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Party–Interest Group Relationships in Contemporary Democracies (PAIRDEM) is a research 
project designed as a cross-sectional study across countries. It focuses on long-established 
democracies, i.e. the countries that democratized for the first time before or in the 1940s and have 
been continuously democratic since then. The countries covered by PAIRDEM are: Australia, 
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and 
the United States. A core research group of 11 members has collaborated with the principal 
investigator, Elin Haugsgjerd Allern, and the data manager, Vibeke Wøien Hansen, to develop the 
methodology. The team members have also served as advisors for the data collection in various 
countries/areas, supplemented by affiliated country supervisors. In turn, country supervisors have 
been assisted by more than 20 research assistants. This report is co-authored by the principal 
investigator, the data manager and the project’s chief research assistants: Maiken Røed (2016–
2017) and Lise Rødland (2018–2019). The project was financed by the Research Council of 
Norway’s funding scheme “FRIHUMSAM Young Research Talents”, together with the University of 
Oslo (UiO). 

 

 

Please address comments and/or queries to: 

 

Dr Elin Haugsgjerd Allern, Professor 

Department of Political Science, University of Oslo  

P.O. Box 1097, Blindern, 0317 Oslo, NORWAY 

Email: e.h.allern@stv.uio.no 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright © 2020 by the authors. All rights reserved.



2 
 

Introduction  
This report outlines how PAIRDEM’s online interest group surveys were organized and 
conducted, the underlying premises of the research design and the choices that were made, 
as well as information about response rates and possible response biases.  

Organization of the survey  
The PAIRDEM interest group surveys were developed by the project’s principal investigator 
and data manager in collaboration with the PAIRDEM core group (see www.pairdem.org for 
an overview). Members of the PAIRDEM core group also functioned as country managers 
(see the list of country managers in Appendix 1). The country managers each had one to 
three research assistants (RAs) who implemented the different steps of the survey (see 
below) in their country from translation to follow-up. The Norwegian online survey 
company Questback provided the survey software and platform.  

Interest group populations 
The interest group survey was carried out in seven of the countries covered by the 
PAIRDEM project: Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. These countries’ political systems share relatively similar 
historical and economic preconditions but vary in their contemporary institutional settings 
(e.g. in terms of their party finance regime, corporatist vs pluralist system and the extent to 
which individual single parties control policy [e.g. the separation of powers]). 

PAIRDEM defines an interest group as any non-party and non-governmental formal 
association of individuals or organizations that, on the basis of one or more shared 
concerns, advocates a particular interest/cause in public and usually attempts to influence 
public policy in its favour in one way or another. Their goal could be a policy that 
exclusively benefits their group members or a segment of society (e.g. government 
subsidies for farmers) or a policy that advances a broader public purpose (e.g. improving 
air quality). The applied concept thus includes both sectional and non-sectional interests 
and material and non-material goals.  

We did not insist on a so-called ‘policy-dedicated’ test, where policy advocacy is more or 
less the sole reason for the organization to exist, but policy advocacy should to some degree 
be a recognized organizational role. Hence, only units that are likely to be involved in policy 
advocacy are included. This means that associations for hobbies, leisure/recreational 
purposes and culture and art, for example, as well as local community and housing 
associations, are not included. However, national sports associations are included. 
Specifically, we excluded: 

x Completely informal groups; 

x Individuals (like experts and self-employed consultants);  

x Associations which are likely to rarely or never try to influence public policy in one 
way or another (politically irrelevant groups); 

x Professional consultancies (lobby firms); 

x Law firms; 
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x Internal collateral party organizations; 

x Party foundations; 

x Government institutions (but we included their associations); 

x Service-providing institutions like hospitals and schools (but we included their 
associations); 

x Purely academic/scientific institutions. 

 

PAIRDEM relied on existing lists of interest group populations in all countries with the 
exception of Norway (see Appendix 2 for details on the Norwegian population). Table 1 lists 
the primary data sources used.  

 

Table 1: Main data sources used for the identification of interest group populations 
Country Primary source 
Denmark Interarena’s list of Danish interest organizations 

France RNA (Répertoire National des Associations) combined with two lobby 
registers (Assemblée nationale and Sénat) 

Germany OECKL – Directory of Public Affairs and the Bundestag’s lobby register 

Netherlands Pyttersen’s Almanac: A list of all active associations and foundations in the 
Netherlands 

Norway Central Coordinating Register for Legal Entities, supplemented by additional 
sources (Enhetsregisteret, see Appendix 2 for details) 

United Kingdom Directory of British Associations 

United States Washington Representatives Study 

 

A challenge of relying on existing lists is that some are not entirely up-to-date. Different 
types of sources were therefore checked to see whether there were new groups that should 
be added. Examples of sources are lists of interest groups generated by previous but recent 
interest group studies, as well as existing national lobby registers and public hearing 
registers.  

