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Abstract:

German welfare associations are traditionally fuaning as
a key pillar of the welfare state. For about a ecemwtnow
they have been part of a tight meso-corporatisaagement,
supplying them with a privileged legal status iclenge for
social service provision in many areas of the welftate. In
recent years, however, welfare corporatism has bero
challenged due to the integration of market elesértb the
welfare state as well as processes of state tramsftion
that gave rise to the “managerial state”. The cabtrtion
focuses on the underlying forces of this developragnvell
as its impact on welfare corporatism and the dagvinodes
of advocacy interest representation. It is arguledt trecent
processes of state-transformation as well as Ewapjzation
have contributed to the change of welfare corpsratinto a
more flexible arrangement, including welfare lobigyi The
lobbying activities of welfare associations, howew® not
signal the abandonment of the corporatist arrangetmen
the contrary, lobbying on the European level ofitjd is
used to repel the destructive consequences of dnagerial
state back home. Thus, lobbying provides a meapsotect
and to advance welfare corporatism in an overalnelte of
insecurity and competition.
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1. Introduction

The German welfare state is dependent on the
multiple functions and task fulfilment of large \iggle
associations. Organised welfare did not only impuarct
the historical development and institutional shapthe
welfare state, it still assumes key functions te th
advantage of state and society. These functiongeran
from social service provision to advocacy interest
representationto the supply for organisational support
to numerous self-help groups and voluntary actsitn
a grass roots level. Given this, the welfare asdmeis
have become part of a unique arrangement of welfare
corporatism. Welfare corporatism traditionally eesih
a political exchange relationship with the statdeT
state provides for funding and a protective ledgatus
in exchange for the welfare associations relialhkk t
fulfilment in many areas of the welfare state. FHoe
welfare associations this development does not only
imply benefits, it also involves political costshd high
level of integration into the system of public vest
limits their political autonomy vis-a-vis the statgiven
this, advocacy interest representation has ofteorbhe
subjugated to the social service function. Agaiinss
background, recent processes of state transformatio
and the Europeanisation of social politics are erath
with regard to their impact on interest mediation i
corporatist settings. The main argument is thath bot
these developments have contributed to the emeggenc
of welfare markets that favour a more flexible
arrangement of welfare lobbyism. Even though, this
change does not suggest the dissolution of welfare
corporatism, it signals a shift in the modes otiast

2 Advocacy _interest representation is defined ase th
representation of weak interests. Interests arsidered weak
if their agents suffer from a lack of power res@schat
results .in a relative disadvantage in the politigaterest
competition (Imig 1996, Willems and von Winter 2004). If
welfare associations defend weak interests, thepmabdehalf
of vulnerable people who lack the resources toremagonal
politics, let alone its European equivalent. Thigolves the
defence of ec%ual access to basic needs-orientdit gebvices
as W(t3|| as the just redistribution of income fo décate
poverty.
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representation. In the context of an increasingly
insecure and competitive environment the welfare
associations are leaving the corporatist niche.yThe
adopt to the absence of corporatist structures in
European politics by using offensive lobbying stoaes

as a means to emphasise their non-profit charitable
engagement and political partnerships with socaetgt

the state. This profile is stressed in order toitpasdy
distinguish their organisational self-understandiragn
commercial service provision and to preserve welfar
corporatism and the competitive advantage of their
unique legal status that derives from it.

The argument is developed in three steps. After a
brief overview over the organisational shape and
historical development of organised welfare, theosd
section examines the welfare associations” core
functions of social service provision and advocacy
interest representation in the context of welfare
corporatism.  Section three  discusses recent
contributions on welfare state transformation frime
perspectives of policy analysis and research on
associations  (Verbandeforschung). It presents
theoretical insight and empirical evidence withanebto
the issue of how state processes of self-transfitmma
negatively affect welfare corporatism. Section four
complements the analytic framework from the
perspective of recent literature on Europeanisation
understood as the impact of advanced European
integration on domestic politics. The applicatiohao
distinct concept of Europeanisation provides theia
for tackling the issue of how advanced mechanisms o
European social policy-making, ranging from the rope
method of coordination to the EU Services Directive
affect welfare corporatism.
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2. The tasks and functions of welfare
associations in the welfare state

Charitable associations in Germany have grouped
themselves in six central organisations, the German
Caritas Association, the Welfare Services of the
Protestant Church in Germany, the Association afi-No
affiliated Charities, the Worker’s Welfare Servictse
German Red Cross, and the Central Welfare Agency of
the Jews in Germany. Together these associations
constitute Non-statutory welfare, covering all ferof
social assistance that are provided within a velynt
non-profit and organised framework.

