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Abstract
This paper studies whether characteristics of palEtworks can help us understand policy change.rélation
between policy networks and policy outputs is campl argue that taking into account the institoéibcontext
in which decision-making takes place allows undeamding which policy network structures favor majpoficy
change and which ones breed outputs close toahgssjuo. The study analyzes how conflict, collabon, and
power relations among coalitions of actors matterthe understanding of policy change in an insthal
context of a consensus democracy. Empirically)yl o@ Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) to dowct a
cross-sector comparison between the 11 most impopalitical decision-making processes in Switzedla
between 2001 and 2006. Coalition structures with donflict and strong collaboration among coaliias well
as structures with dominant coalitions and weakabokation both facilitate major policy change. Quating
coalitions that are separated by strong confli¢tdbill collaborate strongly produce policy outptitat are close

to the status quo.



Introduction

Can policy network structures explain policy ougfuPolicy network structures describe the
relations among collective political actors (paclti parties, interest groups, state
administration, etc.) participating in a given pglidomain. Policy outputs are the result of
negotiations and interactions among collective tpali actors during a decision-making
process. Therefore, relations between collective actorsukhbe an element allowing us to
understand policy outputs (Knoket al. 1996, Bressers and O'Toole 1998, Howlett and
Ramesh 1998, Marsh 1998, Adam and Kriesi 2007).etstdnding how policy networks
affect policy outputs is important mainly becaussiqy outputs are potential solutions to
political problems and as such regulate societyliffierent situations, different policy outputs
might be preferable. If we know how policy netwatkuctures influence policy outputs, we
might be able to design the policy networks thadprce preferable outputs (Klijn 2005, Klijn
et al. 2010). However, results from the existing literatare somewhat inconclusive (Borzel
1998, Thatcher 1998, Schneiagral.2003, Sandstrom and Carlsson 2008).

This has several reasons. First, there exist mafgreht aspects of policy outputs
(Adam and Kriesi 2007, Howlett and Cashore 2009jnkeét al. 2010). Given the broad
interest for policy change among public policy dam® (Sabatier 1987, Baumgartner and
Jones 1993, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993, DuahelyRichardson 1996, Howlett and
Ramesh 1998, Weiblet al. 2011, Baumgartner 2012), | focus on this aspecpalicy
outputs. More concretely, | shall explain why thatput of political decision-making
processes corresponds to a major policy changelternatively, why the solution comes
close to the status quo.

Second, different aspects of policy network strreglare supposed to influence policy
outputs in different and opposing ways. For examplale Provan and Kenis (2008) suggest
that broad agreement, i.e. low conflict among actavors policy change, Adam and Kriesi
(2007) argue that only the presence of divergimgsd i.e. high conflict among actors is able
to produce new policy outputs. Similarly, while s#o collaboration among actors could
increase the chances for policy change becausavard trust and coordination (Coleman
1990, Putnam 1995), strong collaboration also hmdew ideas to develop and thereby

! Whereas policy outputs are defined as the speaiftion by the state and its administration, theater
consequences of a policy for the society are refeto as policy outcomes (e.g. Knoepgélal. 2007). In this
article, | shall only treat outputs. First, the dstuof outcomes needs an intensive long-term stuidyhe
consequences of a policy. Second, the term ,outt@ngsed in QCA-language for the ,dependent vdeabf

the analysis.



favors the status quo (Adam and Kriesi 2007). Ailsimargument exists concerning power
relations. This paper systematically discussesdthierging arguments related to three main
elements of policy networks, i.e. conflict, collabtbon, and power relations.

Third, and related to point two, | argue that thetitutional context under which
decision-making takes place impacts upon the oeldietween policy network structures and
policy outputs (i.e. Radaelbt al. 2012). However, this factor has been neglectethsmn
studies on policy networks and outputs. As an exenwhereas conflictive policy network
structures might enable policy change in majoararpolitical systems, | argue that in
consensus democracies, low conflict is neededhmwae policy change. | empirically test my
arguments in consensual political system. Givenhigh number of veto-points in the Swiss
political system, opponents are granted with sévepportunities to block policy change
(Immergut 1990). Given types of policy network stures are therefore supposed to lead to
policy change.

Empirically, | conduct a cross-sector comparisotwiken the policy networks of the
11 most important political decision-making pro@sssn Switzerland between 2001 and
2006. Such a comparison within one country hasativantage of keeping some macro-
institutional or cultural factors constant. Additally, and unlike studies focusing on a
specific policy domain or policy process, this papiers a fairly comprehensive view of the
effects of policy network structures on policy autfpacross a variety of policy domains. |
rely on an innovative combination of two methods.alfirst step, Social Network Analysis
(SNA, Wasserman and Faust 1994) tools are appietbscribe the policy networks, i.e. the
different factors supposed to explain the outputa Isecond step, the 11 cases are compared
by a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA, Ragh81, Rihoux and Ragin 2009). While
SNA allows for a systematic and formal descriptadnthe cases, QCA offers one way of
identifying causal paths involving networks. Dateenss from about 250 face-to-face
interviews with representatives of political actasswell as from documentary sources about
the 11 processes.

The remainder of this paper is structured as fddloBection two discusses the
theoretical link between policy networks and polmytputs. Section three presents policy
change as one of different aspects of policy ogtpbtibsequently, three different dimensions
of policy networks, i.e. conflict, collaborationnd power, and their influence on policy
change are discussed. A section on the data andhétieods follows. The results of the
Qualitative Comparative Analysis are presentedeictisn five. Section 6 goes back to the

cases and discusses the results. Section 7 préisertsnclusions of my study.
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Policy networks and policy outputs
Policy networks are a tool to capture essentiahelgs of modern political decision-making.
First, owing to several inter-related developmenkte classical boundaries between the
different functions of state and private actorsenbecome "fluent and irrelevant” over time
(Laumann and Knoke 1987: 381, Kno&eal.1996).The policy network approach takes this
development into account and captures the variousdl and informal relations among the
complex set of different actors. Second, and arserjuence of the first, authority is
dispersed in modern political systems. Becausenteah financial, and political resources are
fragmented and no actor alone has enough resotocesilaterally influence political
decision-making, collaboration among actors is ss@gy to achieve a political decision
(Berardo and Scholz 2010, Henry 2011). The poliework approach explicitly focuses on
the relations among actors instead of their indigldcharacteristics. Conceptually, policy
networks are meso-level concepts, situated betuestitutional arrangements and processes
on the macro-level on the one hand, and micro-lendividual behavior on the other hand.
They are influenced by both the macro- and the arievel factors (Adam and Kriesi 2007:
143ff., Lubellet al. 2012). For example, if the institutions of the idem-making process on
the macro-level provide actors with extensive aset@m meet and negotiate, this could
increase the level of collaboration in a networlknifarly, institutional requirements for broad
coalitions influence the policy network structuréinally, micro-level behavior, as for
example the effort of an actor to initiate negatias between two actors that had no contact
before, influences the structure of the policy ratw