In addition, PAIRDEM’s interest group definition covers organizations that may not be 
included on existing lists, e.g. foundations/charities and think tanks. Additional sources 
were consulted if this was the case, and the units were added to the population list.  

Lastly, PAIRDEM covers national-level groups/groups with a national orientation. 
Local/regional groups and branches were therefore removed from the populations. Any 
literal duplicates were also removed.  

Sampling strategy and interest group samples  
The sample frames for the interest group survey were created to be as similar as possible 
across countries and cumulated into one random sample and one purposive sample 
consisting of the 10 most important actors within a set of group categories active within 



4 
 

different policy areas. In addition, we identified the major companies in every country. 
There are thus three interest group samples for each country: a larger, random sample of 
associations and organizations; a small, purposive sample of key associations and 
organizations within selected policy fields/interest categories; and a company sample of 
the 200 largest companies. These are further described below. 

Random sample 
The random sample in each country was drawn from the population of interest groups. The 
sample size was determined by a calculator using a confidence level of 95 percent and a 
confidence interval of 5 percent.  

During the search for contact information, groups that turned out to no longer exist, not 
have a website or email address, and so on, were replaced. A ‘back-up’ sample was 
randomly drawn for this purpose.  

Purposive sample 
To make sure that key players in 2016 were covered, a small purposive sample of the ‘most 
important interest groups’ active in different areas was identified by each country expert. 
These are mainly the large, longstanding, membership-based groups in a country that view 
policy advocacy as more than just a recognized organizational role (it is a major part of 
their raison d’être).  

Since there is no ‘natural’ categorization of interests, and due to capacity and resource 
constraints, 10 broader categories closely related to policy fields were chosen. The primary 
principle for selecting these categories was high party/political relevance and 
comparability across all seven countries. Highly politicized fields rooted in both old and 
new cleavages (economic and value/identity conflicts) were selected and the most relevant 
interest categories associated with them were pinpointed.  
 
Class cleavages/left vs right/rural vs urban: agriculture and fisheries, economic affairs & 
employment and labour market, transport and infrastructure, health care and social affairs: 

1. Employers’/business/trade/industry/manufacturing groups (excl. companies) 

2.  Agricultural/farm/fisheries/forestry groups 

3. Trade unions and labour groups 

4. Occupational/professional groups 

Materialism vs post-materialism/libertarian–authoritarian/national vs global: energy, 
environment, justice, police, home affairs, external relations, development and 
humanitarian aid and culture: 

5. Environmental/nature conservation/climate/animal welfare/wildlife groups 

6. Pro-immigration groups and anti-immigration groups (incl. those working on 
integration issues) 

7. Humanitarian/development/foreign aid groups (both domestic ones and national 
branches of international organizations) 

8. Religious groups and interfaith/non-religious spiritual groups 
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Up to 10 ‘most important’ interest groups in each interest category (companies excluded) 
were identified by the country experts. For categories 5 and 6, actors from both sides of the 
dimension in question were included if possible. Due to variation in the sizes of categories 
1–4, it was possible to select 20 groups across categories 1 and 2, and 20 groups across 
categories 3 and 4.  

The existing interest group lists served as the basic source for identifying the most 
important groups. Checking lobby registers and/or records of parliamentary 
committee/government/administration hearings/consultations as well as media visibility 
was furthermore encouraged. A group’s number of members or employees was also used as 
a selection criterion in some cases.  

Any ‘most important’ group that had already been randomly drawn in the large main 
sample were kept in the purposive sample and replaced by a new randomly drawn group in 
the large random sample (from the back-up list).  

Company sample 
The third sample was companies that are most likely to be active in politics. As there was a 
lack of comparable sources in all countries, lists of the largest companies by total revenues 
in 2015 were used instead. These lists (Table 2) are publicly available and get updated 
every year.  

Table 2: Data sources used for company sample 
Country Primary source 
Denmark Berlingske Media 

France VERIF 

Germany Die Welt 

Netherlands Elsevier 

Norway Kapital 500 

United Kingdom Financial Times 500 

United States Fortune 500 

 
The 180 largest companies were identified along with the 15 largest banks and financial 
services and the five largest insurance companies. The separation between companies and 
banks/financial services/insurance companies stems from the fact that it is difficult to 
compare their revenues directly. One hundred-percent state-owned (government-owned) 
companies were excluded. 

Two hundred companies were addressed as the response rate among companies was likely 
to be lower compared to the associations/other organizations and because follow-up calls 
to the companies were not prioritized due to budget constraints.  