The welfare associations are complex organisations
with a large bureaucracy and a constant exchange
relationship with their various environments, fodrzy
their member organisations, the state, competing
organisations, close associates, clients and tlidicpu
German federalism provides for the division of o,
district level and local associations. Differenaesize,
ideological background, membership profile and
affiliation not only influence the strategic chascef
single welfare associations (Nahrlich and Zimmer
1997), they also determine their various tasks and
functions and its relevance to national social gl
Beyond these differences, however, the welfare
associations share a high degree of ideological and
organisational  coherence, professionalism and
bureaucratic accountability as well as the ability
function throughout the entire geographic territafy
the nation state and in all areas of social welfBesed

on these features they work together within thegal
amalgamation and organisational mouthpiece, the
Federal Association of Non-statutory Welfare

The tasks and functions of Non-statutory welfarehie
welfare state comprise a broad range of sociast@sgie
measures. These include services for children and
youth, support for families and single parentspHher

the elderly, services for people with disabilitiagysing
care for patients in hospitals, measures for migrand
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assistance for people facing situations of sodgtress.
Non-statutory welfare represents a significantacand
economic factor in Germany. Its central association
employ over 1.16 million staff, they count just ove
94,000 social services and facilities, they recdive
support of an estimated 2.5-3 million volunteensd a
they organise over 28,000 self-help and help groups
(Federal Association of Non-statutory welfare 2003:

13).
The welfare associations look back over a traditltat
IS — in some cases — over a century old. Their

organisational structure developed from a histofy o
interaction with the state and civil society. As
intermediate organisations they have to manoeuvre
between politics and society as well as the temssion
resulting from their different demands. The relasioip
between welfare associations and the state in Ggrma
is best described as political exchange in corpstrat
settings. While the state provides financial suppod
allows for political influence, welfare associatsoserve

as reliable social service providers on a non-plsis.
They offer information, and they protect the staben
radical political protest against social inequaliby
means of channelling and pacifying civil society
involvement into the welfare system. Since welfare
associations relief the state by taking on indispéte
governing functions, they can profit from a unidegal
status in the charity and foundation law, secuthngm
various kinds of public funding. Funds range fraa t
reduction based on charitable benefit and the dumat
of privilege to investment aid for the constructioh
buildings and financial assistance for companies.
Welfare corporatism in Germany dates back to the
Weimar Republic. The involvement of the centratesta
in the regulation and financing of local welfarevga
rise to an institutional mix of non-statutory andbpc
social work, called the dual system of Non-statytor
welfare (Tennstedt 1992: 354; Backhaus-Maul and Olk
1994: 102). Based on the principle of subsidiaribhe
welfare associations enjoy a conditional priority
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compared to public bodies. The political pressure
behind this arrangement came from catholic civil
servants, who saw the principle of subsidiarity aas
protective barrier against the nationalisation ofial
policy. Ironically, by successfully pushing themuriple

of subsidiarity they initiated an indirect mechanisf
nationalisation, namely the nationalisation of the
welfare associations through corporatism.

The unique corporatist arrangement the principle of
subsidiarity gave rise to serves as a point ofreefee

for the welfare associations self-perception a$ied t
social partner. However, significant differencesamsen
macro- and meso-corporatism should not be ignored.
Welfare corporatism is a meso-corporatist arranggme
with sector-specific structures of interrelatioresvibeen
state and associations in the policy fields of tmeal
social assistance, and youth. The corporatist
arrangement even involves the communal |éwehere

the welfare associations are automatically reptesen

the committee of youth affairs. In contrast to thacro-
corporatist focus on the solution of society-wideerest
conflicts, meso-corporatism serves the overarchmey

to relieve the involved parties by means of tramsfg
public regulatory tasks and responsibilities toamiged
private interest in exchange for state protectiowl a
support. Given this, both arrangements differ in
durability and stability. Macro-corporatist arrangents

are often short-lived and less stable because the
participating actors can always leave the corpsirati
arrangement. In contrast, meso-corporatism is deghr
as rather inflexible, because the exit of the inedl
parties threatens their functioning capacity (O898@:
104; Czada 1994: 52-54).

Given the inflexible structure of meso-corporatitime
advocacy interest representation of welfare asgsonm

is becoming easily compromised by their close co-
operation with public service providers like thatet
local authorities and social insurance bodies. The

®  For insights into the tradition of communal comigsm in
Germany see Thranhardt (1981).
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problems of the welfare associations to balancetaait
relationships with state and civil society areeeféd in
their dual function of social service provision and
advocacy interest representation. For a number of
reasons both functions are strongly interlinkede Th
welfare associations” involvement into social ssvi
provision puts them into the position to judge $tafion

and administration of social policies by the neeflthe
most vulnerable members of society. Furthermore,
advocacy interest representation is directed tosvird
state. The state is expected to enable the welfare
associations to offer discrete social services Hrat
unlikely to be adequately performed by the stat¢he
market. Beyond the strong overlap between the kocia
service provision and advocacy interest representat
both functions adhere to distinct ethical princgpknd
policy goals. By targeting institutional change time
legal system, advocacy interest refers to justB®e.
contrast, social service provision adheres to
humanitarianism. The goal is to practise humaitari
values by caring for particular needs on a fackate-
level. Given this, both functions imply different
consequences for the state. Advocacy interest
representation politicises the unequal distributioin
income. In contrast, the social service function
compensates for a lack of income redistributios. It
logic is to help rather than protest. Instead of
contributing to political conflict, it channels apdcifies
civil society involvement in the welfare system.ahgst

this background, the state can be expected tosstines
pacifying social service function of welfare assbicins

in order to avoid political conflicts that are dffilt to
resolve.