The reason to study networks in genenadl policy networks in particular rests on the
assertion that they are somehow consequentiakttbheture of relations among actors and the
location of individual actors in the network hawvepiortant consequences both for the units
and for the system as a whole (Knoke 1990).ti@nindividual level for example, being in a
good position within the network increases one'dsodf success (Berardo 2009, Proeaml.
2009). On the collective level, a densely interconnectedwork with many consensual
relations among actors (or coalitions) might prabetter outputs than a network in which
actors do not collaborate intensely and fight osiaferging preferences. Because policy
networks reflect the processes of bargaining armtdioation among actors, their structures
reflect and affect the potential to produce givenpats (Sandstrém and Carlsson 2008).
Policy networks thereby shape the responses thaidlitical system gives to external factors
(Adam and Kriesi 2007: 143ff.). Therefore, the réteire often argues that different policy

network structures are an element that allows wtaleding current or future policy outputs
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(Knoke et al. 1996, Bressers and O'Toole 1998, Howlett and Ramé&88, Marsh 1998,
Adam and Kriesi 2007). While other factors certaialso influence policy outputs, policy
network structures are one crucial element of jpalitsystems, and ignoring them at the very
least risks missing an important element (Lule¢lal. 2012). It is assumed that the influence
of network characteristics is sufficiently greatetgplain an empirically significant portion of

the instruments selected (Bressers and O'Toole: 7998.

Policy change as an aspect of a policy output

Policy outputs have different characteristics. hwmtance, Klijn et al. (2010) distinguish
between content and process outputs. Content oagimaterns the substantive content of the
policy resulting from actors’ collective action apolicy network. Possible contents of the
policy are its innovative character, the integmatisharacter of the solution, its problem-
solving capacity, its stability over time (see afs&inson and Coleman 1989, Howlett 2002,
Adam and Kriesi 2007), or the relation between dtsts and benefits. Process outputs
concern the type of process leading to the outiResearchers have looked at the level of
satisfaction of the actors concerned, their evadnadf the process itself, the type of conflict
resolution, or the frequency of policy contacts amactors. Adam and Kriesi (2007), in a
similar vein, distinguish between consequencesobty networks in terms of specific policy
outputs (“what”) and the type of change (*howsee also Rhodes and Marsh 1992, Howlett
2002). Given the strong interest in the factorsifelipolicy change in public policy research
(Sabatier 1987, Baumgartner and Jones 1993, SabatieJenkins-Smith 1993, Dudley and
Richardson 1996, Howlett and Ramesh 1998, Waedlal. 2011, Baumgartner 2012), this
paper focuses on a specific typecohtentoutput, i.e. policy changé& major policy change

is given if a policy brings considerable, paradigimahanges to the respective policy field. If
the solution mainly reiterates existing policiesboings only marginal, incremental changes,
it is conceived of as an output close to the stgtus(Hall 1993, Howlett and Cashore 2089).
As an example, among the cases under study inptper, the projects of the new fiscal
equalization scheme or the education reform brougajor policy changes. The first re-
organized the financial flows and competence dhstion between the Confederation and the

cantons as well as among the cantons and is coedide fundamental reform of Swiss

2 Focusing on innovation, | concentrate oroatentoutput instead of a process output (looking atatiinstead
of “how”). Processoutputs are causally and conceptually much clésehe structure of the policy network
itself, and causal relations might therefore bealharestablish.
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federalism (Sciarini 2005, Braun 2009). The sedotrdduced important competences for the
Confederation in the domain of education policyjcltused to be one of the last strongholds
of cantonal autonomy (Fischet al. 2010). Both decision-making processes brought majo
changes to policy domains where earlier attemptsrdtorm failed several times. On the

contrary, the program of budget relief 2003 or plemsion scheme reform are examples of
status quo outputs: while the former merely defibedget cuts, but no substantial policy
change, the latter failed in a referendum voteraager came into force.

Conflict, collaboration, and power relations as imprtant elements of policy network
structures

Before being able to analyze to what extent potieyworks are able to account for policy
change, | need to define the essential dimensibpsl@y networks. First, because no actor
alone can decisively influence decision-making psses, | argue — along with others — that
coalitions of actors should be the main elements policy network (Sabatier 1987, Knoke

al. 1996, Heaney 2006, Kriest al. 2006, Sabatier and Weible 2007). Second, basemhon
explorative review of the literature dealing witblipy networks, three elements appear to be
central (for more details see Fischer 2012). Conftiollaboration, and power are not only the
most important elements of policy networks (Rhodad Marsh 1992, Knoket al. 1996,
Bressers and O'Toole 1998, Marsh 1998, Adam andsKB007), but are also some of the

most basic concepts in political science and pyimiccy.

Conflict
Conflict among actors in a political system is niidue to diverging preferences. Actors
may disagree about the need for a regulation @rvaention, argue about the causes of a
political problem, or have different ideas on hanbest solve a problem (e.g. Scharpf 1997).
If preferences of coalitions are based on fundaatigndifferent world views, values and
problem definitions, conflict is supposed to be enamtense. If preferences differ due to
material interests or technical details, conflectawer and actors have an easier time to reach
a solution (see Sabatier 1987, Sabatier and W201)&).

Different authors stress the importance of theuerfice of preference cohesion among
actors in the network on policy outputs (Bressard ®'Toole 1998, Robinst al. 2011).
More specifically, concerning policy change, twaeaiging arguments exist. On the one hand,

Provan and Kenis (2008) argue that widespread agmeg i.e. low conflict among actors,
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facilitates policy change. A widespread agreementgoals and the way a policy output

should be designed facilitates the common elalmraif important changes in the respective
policy. Converging preferences alone might notudéaent, but they basically enable policy

change. If actors on the contrary are in conflmi# the problem definition or the best policy
output for the solution of a problem, chances agé that the policy output corresponds to a
lowest common denominator solution close to thiustquo.