Development and translation of the questionnaire 
Two generic source questionnaires were constructed in English for use in all countries: one 
for associations and organizations and another for companies. The main difference between 
the two is that questions that are clearly ‘not applicable’ for companies were excluded. 
Some of the questions in both surveys were similar to the survey questions asked in 
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previous small-N studies by the PI and members of the PAIRDEM core group. The 
questionnaire drafts were thoroughly discussed by the core group members. Selected 
interest group informants were consulted on the self-placement on policy dimensions 
questions (see the CH_* variables in the interest group survey dataset) before the revised 
versions were finalized.  

The generic source questionnaires were translated word-for-word (through the translation 
Excel infrastructure in Questback), with the only changes allowed being those related to 
sentence structure to ensure a natural flow. Furthermore, certain terms were localized, i.e. 
‘parliamentary/legislative party’ and ‘legislature/parliament’ (lower house). Party names 
were sorted alphabetically. The translations were checked by RAs in Oslo.  

Informants 
After drawing/identifying the relevant interest groups, each country team searched for the 
groups’ and companies’ contact information online. The top choice for informants was the 
person responsible for governmental affairs/public relations/public policy work. For 
groups that do not employ such a person, the director-general, head of communications, etc. 
was used instead. A general email address was used when no personal address was 
available.  

Contacting the informants 
Contacting the informants was done in two steps. First, each country expert sent a formal 
invitation letter by email to each group (generally by using mass personalized email 
software). A general invitation letter (in English) with information about the research 
project was attached to this email in all countries, often accompanied by a translated 
version as well (see Appendix 3 for the English version). The formal invitation letter was 
sent out a few days prior to the survey launch in each country, allowing time for the 
informants to reply in case they wanted us to contact a different person in the organization 
or did not want to participate.  

Second, the (translated) Questback email invitation containing the respondent’s unique link 
to the survey was sent out to the updated list of informants through the survey platform 
(see Appendix 3).  

We emphasized that all responses would be kept confidential. The name, title and email 
address of the person filling out the questionnaire on behalf of his/her organization are not 
included in the dataset and are thus anonymized. The organization names are also 
excluded. The IP logs and email addresses were deleted as soon as the study was finished. 
The study was cleared with the Data Protection Official of the host country—Norway (NSD - 
Norwegian Centre for Research Data). 

Survey launch 
The Questback invitations were sent out at 7 a.m. (local time).  
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Table 3: Survey launch dates 
Country Launch date 
Denmark 8 November 2016 

France 24 May 2017 

Germany 17 February 2017 

Netherlands Associations and organizations: 21 November 2016 
Companies: 19 January 2017 

Norway 30 January 2017 

United Kingdom 31 October 2016 

United States 23 February 2017 

Reminders 
In general, three automatic Questback reminders were sent in addition to a final reminder 
before the survey closed. The first two reminders used the original Questback invitation 
with ‘REMINDER’ added to the subject field. The third reminder emphasized the importance 
of every single organization’s participation, whether they interact with political parties or 
not (see Appendix 4).  

The two first reminders were generally sent out two and four weeks after the initial survey 
launch in each country. The third reminder was usually sent out not long before the follow-
up calls started. 

In addition to the Questback reminders, several country teams also sent out reminders from 
their own university email accounts. This was done to increase the chances that the email 
would reach the recipient and not be blocked by firewalls, get classified as spam, and so on. 
In most cases, this reminder was sent out after the first round of follow-up calls. The 
country teams also sent out final reminders (see Appendix 5). 

Follow-up 
In general, the follow-up calls in each country began to be made after the third Questback 
reminder had been sent. The purposive sample was prioritized, with the remaining time 
spent on the random sample. Companies were not called. While making follow-up calls 
(accompanied by subsequent emails via Questback) produced results in some countries, 
email reminders sent directly from the country team itself was the most effective way to 
improve the response rate.  

Reception of the survey  
In most countries, the formal invitation letter sent by the country expert elicited responses 
both from groups that were more than willing to participate and from groups that did not 
want to partake. The latter usually declined to participate because the organization had a 
policy of not participating in surveys, they lacked the resources to respond or did not 
interact with political parties. Others reported that they found the survey too long. Some 
also responded that they did not consider themselves to be an interest group. In very few 
exceptional cases, we removed the group from the sample (if it turned out they had, in fact, 
been mistakenly included).  
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Summary of the challenges 

Contact information 
Some groups did not have any email addresses listed on their website. Often, a contact form 
was available instead, and this was used to request an email address. If the group did not 
reply to this request, it was either replaced with a new randomly drawn group (if part of the 
main random sample) or listed as ‘no response’ (if a company, since these were not 
randomly drawn). If the group was part of the purposive sample, a call was made to ask for 
an email address during the follow-up phase.    

