 

 

0,425 1,589 

New Social Movement Organization -1,253 † 0,662 0,286 

 

-0,033 

 

0,529 0,968 

Control variables                   

Organizational level (local organization = ref.) 

        Regional organization 0,163 

 

0,576 1,177 

 

1,219 * 0,489 3,384 

National organization -1,455 ** 0,510 0,233 

 

1,093 * 0,461 2,984 

No. of members (1–99 = ref.) 

         100–999 members 0,740 

 

0,451 2,096 

 

0,463 

 

0,345 1,588 

> 1000 members 1,464 * 0,686 4,323 

 

1,489 ** 0,551 4,434 

Meta-organization 1,046 † 0,634 2,846 

 

1,004 † 0,565 2,729 

Employed staff (0 = ref.) 

         < 5 0,492 

 

0,522 1,635 

 

0,903 * 0,369 2,466 

5 or more 0,078 

 

0,685 1,081 

 

0,386 

 

0,693 1,471 

Economic resources 

         Support from municipality 1,747 ** 0,558 5,736 

 

-0,315 

 

0,413 0,730 

Support from the state -0,562 

 

0,625 0,570 

 

1,001 * 0,463 2,721 

Support from private persons 2,065 *** 0,614 7,885 

 

0,015 

 

0,433 1,015 

Provides service on behalf of public 

authorities 
0,370 

 
0,608 1,448 

 
0,188 

 
0,401 1,207 

Constant 0,123   0,479 1,130   -1,225 ** 0,452 0,294 
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Observations 274 

    

256 

   Nagelkerke’s pseudo R2 0,339 

    

0,244 

    

Columns show beta coefficient, standard error and odds ratio. Levels of significance: †=10%, *=5%, **=1%, 

and ***=0,1% significance. 

 

In Table 9, the two binary logistic regressions instead show how the same factors as above 

affect the CSOs’ probability to make political impact, both on the local and the national level. 

In Table 7, we earlier showed that there was no difference between the three types of CSOs in 

whether they had made political impact on the national level, while at the local level, the 

interest groups had made impact to a lesser degree than the new SMOs. When introducing our 

control variables in the regression, this latter finding is however reversed. Now, it is instead 

new SMOs that are less probable to have impact when contacting local politicians and 

officials than the interest groups. This shows that our fourth hypothesis (H4) – that interest 

groups should accomplish more political impact than old SMOs, and even more so than the 

new SMOs – in the end is confirmed, albeit only on the local level and only regarding the 

difference between interest groups and new SMOs.  

 

What seems to be more important is instead whether the CSOs get support from the local 

municipality or not, which make it almost 6 times more probable to have impact at the local 

level. The same pattern can be seen regarding impact on the national level, where receiving 

support from the state make it almost 3 times as probable to have impact on national politics. 

Receiving economic support from private persons also increases the probability of 

accomplishing political impact in the local level.   

 

As in the earlier set of regressions, we can also see that the size and character of the 

membership base affects the probability for CSOs’ impact on both local and national politics. 

Here, being an organization with more than 1,000 members increase the probability for 

political impact more than 4 times, and being a meta-organization increases it almost 3 times.  

Conclusions 

SMOs do not only use unconventional strategies to influence politics to a higher degree than 

interest organizations, they also tend to use conventional strategies more, and do in most cases 

not differ from the interest groups in the degree in which they use insider strategies.  If one 
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compares the old and new SMOs, it is moreover in most cases the new SMOs that use all 

these strategies in the highest degree. Rather than specializing on unconventional strategies, it 

thus seems like SMOs in Sweden use a wide variety of different types of strategies to 

accomplish their political goals. 

 

When it comes to the factors that are most important for whether the three types of CSOs use 

insider, conventional or unconventional strategies, our analysis has shown that CSO type 

matters, but differently between strategies. It is foremost for unconventional strategies as 

staging demonstrations that CSO type matters: it is almost 40 times as probable that a new 

SMO organize a street protest, and more than 10 times as probable that an old SMO stage a 

demonstration, compared to interest groups. But generally, the most decisive factor is the 

membership size of the CSO, which make it between 6 and 21 times more probable for CSOs 

with more than 1,000 members to use the three types of strategies for political influence. The 

number of employed staff and economic support from public authorities or private persons do 

not however have any decisive effect. 

 

The results show that the distinction between interest groups and social movements has some 

analytical value. Also when considering organizational and environmental factors that have 

proven to be important in previous research about advocacy strategies, the typology seems to 

have some explanatory power when it comes to both strategies and effect in terms of political 

influence. While social movements and especially new social movements use a broader range 

of strategies, interest groups seem to a higher degree to be able to achieve political change 

than new social movements. Moreover, also the distinction between old and new social 

movements has proven to be relevant, as old social movements seem to be in a way “in 

between“ interest groups and new social movements. This might be seen as confirming that 

social movements tend to develop over time and become more similar to interest groups. 

 

These results are however dependent on our operationalization of the typology and the way in 

which we have categorized Swedish CSOs considering aim, forms of organizing, resource 

basis and identity/representation. Furthermore we should also consider that the results are 

based solely on Swedish data. The national context of this study is characterized by old social 

movements having been the norm for citizen groups’ organizing for political influence. Their 

position in the corporative system has however been challenged in recent years and our study 
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seems to indicate that while new social movements are presenting a broader repertoire of 

political strategies, interest groups seem to perceive their activities as more effective leading 

to political change. 
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