On the other hand, Adam and Kriesi (2007) argué ¢baflict over policy goals and
design stimulates the search for new solutionstla@kfore enables policy change. According
to their reasoning, conflictive policy networks deto rapid shifts in policy outputs, whereas
consensual networks foster the status quo. Themeas behind this argument is that low
conflict means that most actors agree with thetieggolicy. Chances are therefore high that
actors simply renew the existing policy. Followitlgis argument, only conflict, i.e. the
presence of diverging ideas on how to best resalymlitical problem, can lead to policy

change.

Collaboration

Collaboration among political actors interestea igiven problem is the basis for negotiations
and coordination over policy problems and possgakitions. Rationales for collaboration
can be the exchange of information, advice, or uess, mutual learning, compromise
seeking, the coordination or work in a coalition tlee search for access to influential actors
(Sabatier 1987, Bressers and O'Toole 1998, SabatigrWeible 2007, Provan and Kenis
2008, Sandstrom and Carlsson 2008, Robinal. 2011). Intense collaboration, i.e. network
closure (Burt 2001, Berardo and Scholz 2010) lead®cial capital and norms of generalized
reciprocity, encourages the emergence of trustlittdes coordination and communication,
reduces incentives for opportunism, and thus alloilsmmas of collective action to be
resolved (e.g. Coleman 1990, Putnam 1995, Ludiedl.2012). It is thus important that actors
do not only collaborate within coalitions that dedethe same preferences, but that they also
have links to other actors across the ideologigatsum.

Again, two diverging arguments for the effects oflaboration on the policy output
exist. On the one hand, following the reasoninghef social capital literature cited above,
strong collaboration enables policy change becagcters can build up trust and reduce
incentives for opportunism. Strong collaborationghti induce actors to pass from a

“bargaining” mode of interaction to a “problem-sioly” mode of interaction (Scharpf 1988,



1997, Braun 2009). In a “problem-solving” mode,oastconcentrate on long term goals such
as the creation of value and/or better projectschvis favorable to policy change.

On the other hand, the famous argument by GrarewvétO85) states that mostly
weak ties are responsible for new ideas. Accordimghis argument, only collaboration
between actors not connected otherwise allowsherspread of new ideas, which results in
policy change. If actors are too closely connegpedential change must be slowly negotiated
and existing policies are perpetuated (Adam anddK2007).

Power

The existence of a dominant coalition points towaadpolicy monopoly (Baumgartner and
Jones 1991, Truet al. 2007). A policy monopoly is based on given valaesl a widely
accepted perception of the problem at hand. In sithations, the conflict over policy
preferences does not need to be solved by neguotjdiut the uneven distribution of power
among coalitions enables a clear majority decisidre dominant coalition can enforce its
preferred solution without much resistance fromaniy coalitions (Scharpf 1997: 45ff.). On
the contrary, if power is distributed among twanwore equally strong coalitions representing
different perceptions of the problem and differgareferences concerning its possible
solutions, there is a high probability that coalis are able to mutually block the decision-
making process. A solution can only be achievdakeeiby a marginal majority decision, or by
negotiations and compromise seeking.

Again, two diverging arguments concerning the dffeaf power distribution on the
policy output exist. On the one hand, the concéntraof power in one coalition is supposed
to foster the status quo because of the existenag@olicy monopoly (Baumgartner and Jones
1991, Adam and Kriesi 2007, Tr al. 2007). Based on the assumption that the dominant
coalition representing the policy monopoly defertde same preferences over time, it is
argued that the status quo is reiterated. Onlynilaged power, i.e. the existence of different
coalitions, allows challenging an existing solutaomd can lead to policy change.

On the other hand, policy change can also be fedtey the existence of a dominant
coalition. If the actors in the dominant coalitiare in favor of change, it will be broadly
accepted. On the contrary, the existence of seegedditions with about the same amount of
power might impede change because the coalitiansalale to block each other mutually and

have to find a lowest common denominator solution.



Policy network structures and institutional design

As explained above, there exist two opposing argusn®r each of the three dimensions of
policy networks with respect to their effect onipploutputs. | argue that the relation between
policy network structures and policy change depeodsthe institutions of the political
system. This factor has been widely neglected byliterature on the consequences of policy
networks. However, networks are only one elemaeattitifluence policy outputs (Lubedt al.
2012), and the institutional context under whiclsisien-making takes places influences the
effect of policy network structures on policy outpyi.e. Radaellet al. 2012). Institutions
refer to the formal and informal norms that bothstcain and enable the behavior of political
actors (North 1990, Lubedt al.2012). The institutional design of a political ®m governs
decision-making processes. Most importantly, thgrele of consensus necessary for policy
change varies according to institutional requiretmef®abatier and Weible 2007, Gupta
2012).

Switzerland is known as the paradigmatic case obrasensus democracy (Lijphart
1999, Kriesi and Trechsel 2008, Vatter 2009). Aitmall system like the Swiss one with a
high number of veto-points grants opponents withlesd opportunities to block policy
changes and thereby promote the status quo (Imm&8§0). Because of institutions such as
the referendum or federalism (Kriesi and Trechs@08&), policy change can only be
successful if the decision-making process inclugldswoad range of actors, and the policy
favors or at least does not harm actors who hag@dhver to activate veto-points during the
decision-making process (Tsebelis 2002). This ig wdnsensus democracies are famous for
their broad integration and political stability, tbalso for their low innovation capacity
(Lijphart 1999). Switzerland is no exception, asisi®n-making processes are generally slow
and policy change is often only minor and increrak(®ciarini 2006, Kriesi and Trechsel
2008, Linder 2009).

Given the institutional design of the political sy® under study, | expect that either
the presence of a dominant coalition or a comboamadf low conflict and strong collaboration
can lead to policy change. In the first situatiomnority coalitions are unable to impede
policy change favored by the dominant coalitiondeipendently of the collaboration and
conflict patterns between them. In the second @ttmaof low conflict and strong
collaboration, actors might be able to find a dolutthat represents policy change, even if
various coalitions exist. Status quo outputs, @ndbntrary, are expected in situations of high

conflict and low collaboration among competing doais.