Reaching the informants 
A general challenge in most countries was the difficulty of eliciting a response if a general 
email address had been used to contact the group. In these cases, gatekeepers were also 
often unwilling to connect us to a relevant person when called during the follow-up phase. 
In several countries, a second more thorough search for contact information was therefore 
carried out in order to replace general email addresses with personal ones where possible. 

Moreover, some Questback invitations bounced back and were not delivered. In some cases, 
an alternative email address was found online, and in other cases, a call was made to ask the 
group for a different email address during the follow-up phase.  

Furthermore, the follow-up calls in some countries indicated that some Questback 
invitations might not have reached some recipients, even if they had not bounced back. This 
may have been due to firewalls, spam filters, etc. To increase the chances that the 
informants received their survey link, a local reminder was sent out in several countries via 
university email addresses (see Reminders). 

Lastly, reaching smaller organizations proved to be somewhat challenging. Often, only a 
general email address was available, and it was difficult to reach the groups by phone. 

“No contact with political parties” 
The feedback from some groups (see Reception) indicated that some might have been 
alienated by the project title and thought their participation irrelevant. The third Questback 
reminder email and the follow-up calls therefore stressed that every single group’s 
participation was crucial whether they interacted with political parties or not.   

Closing of the survey 
The interest group survey closed in May 2018 in four of the seven countries. Norway and 
Denmark closed the survey in October 2017 and the Netherlands in January 2018. The 
respondents in the remaining countries were harder to reach so we kept the surveys open 
longer there in an effort to improve the response rates. The company survey also formally 
closed in May 2018 but had been de facto closed in most countries since September 2017 
(apart from Denmark, Norway and the UK, whose country teams also sent local email 
reminders/engaged in follow-up in early 2018).  
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Response rates and possible biases 
The response rate for the association and organization survey was 29 percent (857/2944), 
while the response rate for the company survey was 19 percent (113/600) across the three 
countries that did some follow-up.  

Association and organization survey  
The figures below summarize the response rates and biases across group categories and 
countries. Figure 1 compares the share of the group category in the sample with the share 
of the group category among those who ended up answering the survey.  

 

 

 

Figure 1: Share of group category in the sample and among those who answered the survey 

 

Note that the group category variable used in this figure was coded by PAIRDEM RAs and 
was included in the survey dataset. The categorization was based on previous research (see 
for instance Binderkrantz et al. 2015). In general, there were small differences between the 
share of the sample and the share of the actual group responses when we broke them down 
by group category. Hence, there was no substantial bias in the distribution of group 
category responses in the survey when we compared them to their distributions in the 
population. 
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Figure 2 shows the response rate per group category, where the horizontal line is the mean 
across these group categories.1 Again, we see that the response rates across group 
categories were fairly similar to each other even though business/industry/employers’ 
associations had a lower response rate than the other group types.  

 

 

Figure 2: Response rate by group category 

 

Figure 3 shows the response rate by country. Here we can see that the smaller countries 
(especially Denmark and Norway) had higher response rates than the larger countries. The 
US was a particularly difficult country case due to issues like the following: 

x The topic of the questionnaire seemed less relevant in the US context due to the less 
firm nature of national parties and the importance of lobbying firms in American 
politics.  

x Country size and survey fatigue: US interest groups get so many requests and do not 
feel any ‘obligation’ to respond. 

x A general growing scepticism towards surveys which (according to the country 
team) has increased since the 2016 election.  

                                                 
1 Note that the mean response rate across group categories is slightly different from the mean across all 
groups since some group categories are larger (smaller) than others. The varying sizes affect the different 
group category shares that were used to calculate the mean here. 
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The latter issues were also present in other countries. Due to the country differences in 
response rates, we recommend country fixed effects or comparing the results in 
selected countries when using the data in regression analyses, and we suggest that 
researchers pay attention to the country differences when deciding how to utilize the 
PAIRDEM data in future work. It is also possible to impose country weights to account 
for country biases. 

 

 

Figure 3: Response rate by country 

 

Figure 4 shows the dropout and bias per country when we look at group shares by 
respondents and by sample. While the response rates by country varied substantially, there 
were no major differences within and between countries when we compared the group 
category responses with their share of the country sample. This is good news for the 
validity of the findings generated from analyses using the PAIRDEM interest group dataset. 