Note that | explicitly refrain from making hypotlesl claims about necessity and
sufficiency, as the structure of policy networksosly one factor that influences policy
outputs (Lubellet al. 2012). Further, observing only one type of pditisystem, i.e. a
consensual one, | am of course unable to systeamtigtiest the joint influence of network
structures and institutions on policy change. s fraper, the consensual political system is

simply treated as a scope condition (e.g., Godl@6for the hypotheses formulated above.

Data and methods

Data on the 11 most important decision-making psses

This paper compares the 11 most important decisiaking processes in Switzerland
between 2001 and 2086Such a cross-sector comparison within one couhtiy the
advantage of keeping macro-level variables likeitisatutional design of the political system
constant.The cases are the Mipension reform, the program of budget relief 200%
extension of the bilateral agreement on the fregement of persons and flanking measures,
the bilateral agreement on the taxation of savingse bilateral agreement on
Schengen/Dublin, the law on nuclear energy, thedawthe infrastructure fund, the new law
on foreigners, the reform of fiscal equalizatior dasks distribution, the new constitutional
articles on education and the law on telecommuimicatThese 11 processes cover a wide
range of different policy domains and can therefoferm us about Swiss politics in general.
On the other hand, admittedly, these most impopantesses may not be representative for
the whole population of decision-making processeSwitzerland. They mainly inform us
about the outputs with the most important consecgemn the functioning of the state and
society, i.e. the cases of major policy chahgredeed, given that the Swiss political system is
prone to the status quo, the fact that 8 out oprijects under study are considered to have

led to more than only minor policy changes indisaecertain selection bias. My analysis is

% The importance of the decision-making processéssed on a written expert survey among approxisnate
experts of Swiss politics conducted in 2007. Thenmer of 11 cases (and not more or less) is given by
comparability issues of the overarching researclept with another research project.
* Note that interview partners might have considehedpolicy changes under study as major in theeotmf
Swiss politics. However, given the fact that mgjoticy change is rare due to the strong veto paristing in
the consensual political system of Switzerlands¢hehanges might not be major when compared taypoli
changes in other political systems.
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thus able to identify conditions that lead to mgjoficy change, but might be less suited to
identify conditions leading to status quo outputs.

Data on the 11 processes was gathered througloxap@ately 250 semi-structured
interviews with individual representatives of cotige actors involved in the decision-making
processes. Based on positional, decisional, andtatpnal approaches (see e.g. Knoke 1993:
30), 20 to 30 organizational actors per proces®dentified and interviewetBesides the
answers to the pre-structured questions, additiofairmation from the interview partners
was noted in an interview protocol and proved udeiuthe interpretation of the data and the
in-depth knowledge of the cases. Additionally, @#l documents provided me with

supplementary information on the 11 decision-makiragesses.

Social Network Analysis and Qualitative Comparathralysis
Methodologically, | rely on an innovative combiraati of two approaches (for more details,
see Fischer 2011). In a first step, Social Netwamklysis (SNA) tools are applied to describe
the coalitions and the power distribution amongrthén a second step, the 11 cases are
compared by a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA

The focus of Social Network Analysis (for an intuotion, see Wasserman and Faust
1994) is, as its name suggests, on networks, elations between entities. The central
assumption underlying the focus on networks and/ordt relations is that these relations and
the interdependencies that come with them mattertie explanation of individual or
collective behaviour. In the context of the emgaliapplication in this paper, the nodes of the
network are collective political organisations sueh political parties, interest groups, or
agencies of the state administration. These adoegslinked by ties of convergence or
divergence of preferences on a specific policygopjas well as by ties of collaboration. Both
types of relational information are used for theorestruction of actors’ coalitions, which are
the basic units of analysis of network structures §imilar approaches, see Knoke al.
1996, Adam and Kriesi 2007, Ingold 2011).

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (Ragin 1987, 20B8)oux and Ragin 2009) is a
method for the systematic comparison of usuallyediom (5-50) number of cases. It is based
on the assumption that causality in the socialiteds complex, i.e. that different

combinations of causal conditions can lead to @namne and that the effect of a condition is

® Most of the interviews were conducted between Eatyrand July 2008 by the author of this paper fand
specifically trained colleagues.
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dependent on its combination with other conditidifie method formally presents the values
for the outcomes and the conditions in a so-caliedh table”. This table is then reduced by
eliminating redundant conditions and finally idéies necessary and sufficient conditions or
combinations of conditions that lead to an outcomeorder to do this, QCA identifies set
relationships between the outcome and the conditidhese set relationships indicate the
presence of necessary or sufficient (combinatidhsanditions for a particular outcome. The
goal is to be able to explain a maximum of the sas®ler study, and the method emphasises
the best possible case knowledge and the repestiedue between theory and evidence. The
basic form of QCA is crisp-set QCA, in which therighles measuring conditions and
outcome are dichotomous (0 or 1). Fuzzy-set QCA{A) allows overcoming the inherent
limitation of dichotomization and works with fuzsgt membership scores that take on values
between 0 and 1 (Ragin 2008, Rihoux and Ragin 2009)

SNA and QCA are highly compatible and complemgn(&ischer 2011). On the one
hand, QCA allows for a systematic comparison ofvoek structures. While SNA is often
only used in a descriptive manner, QCA offers omg wf identifying potential causal paths
involving networks. On the other hand, a formal mjitative tool like SNA allows the
researcher to systematically apply the same ai@sia basis for the calibration of variables
in QCA. Systematic calibration is an importantenibn for a good QCA, especially when one
compares more than only a handful of cases.

Calibration of the outcome

Measuring outputs is a difficult task because o thany elements a policy comprises
(Howlett and Cashore 2009) and a general lack oéeagent on how to evaluate them
(Provanet al. 2009). Ideas on policy change can largely divesigeong political actors,
according to their different points of view. Worgimwith actors’ perceptions is one possibility
to overcome this problem (Klijret al. 2010). We thus asked our interview partners to
indicate, on a scale from 1 (output close to théustquo) to 5 (major policy change), whether
they considered the output of the decision-makirgg@ss as a major policy change or being
close to the status quo. The average perceptidimeadictors involved in the decision-making
process was then transformed into a fuzzy-valuedas the direct method of calibration for
interval variables (Ragin 2008). The crossover pandefined at 3, which lies exactly

between the theoretical minimum value of 1 and theoretical maximum value of 5 and

® In the language of QCA, the outcome is the phemmmeo be explained, and the conditions are therpiai
causal factors included in the analysis.
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represents outputs corresponding to minor poli@gnge. Table Al in the appendix gives an
overview over the calibration of the outcome. Thigat closest to a major policy change was
achieved in the decision-making process leadirtgemew fiscal equalization scheme (fuzzy-
value 0.83). This process is considered one ofrtbst important reforms in the last decades
in Switzerland, as it re-organizes the competenaed financial flows among the

Confederation and cantons. On the contrary, thpubdtom the decision-making process on
the law on nuclear energy stayed close to the stqto, as it mainly extended existing

regulation to the future (0.31).

Calibration of conditions

Before being able to asses conflict, collaboratiang power among coalitions of actors,
actors need to be aggregated into coalitions. Acdtora coalition do not only have similar
preferences, but also need to coordinate theiviaes (Schlager 1995, Weible and Sabatier
2005, Henry 2011). Therefore, coalitions are idedtiwith a two-step procedure. In a first
step, actors are regrouped into blocks accordingh&r profile of convergence and
divergence of preferencésThese subjective perceptions of actors’ agreemétit other
actors are a good proxy for their joint preferenflagold 2011). Blocks are identified with
the “balance”-procedure in Pajek (Batagelj and Mr¥896). This procedure continuously
rearranges the matrix of actors until reaching mangement that is closest to a pre-defined
structure with only positive within-block-ties amegative between-block-ties (No@y al.
2005). Deviations from this ideal arrangement adicated with an error term that varies
according to the number of blocks (Doreian and M2@09). | selected the block structure
with the lowest error term. Depending on the caisis, procedure results in 2 to 5 blocks.
Actors within one block have convergent beliefs,ilelactors from different blocks have
divergent beliefs. Because having the same betiefet enough for actors to form a coalition,
the second step identifies actors within each btbek cooperate at least indirectly. Based on
the cooperation netwotkamong the actors within each block, | identifieecliques

" Based on a list comprising all actors participgtin the process, interview partners were askesktect the
actors with which their organization had mainly eergent or divergent beliefs concerning the projétis
results in a directed matrix with positive valugglicating convergence and negative values indigatin
divergence of beliefs.
8 Based on a list comprising all actors participatimghe process, interview partners were askedekecs the
actors with which their organization was coopetitosely, i.e. had frequent contacts during theisien-
making process. As cooperation always needs twargobnly reciprocated cooperation ties were usedHhe
analysis.
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(Wasserman and Faust 1994) in UCINET (Borgattial. 2002). This allows eliminating
actors from blocks that have similar beliefs asdtieer actors, but are not well integrated in
the cooperation structure within the blocAn alternative criterion, i.e. direct cooperatids,
too strict. For example, a coalition might be cosgmbof some important, leading actors and
some less important actors. These do not need dpecate directly as long as they all
cooperate with the leading actors (Hojnacki 1998jus, actors sharing similar beliefs (step
1) and cooperating with each other at least intygstep 2) form a coalition. Similar beliefs
are analyzed before cooperation because it is tloee nimportant criterion for the
identification of a coalition. | rely on a broaddaneutral definition of cooperation, so that the
fact that political actors cooperate closely does mecessarily mean that they agree on the
substantive policy issue at stake. While intern@bperation is important for a coalition,
cooperation also occurs across coalitions. Thernmétion on cooperation is therefore less
adapted for the first step of the identificatiorcoglitions.

Based on this, | assessed conflict, collaboradod, power among coalitions. First, the
assessment of conflict is based on interview d&@m a list comprising all actors
participating in the given process, interview partnwere asked to select the actors with
which their organization had mainly convergent medyent preferences during the decision-
making process. This results in a directed netwellere O indicaates perfect convergence
and 1 indicates perfect divergence of preferencCesflict between coalitions is measured as
the average of convergence/divergence relationvgdeet the coalitions identified before. This
means that the convergence/divergence relatiatign a coalition are not taken into account,
but only the convergence/divergence relations betwectors belonging to different
coalitions. Given the lack of theoretical minimumdamaximum values, the upper and lower
bounds are defined by the maximum and minimum elesevalues, the crossover-point is
defined by the median observed value (fuzzy-vahresagain based on the direct method of
calibration for interval variables (Ragin 2008).eswmble A2 in the appendix). Second,
information on actors’ collaboration stems fromenview data too. Based on a list comprising
all actors participating in a given process, ini&mw partners were asked to select the actors
with which their organization strongly collaborateldiring the decision-making process.
Collaboration among coalitions is measured as tlverage of between-coalitions’
collaboration ties. This again means that onlyti@& among actors belonging to different
coalitions are taken into account. Again, givenlt#uk of theoretical minimum and maximum

values, the upper and lower bounds are definedhbynmtaximum and minimum observed

° Within each block identified before, the 2-cliqueish the highest internal cooperation density welected.
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values, the crossover-point is defined by the mredidserved value (fuzzy-value are again
based on the direct method of calibration for vééwrariables (Ragin 2008), see table A3 in
the appendix). Third, actors’ power is measuredréputational power. Based on a list
comprising all actors participating in a given pss, interview partners were asked to
indicate those actors that, in their view, had beeny influential. Based on these answers, |
calculated the score of reputational power of esathr, which corresponds to the mean of all
the judgments of the interview partners. The powkreach coalition is calculated by
aggregating the reputational poveéreach actor in a coalition. The aggregation is\goted
as the mean between the “part-of-the-sum” and Wleeage score of the reputation of each
coalition® The transformation from the indicator for powertlsé most powerful coalition to
fuzzy-values is again based on the direct methochbibration for interval variables (Ragin
2008). The crossover point is defined at 50, f.@nithe presence of at least 3 coalitions) one
coalition has 50% of power (see table A4 in theesmpiix).

Table 1 presents the fuzzy-values for the outcdd#ANGE), as well as for the three
conditions (POWER, CONFL, COLLAB).