In sum, the response rate varied across countries in line with what we know from other 
interest group surveys (Dür and Matteo 2013; Rasmussen and Lindeboom 2013). There 
were no major biases between group types when we compared the groups that responded 
with the groups included in the samples.  
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Figure 4: Addressing group category dropout and bias within and across countries 

 

Company survey  
Due to budget constraints and the challenges that stem from getting companies to respond 
to an online survey on organizational ties to parties (a topic that is arguably less relevant 
for companies than associations and organizations in general), only Denmark, Norway and 
UK received follow-up efforts reaching beyond the survey platform’s reminders. Across 
these countries, the response rate was 19 percent. Figure 5 shows that the response rate in 
Denmark was 19 percent, 27.5 percent in Norway and 10 percent in the UK. For these three 
countries, it is thus possible to merge the company responses with the interest group 
responses for the questions that were asked in both surveys. Some of the largest and some 
of the smallest companies among the top 200 in all three countries responded to our 
survey. In general, there was no bias related to size among the companies that responded, 
but note that the majority of them were ranked between 51 and 150 on the top-200 lists in 
their respective countries.  

In the other four countries, the number of responses was 18 in total (two in France, two in 
the US, seven in Germany and seven in the Netherlands). Hence, these responses have to be 
considered a pilot for future work. 
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Figure 5: Response rate by country (company survey) in the three prioritized countries  
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Appendix 1: List of country managers 
 

x Principal Investigator Professor Elin Haugsgjerd Allern (University of Oslo, Norway, 
e.h.allern@stv.uio.no)  

x Professor Tim Bale, Queen Mary University of London (United Kingdom, New 
Zealand, Australia) 

x Professor Luciano Bardi, University of Pisa and European University Institute, 
Florence (Italy) 

x Researcher Dr Patrick Dumont, University of Luxembourg (Luxembourg) 
x Researchers Dr Jan Fivaz and Dr Daniel Schwarz, Universität Bern (Switzerland) 
x Associate Professor Emilie van Haute, Université Libre de Bruxelles (Belgium) 
x Professor Heike Klüver, Universität Hamburg (Germany) 
x Research Fellow Dr David Marshall, University of Reading (United Kingdom, Ireland) 
x Associate Professor Stefanía Óskarsdóttir, University of Iceland (Iceland) 
x Researcher Dr Simon Otjes, Groningen University (the Netherlands) 
x Professor Thomas Poguntke, Heinrich-Heine Universität Düsseldorf (Germany, 

Austria) 
x Associate Professor Gideon Rahat, the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Israel) 
x Professor Anne Rasmussen, University of Copenhagen (Denmark) 
x Professor Tapio Raunio, University of Tampere (Finland) 
x Professor Sabine Saurugger, Sciences Po Grenoble (France) 
x Professor Takayoshi Uekami, Okayama University (Japan) 
x Professor Paul Webb, Sussex University (United Kingdom, New Zealand, Australia) 
x Associate Professor Christopher Witko, University of South Carolina (United States) 
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Appendix 2: The Norwegian sampling procedure in detail 

Population and random sample  
1) Extracted all units registered with the following labels from Brønnøysundregisteret 

(Enhetsregisteret):  
a. Sektorkode  

i. 2500 Private produsentorienterte organisasjoner uten profittformål  
ii. 7000 Ideelle organisasjoner  

b. Næringskode  
i. 88.995 Sosiale velferdsorganisasjoner  
ii. 94.11 Næringslivs- og arbeidsgiverorganisasjoner  
iii. 94.12 Yrkessammenslutninger iv. 94.2 Arbeidstakerorganisasjoner  
v. 94.91 Religiøse organisasjoner  
vi. 94.991 Aktiviteter i andre interesseorganisasjoner ikke nevnt annet 

sted  
vii. 99 Internasjonale organisasjoner og organer  

  
2) Based on this list, Brønnøysundregisteret identified all groups that are registered as 

participants in Grasrotandelen. To participate, you have to be a local/regional group. 
In addition, they identified groups that are registered in the following irrelevant 
categories:  

a. 1100 Kultur og kunst  
b. 1300 Rekreasjon og sosiale foreninger  
c. 6100 Lokalsamfunnsutvikling  
d. 6200 Bolig- og lokalmiljø  

  
These groups were removed from the population.  

  
3) All groups with certain words in their name were removed from the population  

(local/regional/irrelevant). Place names (cities, boroughs) were used, e.g. all groups 
with the word ‘Oslo’ in their name were removed. In addition, filter words were 
identified by looking at the group names. Lastly, groups with misspelled or obscure 
names, as well as groups listed without a website in Brønnøysundregisteret, were 
looked up (using Google) and removed if they were 
irrelevant/local/regional/defunct. Groups were also excluded based on their 
location (postadresse/forretningsadresse). Groups in Oslo, Trondheim, Stavanger, 
Bergen and Tromsø were kept.   
  

4) All the groups that were not located in Oslo were looked up. Those that were 
irrelevant/local/regional/defunct were removed.   
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5) Since most of the groups organizing minorities in Norway are local/regional, groups 
active in this category (minorities, immigration and integration) were identified 
using separate sources:  

a. IMDi (Tilskudd til nasjonale ressursmiljø på integreringsfeltet and post 71)  
b. Frivillighet Norge’s list of members  

  
6) There is an ‘Idrettslag og –klubber’ label in Brønnøysundregisteret (næringskode 

93.12), but most of these sports associations are local/regional. National sports 
associations were therefore identified using the following sources:  

a. Members of Norges Idrettsforbund (‘særforbund’)  
b. Groups mentioned under ‘Organisering og forvaltning’ on 

https://snl.no/Idrett_i_Norge#Organisering_og_forvaltning:  
i. Det frivillige Skyttervesen  
ii. Norges Bilsportforbund  
iii. Det Norske Travselskap  

c. Groups listed in Brønnøysundregisteret as ‘Idrettslag og–klubber’ 
(næringskode 93.12) with the word ‘norge’ or ‘norsk’ in their name.  
 
Irrelevant and defunct groups were excluded.  
  

7) Looked up all the groups with ‘stiftelse’ in their name and removed those that were 
irrelevant/defunct.  
  

8) Think tanks were identified using the following sources:  
a. https://snl.no/tankesmie  
b. https://no.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tankesmie  
c. https://www.utdanningsforbundet.no/upload/Pdffiler/Publikasjoner/Fakta

ark/Faktaark%202010/Faktaark_2010_12.pdf  
  

9) Relevant groups with næringskode 88.999 Andre sosialtjenester uten botilbud, 
located in Oslo, Trondheim, Stavanger, Bergen or Tromsø, with a website were 
added.   
  

10) The abovementioned strategy risked excluding/not identifying groups that were 
theoretically relevant. After identifying potential candidates for the purposive 
sample (most important groups), those that were not already included in the 
population were added to reduce this problem:  

a. Regnskogfondet  
b. Norsk Klimastiftelse  
c. Folkebevegelsen mot innvandring  
d. Plan Norge  
e. Studentenes og Akademikernes Internasjonale Hjelpefond (SAIH)  
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f. Stiftelsen Atlas-alliansen  
g. Den norske kirke  
h. Oslo katolske bispedømme  
i. Kirkens Bymisjon Oslo  
j. Changemaker  

  
11) The population consists of 2178 groups, and the random sample size is therefore 

327 (95 percent confidence level and 5 percent confidence interval).   

Purposive sample (first proposal)  
 

1) Employers’/business/trade/industry/manufacturing groups (excl. companies) 
and agricultural/farm/fisheries/forestry groups  

a. Groups registered in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 94.11 
Næringslivs-og arbeidsgiverorganisasjoner, located in Oslo 
(postadresse/forretningsadresse), were sorted by number of employees.   

b. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 
employees have.   

c. Looked up whether they have participated in a government consultation.  
d. For agricultural/farm/fisheries/forestry groups, groups registered with 

næringskode 94.12 Yrkessammenslutninger were also checked.   
  

2) Trade unions and labour groups and occupational/professional groups  
a. Groups registered in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 94.2  

Arbeidstakerorganisasjoner and 94.12 Yrkessammenslutninger, located in 
Oslo, were sorted by number of employees.   

b. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 
employees had.   

c. Looked up whether they had participated in a government consultation.  

d. Checked the resulting list against SSB’s overview of labour organizations 
(2015).  
  

3) Environmental/nature conservation/climate/animal welfare/wildlife groups  
a. Looked for relevant groups in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 

94.991 Aktiviteter i interesseorganisasjoner ikke nevnt annet sted, located in 
Oslo.  

b. Looked for relevant groups invited to participate (consultative bodies) in 
government consultations concerning environmental issues (‘Klima og 
miljø’).   

c. The groups on the resulting list were sorted by number of employees.  



18 
 

d. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 
employees had.   
  

4) Pro-immigration groups and anti-immigration groups (incl. those working on 
integration issues)  

a. Looked for relevant groups in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 
94.991 Aktiviteter i interesseorganisasjoner ikke nevnt annet sted, located in 
Oslo.   

b. Looked for relevant groups invited to participate (consultative bodies) in 
government consultations concerning immigration (‘Innvandring’).  

c. Did a Google search for anti-immigration groups: 
http://www.bt.no/nyheter/brif/Dette-er- 
Norges-hoyreekstreme-308531b.html.  

d. The groups on the resulting list were sorted by number of employees.  
e. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 

employees had.  
f. Checked the list against the list of immigration/social integration groups that 

receive state funding: http://www.imdi.no/tilskudd/tilskudd-til-nasjonale-
ressursmiljo/#.   
  