Table 1: Fuzzy-values of outcome and conditions
CHANGE POWER CONFLICT COLLAB

Nuclear 0.31 0.26 0.76 0.500001
Pension 0.44 0.08 0.79 0.83
Fiscal equal. 0.83 0.70 0.71 0.44
Budget 0.36 0.82 0.87 0.80
Persons 0.60 0.83 0.65 0.05
Savings 0.70 0.85 0.05 0.67
Schengen 0.77 0.73 0.95 0.44
Foreigners 0.53 0.81 0.91 0.09
Education 0.69 0.91 0.18 0.89
Telecom 0.53 0.37 0.38 0.95
Infrastructure 0.77 0.62 0.06 0.500001

19 The first, the “part-of-the-sum” measure (summimgthe reputational power of each actor in theitioaland
expressing the sum as the part of the total podal @oalitions), tends to overestimate the powkcoalitions
that contain a lot of actors with little power. Tlecond, the average measure (calculating the gavera
reputational power of all actors in a coalitionjy the other hand, tends to underestimate the poWérese
coalitions. Using the mean of the two measureslerals to control for these potential biases.
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Analysis

Necessary conditions

The analysis of necessity reveals that none ofctmalitions is necessary for either of the
outcomes. The respective table can be found iapipendix (table A5). No claim of necessity
is consistent with the empirical observation téeast 90% (Schneider and Wagemann 2007),
but two conditions come close to this threshold.t@one hand, the presence of a dominant
coalition is almost necessary for achieving polityange. On the other hand, strong conflict
comes close to being a necessary condition foamsstquo output. Both results go in the

direction of my expectations.

Sufficient conditions for major policy change

The truth table for the analysis of sufficient ciimhs for major policy change appears in
table 2. The combination of three conditions resuit8 possible configurations. The cases
listed in the last column of each row are its sranembers, which are more inside than
outside the relevant set. Rows with combinationsooiditions without strong members in the
empirical data are not directly relevant and do aygpear in the truth table. These are so-
called logical remainders, which are (partly) irdgd in the minimization procedure as
simplifying assumptions. The 11 cases have strorggnibers in 7 of the 8 possible
combinations of conditions; there is thus only @i¢al remainder. Therefore, | present only
the complex solution, obtained by minimizing thathr table without the inclusion of the
logical remainders. Such a solution is only basedhe empirical observations, and not on
prior theoretical knowledge (Ragin 2008: 160ff.)ll Analyses are conducted with the
computer program fsQCA (Raget al.2009).

Table 2: Truth table for the analysis of policy chage
POWER CONFL COLLAB Consistency CHANGE Strong members

1 0 1 0.96 1 Education, Savings, Infra
0 0 1 0.96 1 Telecom
1 1 0 0.90 1 Foreigners, Persons, Fiscal

equal., Schengen
1 1 0.84 0 Budget
0 1 1 0.80 0 Pension, Nuclear

16



In the truth table, there appears a natural gdperconsistency scores between 0.90 and 0.84,
which is used as a threshold for coding the row@ssistently sufficient for the outcome
“major policy change”. 8 of the 11 cases are pathe solution term. The complex solution is

presented in table 3.

Table 3: Complex solution for the outcome ,policy bange”

Consistency Raw Unique Cases covered

coverage coverage

conf*COLLAB 0.94 0.53 0.34 Savings, Telecom,
Education, Infra
POWER*CONFL*collab 0.90 0.47 0.28 Fiscal, Schengen,
Persons,
Foreigners
Solution: confl*COLLAB +
POWER*CONFL*collab
Total consistency 0.91
Total coverage 0.81

Two alternative combinations of conditions are isight for a policy network to produce
major policy changé! A first solution, in agreement with my expectasoiis given by a
policy network with a low conflict and strong cdilaration between coalitions. Independently
of the distribution of power among coalitions, ifferent coalitions are separated by only
weak conflict and collaborate intensely, they doée do achieve major policy change. Low
conflict indicates only minor differences of prefaces, which can then be overcome by
collaboration among coalitions. A second solutiengiven by policy networks with a
dominant coalition, strong conflict, and weak cbbeation. Thus, in a situation opposed to
the one represented by the first solution, i.e policy network with strong conflict and only
weak collaboration among coalitions, policy change only be achieved in the presence of a
dominant coalition. This result gives support te tinverse” policy monopoly argument, i.e.
the argument that if a dominant coalition favorsrae, it can indeed achieve major policy
change. In the consensus-oriented institutionatecanof Switzerland with its veto-points,

only a dominant coalition is able to produce mgolicy change when coalitions are in strong

M The parsimonious solution is collab + conflice ihtermediate solution is POWER*collab + COLLABYdb
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conflict. The fact that a situation with a dominaoalition and conflict among coalitions has
to be combined with weak collaboration is interggtiA dominant coalition can only produce
major policy change if it does not need to collaberwith minority coalitions. Strong
collaboration between coalitions is a sign thatgrences of the minority coalitions are partly
integrated into the policy output. This however mgsobably weakens the innovative
character of the policy.

Overall, results from the analysis of sufficienhddions for major policy change go
in the direction of my expectations, but suggesit ttihe story is more complicated than
expected. Most importantly, and contrary to my etgigons, a dominant coalition is not
individually sufficient for policy change, but neetb be combined with low collaboration
and strong conflict. However, note that conflictghti not be the main element in this
explanation, but the fact that | do not observataason with a dominant coalition, low
conflict, and weak collaboration impedes the progr eliminate this factor from the
solution. Based on theoretical reasoning (seerdrate solution) and on the observation of
a case that comes very close to such a situatenirffrastructure funds, which led to policy
change), | suggest that dominant coalitions witrakveollaboration do allow for policy

change independently of the level of conflict.

Sufficient conditions for status quo outputs

Table 4 presents the truth table for status qupuisit Only one combination can be regarded
as sufficient for a status quo output, as its iesecy value is higher than 0.83 (i.e. the
consistency threshold used for the analysis ottpalhange). All the other rows are coded as
0.

Table 4: Truth table for the analysis of status quo
POWER CONFL COLLAB Consistency change Strong members

0 1 1 0.85 1 Pension, Nuclear

0 0 1 0.82 0 Telecom

1 1 1 0.77 0 Budget

1 1 0 0.61 0 Foreigners, Fiscal equal.,

Persons, Schengen
1 0 1 0.61 0 Education, Savings, Infra
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Only one specific combination of conditions, i.elipy networks with strong conflict, strong
collaboration and competing coalitions, led to @ploutputs close to the status dadhis
solution is to 85% consistent with the empiricaketvations, but covers only 53% of the
outcome to be explained. Power distribution amoifigrént coalitions leads to a situation
where coalitions are able to mutually block eadtentthus impeding policy change. This risk
is even stronger if conflict among coalitions i©aYg. The fact that strong collaboration is the
third condition to be combined for a sufficientadn for status quo policy outputs might
sound surprising at first glance. However, strontlaboration together with strong conflict
indicates a situation of negotiation (see Adam lénesi 2007), which is supposed to result in
a lowest common denominator result close to theisiguo.