5) Humanitarian/development/foreign aid groups (both domestic ones and 
national branches of international organizations)  

a. Looked for relevant groups in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 
88.995 Sosiale velferdsorganisasjoner, located in Oslo.  

b. Lists of humanitarian groups with the highest revenues were consulted, e.g. 
http://www.bistandsaktuelt.no/nyheter/2015/milliardvekst-for-norske-
organisasjoner/.  

c. The groups on the resulting list were sorted by number of employees.  
d. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 

employees had.  
e. Looked for relevant groups invited to participate (consultative bodies) in 

government consultations the last few years concerning investment 
agreements, foreign aid and development, for example.  
  

6) Religious groups and interfaith/non-religious spiritual groups  
a. Groups registered in Brønnøysundregisteret with næringskode 94.91 

Religiøse organisasjoner, located in Oslo, were sorted by number of 
employees.   

b. Looked up how many members the groups with the highest number of 
employees had.   

c. Looked up whether they had participated in a government consultation.   
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Appendix 3: General invitation letter to interest groups and Questback 
invitation 
 

The letter below was sent to all interest groups by the respective country manager prior to 
receiving the Questback invitation to participate in survey. Companies received a similar letter. 

 
Date: XXXX 
 
 

Dear Sir or Madam 

We are writing to invite you to take part in a brand-new international academic project on “Political 
Parties and Interest Groups in Contemporary Democracies”. The PAIRDEM project is hosted by the 
University of Oslo (UiO), Norway, and involves collaboration between scholars from nearly 20 
different universities around the world, financed by the Research Council of Norway. 

In helping us you will be joining with people working for thousands of organizations in seven 
different democracies: Denmark, France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, United Kingdom, and the 
United States. We are surveying random samples of associations and organizations, as well as the 
200 largest companies, in each of these countries.  In addition, we conduct a party survey in the 
same countries as well as in Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Finland, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Sweden, and Switzerland.  

The research aims of the project are to explore the relationships between political parties and 
interest groups in the twenty-first century. How close or distant are today’s relationships? How 
formal or informal are they? Are they exclusive or inclusive? To what extent does the 
strength/weakness of ties vary across parties, interest groups, and countries – and what explains 
such differences? How do the organizational connections work and what are their political 
consequences and significance? We will survey both the party- and the interest group-side of the 
relationship. More broadly, we want to address the role of party-interest group relationships in 
democratic governance. 

In order to answer these and a number of other questions we have put together a questionnaire for 
associations and organizations which we hope you will be able to take time out of what we know 
must be a busy schedule in order to fill in on behalf of your organization. Within a week, we will 
send you a link this PAIRDEM online survey. The technical implementation is conducted by the 
secure online platform Questback (www.questback.com). The survey takes on average 15 minutes. 
Participation is voluntary and you can at any time choose to withdraw your consent without stating 
any reason. 

All responses will be kept confidential. We will be using your answers to build up a global picture 
and to say something in more detail about how parties and interest groups interact in different 
countries. We will not include the organization names in the data file, as we are only interested in 
statistical analysis across all organizations and countries, not the characteristics of individual 
organizations. The name, title and email address of the person filling out the questionnaire on behalf 
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of his/her organization will not be included in the dataset and will thus be anonymized. The IP-
logs and email addresses will be deleted as soon as the survey is finished. The study – which is 
scheduled for completion in 2019 – has been cleared with the Data Protection Official of the host 
country, Norway (NSD - Norwegian Centre for Research Data).  

We very much hope that you will be able to take part in this exciting, path-breaking international 
research project and thank you in advance for your time and effort. If you are interested, we would 
of course be delighted to send you some main results in English when the project is completed. 

Yours faithfully, 

Professor Elin Haugsgjerd Allern (University of Oslo, e.h.allern@stv.uio.no) in collaboration with  
Professor Tim Bale, Queen Mary University of London (United Kingdom) 
Professor Heike Klüver, Universität Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin (Germany) 
Research Fellow Dr David Marshall, University of Reading (United Kingdom) 
Researcher Dr Simon Otjes, Groningen University (the Netherlands) 
Professor Thomas Poguntke, Heinrich-Heine Universität Düsseldorf (Germany) 
Professor Anne Rasmussen, University of Copenhagen (Denmark) 
Professor Sabine Saurugger, Sciences Po Grenoble (France) 
Professor Paul Webb, Sussex University (United Kingdom) 
Associate Professor Christopher Witko, University of South Carolina (United States) 
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Invitation sent via the Questback platform (generic version). Companies received a similar 
invitation. 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
As explained in the formal invitation letter that we hope you received a few of days ago, we are 
inviting you to take part in an online survey of political parties and interest groups. This 
international research project entitled ‘Political Parties and Interest Groups in Contemporary 
Democracies’ (the PAIRDEM project) is hosted by the University of Oslo (UiO), Norway, and is based 
on collaboration between scholars from nearly 20 different universities around the world, including 
XXXX University in country X. 
  