Note that the solution for sufficient conditiong f&atus quo outputs covers only two
out of three cases with status quo outputs. Asbeagrasped from the truth table, only one
combination of conditions achieves the consistesuye of 0.85. The other combinations do
not consistently lead to status quo outputs. Adddlly, with only one combination, the
complexity of the solution term cannot be redut®det, the finding supports the hypothesis
that high conflict and competing coalitions leadstatus quo outputs. Strong collaboration,
contrary to my expectations, can also contribut¢éhtofact that a policy network breeds an

output that comes close to the status quo.

Discussion: back to the cases

The following few examples shall illustrate how thesults of the QCA can help us to
understand the policy outputs in the 11 cases.t8bthe 11 cases are considered by our
interview partners as having outputs that bringampplicy change. Three of these cases are
explained by the first combination of conditiong. iby the absence of conflict and strong
collaboration among coalitions. In these three sasenflict among coalitions was rather low.
In such a situation, strong collaboration enablegompolicy change. In the cases of the
education reform as well as the treaty on the tamatf savings, the minority coalitions did

12 The parsimonious and intermediate solutions ardlElGpower.

13 Note that a different calibration of the outconuesl not lead to a better explanation for statusayoomes.
If the crossover point is defined at an averagevation value of 3.5, six of the 11 cases belongento the set
of status quo outputs than the set of innovativiputs. This calibration produces two configuratisimst lead to
status quo outputs, i.e. competing coalitions @nahg collaboration or high conflict and stronglabbration.
This solution covers 60% of the outcome, and ohigé of six cases are strong members in the outcetse
Yet, the substantive result is similar: given comalbions of high conflict, strong collaboration, ataimpeting
coalitions are elements of policy networks thatleastatus quo outputs.
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not strongly oppose the solution defended by thmidant coalition. The policy output in
both cases was mainly a result of strong collabmrabf experts and specialists, and
representatives of the minority coalition were dtsduded in the elaboration of the solution.
In the case of the telecommunications reform, éonfimong the three coalitions was clearly
more intense than in the education reform and éxation of savings agreement, but still
quite low compared to other cases under study.mte& important actors in this process were
private firms, associations, and administrativenages from the telecommunication domain,
while political parties played a less importanteralue to the technical complexity of the
domain. In such a setting, actors collaboratedngtyo and were able to elaborate a
compromise solution. As such, it is not surprisithgt the output in this case was not
considered a major, but still a minor policy change

Five of the cases (infrastructure funds, law oreifgmers, free movement of persons,
new fiscal equalization scheme, Schengen/Dublie)explained by the second path to major
policy change, i.e. the combination of a dominangtlition, strong conflict and weak
collaboration among coalitions. As explained abakis, solution probably means that even in
a context of strong conflict, major policy changencbe achieved in the presence of a
dominant coalition that avoids collaborating withingrity coalitions. The new fiscal
equalization scheme is the case that representsttbhagest policy change. The reform
tackled the very distribution of competences andritial flows between the central state and
the federal units, i.e. the cantons. The main $talklers, i.e. the agencies of the Federal
Finance Administration and the cantons, were ableréate a dominant coalition together
with the center-right parties and the most impdrtaconomic interest groups. Given the
institutional context of federalism, such a domineoalition including representatives from
both levels of the federal state was absolutelgiatdor the reform to be successful. A minor
opposition coalition was composed of the left gartand trade unions. These actors were
against the reform because they feared potentightive consequences of competence
redistribution from the Confederation to the castoanthe domain of social policy and health
care. While a couple of amendments were introductedthe reform in order to counter the
criticisms, the collaboration with the minor colit was rather weak, and the innovative
character of the reform was not put into questigntiilese minor amendments. By not
collaborating strongly with the challengers, thentleant coalition took the risk of a defeat in
a popular vote. A majority of the population howeveted for the reform, and the dominant

coalition was able to introduce the major policriehe.
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The story for the free movement of persons andtibaty on Schengen/Dublin is
similar. In these cases, state actors responsieinternational negotiations with the
European Union (EU) made specific efforts to buifla dominant coalition (including with
the Left for the case of the free movement of pesssee Fischer and Sciarini 2013).
Collaboration with the minority coalition composefithe conservative Right was weak and
not successful. The dominant coalition made onlyaniconcessions, such as transition
periods in the case of the free movement of perdornisen took the risk of a popular vote,
and was compensated for it by being able to intteduajor policy change.

In the case of the infrastructure funds and the dawioreigners, dominant coalitions
were formed very early in the process. In the aasthe law on foreigners, a center-right
coalition supported a more restrictive policy tossarforeigners. In the case of the
infrastructure funds, a center-left coalition wasponsible for setting up a project that
allowed resolving the most pressing traffic infrasture problems in Switzerland. In both
cases collaboration with minority coalitions was akie which means that only minor
concessions were made and the respective polieatstikeir innovative character. In the case
of the law on foreigners, the project was attackgdreferendum. Given the dominant
coalition favoring policy change, the Left howevaited to get the policy voted down by the
population.

Three of the 11 policy outputs are considered asgb@uch closer to the status quo
than to major policy change (pension scheme refdamw, on nuclear energy, program of
budget relief). The QCA allowed identifying a saféint combination of conditions for two of
the cases, i.e. the pension scheme reform andthen nuclear energy. In both cases, three
competing coalitions were opposed by conflictiviatrens, and still collaborated among each
other. In such situations of negotiation betweenuakequally powerful coalitions, major
policy change is difficult to achieve. The resdltlre decision-making process on the pension
scheme reform is telling in this respect: while Right won the final vote in parliament, the

Left won the popular vote, and no result at all eaout of the decision-making process.
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Conclusions

The literature argues that different policy netwstkuctures allow understanding current or
future policy outputs. The exact relation betweealicy networks and policy outputs is
however not well assessed (Thatcher 1998, Schnetdar 2003). Against this background,
the goal of this paper was to contribute to theeusidnding of the link between policy
network structures and policy outputs. First, thalgsis concentrates on one important aspect
of policy outputs, i.e. policy change. Secondpiuses on three of the most important aspects
of policy networks, i.e. conflict, collaborationné power relations. Third, | focus on
coalitions of actors rather than network structusesong single actors. Fourth, the paper
introduces the institutional context as an impdrsgope condition influencing the relation
between policy network structures and policy chamgegue that in consensus democracies,
either structures with a dominant coalition or stmwes with low conflict and strong
collaboration are needed in order to achieve mpjicy change. | empirically test my
arguments in an institutional context supposecatmif solutions close to the status quo, i.e.
Switzerland.

Results mostly confirm my expectations. Withoutitgkinto account the power of
coalitions, low conflict with strong collaboraticmmong coalitions facilitates major policy
change. In situations of strong conflict, policyaolge is still possible if a dominant coalition
defends a solution of major policy change and da#scollaborate with minority coalitions.
Regarding collaboration, results are mixed and deéma the power of coalitions , too. While
strong collaboration among coalitions is benefittamajor policy change in the absence of
conflict (and independently of coalition power)fatvors a policy output close to the status
guo when competing coalitions are separated bygtconflict. The absence of collaboration
can even be beneficial for policy change: a dontimaalition defending policy change and
collaborating only weakly with minority coalitions less susceptible of making concessions
to minority coalitions and thereby to reduce thenowative character of the output.
Concerning power, results show that the existefeedmminant coalition favors major policy
change — if collaboration with minority coalitions weak. A situation with competing
coalitions, on the contrary, much rather leadstabus quo outputs — especially if conflict is
strong and collaboration weak.

The analysis in this paper is based on the 11 nmapbrtant decision-making
processes in Swiss politics between 2001 and ZD@ése 11 processes cover practically all
of the different policy domains in Swiss politidkerefore the analysis can be supposed to

represent the political system of Switzerland aghale. However, one should be careful with
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generalizing the results from this analysis. Thestrimportant decision-making processes
mostly inform us about the outputs that are suppose have the most important
consequences on the functioning of the state angktgo- i.e. processes leading to major
policy change. Thus, analyzing the most importanicg network structures combined with a
given institutional context allowed me to explaituations of major policy change. The
explanation of policy outputs close to the status,diowever, was less successful. Given the
bias in case selection, | refrain from making sgraonclusions about conditions leading to
status quo outputs.

When considering the results, it is important tegken mind that they are based on the
scope condition of a consensual democracy. Thermtising | can conclude about other
institutional contexts. It is for example possili@t in more majoritarian types of political
systems, network structures with competing coalgiand strong conflict enable policy
change, but | am unable to test it in the abseheenpirical observations from such systems.
An additional caveat is given by the fact that mg@olicy change is rare in Switzerland due to
the strong veto points existing in its consensudditipal system. The major policy changes
might thus correspond to only minor policy changasen compared to other political
systems.

Further studies certainly need to take into accol@tinstitutional context and, more
specifically, might want to study what policy netkcstructures lead to major policy change
in a different institutional setting, such as a oné@rian democracy. Also, other researchers
might want to take into account other aspects dicpmetwork structures and other, non-

network factors when explaining policy change.
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Appendix

Table Al: Calibration of the outcome

, Cases (average policy Fuzzy-value
Policy change .
change in brackets)

Major policy change (4.95): 0.95
Fiscal equal. (4.05) 0.83
Infrastructure (3.79) 0.77
Schengen (3.78) 0.77
Savings (3.54) 0.70
Education (3.52) 0.69
Persons (3.26) 0.60
Foreigners (3.09) 0.53
Telecom (3.07) 0.53

Crossover point: minor policy change (mean thecedtvalue, 3.00): 0.5
Pension (2.84) 0.44
Budget (2.64) 0.36
Nuclear (2.47) 0.31

Status quo (1.05): @5
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Table A2: Calibration of conflict among coalitions

Cases (average conflict Fuzzy-value

Conflict
in brackets)

Strong conflict (0.79): 0.95
Schengen (0.79) 0.95
Foreigners (0.75) 0.91
Budget (0.73) 0.87
Pension (0.70) 0.79
Nuclear (0.69) 0.76
Fiscal equal. (0.68) 0.71
Persons (0.66) 0.65

Crossover point: medium conflict (median collabaat 0.63): 0.50
Telecom (0.60) 0.38
Education (0.55) 0.18
Infrastructure (0.48) 0.06
Savings (0.47) 0.05

Low conflict (0.47): 0.05
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Table A3: Calibration of collaboration among coaliions

Cases (average Fuzzy-value
Collaboration collaboration in
brackets)
Strong collaboration (0.27): 0.95
Telecom (0.27) 0.95
Education (0.23) 0.89
Pension (0.21) 0.83
Budget (0.20) 0.80
Savings (0.17) 0.67
Infrastructure (0.14) 0.51
Nuclear (0.14) 0.51
Crossover point: medium collaboration (median codieation, 0.14): 0.5
Schengen (0.13) 0.44
Fiscal equal. (0.13) 0.44
Foreigners (0.04) 0.09
Persons (0.01) 0.05
Very weak collaboration (0.01): 0.05
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Table A4. Calibration of power relations between calitions

o Cases (power per Fuzzy-value
Power distribution o
coalition in brackets)

Dominant coalition (one coalition with 100% power): 0.95
Education (89/11) 0.91
Savings (79/21) 0.85
Persons (77/21/2) 0.83
Budget (75/16/8) 0.82
Foreigners (74/26) 0.81
Schengen (67/33) 0.73
Fiscal equal. (64/36) 0.70
Infra (58/15/14/12) 0.62

Crossover point: One coalition with 50% of powertkwat least 3 coalitions): 0.5
Telecom (47/31/22) 0.37
Nuclear (44/28/27) 0.26
Pension (36/33/31) 0.08

Competing coalitions (three coalitions with 33% @ow 0.05
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Table A5: Necessary conditions

Policy change Status quo
Consistency Coverage Consistency  Coverage

Strong conflict 0.67 n.r. 0.86 n.r.
Weak conflict 0.62 n.r. 0.57 n.r.
Strong collaboration 0.69 n.r. 0.79 n.r.
Weak collaboration 0.60 n.r. 0.63 n.r.
Dominant coalitions 0.86 n.r. 0.77 n.r.
Competing coalitions 0.46 n.r. 0.70 n.r.
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