The aim of the study is to better understand the relationships between political parties and interest 
groups in the twenty-first century. Your organization has been selected to participate as part of a 
random sample of associations and organizations. The questionnaire you receive deals with the 
routines and experiences of your organization vis-à-vis political parties. Your participation is crucial 
for the success of the research project and we are very grateful for your cooperation. 
 
The technical implementation of the survey is conducted via the secure online platform Questback 
(www.questback.com). You access the survey by using this link: [link to be inserted by Questback] 
 
Please be assured that the collected data will only be used for academic purposes. We will not 
include organization names in the data file: we are only interested in statistical analysis across all 
organizations and countries. We will be using the answers to build up a global picture and to say 
something in more detail about how parties and interest groups interact in different countries. The 
IP-logs and email addresses will be deleted as soon as the survey is finished. The name and title of 
the person filling out the questionnaire on behalf of his/her organization will not be included in the 
dataset. Thus, your responses will be kept confidential and be anonymized. The study has been 
cleared with the Data Protection Official of the host country, Norway (NSD - Norwegian Centre for 
Research Data).  
 
The survey takes on average 15 minutes. After the completion of the research project we would be 
more than happy to provide you with a summary of the main results in English. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact us on XXXXXX (email) or XXXXX (phone). 
 
If you received this email via a general email address, please forward the email to the most 
appropriate person you think would be able to best help with our request (for instance, someone 
responsible for public relations/public policy work). If you are not sure which 
association/organization the invitation is meant for in the first place, please contact the PAIRDEM 
country manager in XXXXXXX as soon as possible. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
Title and name 
Manager of the PAIRDEM team in country X 
Department Name 
University Name 
Address 
Email & Phone 
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Appendix 4: Third reminder  
 

Third reminder sent via the Questback platform. Companies received a similar 
reminder. 

In month X last year, we invited your organization to participate in a new international 
research project about political parties and interest groups in established democracies 
(PAIRDEM), sending a link to an online survey of associations/organizations in COUNTRY X. 
The survey takes about 15-20 minutes on average to complete. We wondered if you could 
find the time to take part. 

In helping us you will be joining with people working for thousands of organizations in 
seven different democracies: Denmark, France, Germany, Netherlands, Norway, United 
Kingdom, and the United States. We are surveying random samples of associations and 
organizations in each of these countries. We have had responses from other organizations 
in COUNTRY X but we are very interested in getting one from you too. 

Every single organization's participation is crucial for the success of the project: our aim is 
to give a representative picture of today's associations/organizations and their interaction 
with different political parties/party representatives, whether they are frequent or 
infrequent, weak or strong, or simply very varied. We are seeking responses both from 
organizations thought to have links with political parties, and those that very probably do 
not have such links. 

 

Your unique link to the online survey is here:  

 

Many thanks in advance for your help. We will be phoning anybody who has not completed 
the survey. 

 

 

Best wishes, 

 

Researcher Dr …. 

CONTACT INFORMATION IN HERE 

PAIRDEM Team COUNTRY XX 
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Appendix 5: Final reminder 
 

Final reminder sent by the country manager/team 

Dear PERSONAL NAME TAG (or just use a generic heading “REGARDING RESEARCH 
PROJECT ON POLITICAL PARTIES AND INTEREST GROUPS” if you are unsure about the 
name/don’t want to include names), 

 

We have previously invited you/ORGANIZATION NAME TAG to participate in a 21-country 
research project regarding political parties and interest groups and we hope that you have 
time to complete the survey before it closes on Friday Xth.  

You access the survey by using this link: 

INSERT LINK HERE 

We hope you find a moment to complete the survey; every single organization's 
participation is crucial for the success of the project. We are seeking responses both from 
organizations thought to have links with political parties, and those that very probably do 
not have such links. 

After the completion of the research project, we would be more than happy to provide you 
with a summary of the main results in English. If you would like to receive a summary, 
please indicate this in the final part of the survey. The survey takes on average 15 minutes. 

Many thanks in advance for your help.  

 

Best wishes, 

 

Researcher Dr …. 

CONTACT INFORMATION IN HERE 

PAIRDEM Team COUNTRY XX 