The pacifying function of the welfare associations
should not be underestimated. Even under the
conditions of mismanagement and inefficiency they a
of help to the government by offering a response to
problems that are taken into the political systey b
democratic processes without being easily solved
(Seibel 1992; Salamon 1996; Baumann 1998). From
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this perspective the welfare associations passively
contribute to the governing of social conflict and
protest, and their advocacy interest representdiems
been limited due to the potential expectation aftest
actors that they pacify rather than fuel politicahflict.

This raises the question of how recent processetatd
transformation affect welfare corporatism and the
specific restrictions it places on advocacy interes
representation.

3. Welfare corporatism in the context of state
transformation

From the early roots of welfare corporatism in the
Weimar Republic the German welfare state has
undergone several transformations, ranging from the
subjugation of welfare arrangements to the ideoloQy
national socialist dictatorship to the rise of the
Keynesian welfare state in the 1970s to sectorispec
reforms in retirement and health to the period effare
state retrenchment in the context of the sharpésedl
crisis at the turn of the century. Welfare corpisrathas
survived most of these changes. Only the last mefor
period threatens its very stability, because linised to
structural processes of state-transformation. These
processes have been issued under such different
concepts as the regulative state (Grande/Eberf#98)1
the activating state (Blanke 2001), or the manaderi
state (Rub 2003).

In the following | will draw attention to the spéci
aspects of state transformation that are partigular
affecting the relationship between state and welfar
associations. | resume the latter concept of the
managerial state (Rib 2003), because it links state
transformation to the emergence of welfare marksts
well as to the growing importance of the process-
character of the welfare politics. Both aspects a@ire
direct relevance to welfare corporatism.

The managerial state is guided by the following six
ideological premises: the superiority of managerial



109

forms of decision-making and welfare productiorthia
public sector, the rejection of pre-existing stabled
coherent goals and programmes, the assumptioththat
dismantling of regulative bureaucratic and legalist
forms of conduct creates new leeway for a morenugdti
task fulfilment as well as the efficient allocatia
resources, the belief in the curing and problemisgl
effects of the introduction of competitive elements
within and between organisations, the primacy of
functional rationality, and the dissolution of stly
hierarchical-bureaucratic modes of conduct (for@em
detailed account, see Rib 2003: 265). Under thisish
perspective various reforms have led to the repiace

of traditional welfare state arrangements with reark
oriented services. Welfare associations are mostly
affected by the creation of welfare markets in the
domain of social services. Of particular relevarscthe
extension of social security to cover the needchme.
The respective law, the so-called
Pflegeversicherungsgeseatf 1995, represents a typical
market-creating legal act (Nullmeier 2002; see &&b
2003: 277). It not only produced a steady demamd fo
care work but also a market share for commercieibso
service providers, who are legally enabled to eater
contractual relationship with the state. Additiofadal
factors emerging from an internal organisationange

of the welfare associations contribute to the
establishment of welfare markets, such as the
generational change, scarce resources, and theaser
of mercantile professions. Even though, the extent
which welfare markets undermine the welfare
associations” privileges remains unclear, the dsestr
developments contribute to the ending of a peribd o
relatively stable monopoly of Non-statutory welfane
the care sector. The pressure for transformatiamgh
that is imposed on the welfare associations by the
managerial state does not come suddenly but rather
subversive and incremental fashion. Given this, the
status quo of welfare corporatism cannot be taken f
granted anymore. The introduction of flat rate ntane
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compensation as well as the competition with
commercial service suppliers subjugates the welfare
associations under the logic of cost efficient m&rv
provision.

The trend of marketisation does not only weaken the
principle of subsidiarity, it also puts welfare
corporatism under jeopardy. This is the case fa th
following two reasons. Firstly, by treating commialc
service providers on equal footing with the welfare
associations the state opens a backdoor for tha leg
contestation of the unique legal status of Nonusbay
welfare, which provides a core element of the
corporatist arrangement.  Profit-seeking  service-
suppliers have already fought for their market shar
(nationally and in the EU) by means of judicially
accusing the unique legal status of welfare assoogm
on grounds of the argument that it violates free
competition. Empirical evidence proofs that natlona
courts and the European Court of Justice (ECJ) can
always rule cases to the disadvantage of welfare
associations.Secondly, the managerial state implies a
shift in the states perspective on the welfare@asons
that are increasingly treated as social serviceigeos
rather than as political partners (Lange 2001: @/at
counts in the managerial state is efficiency rathan
voice. Thus the policy feedback function of welfare
associations - that they reflect policy failure dzn
the needs of socially disadvantaged - has become
subjugated to the criteria of cost efficiency.

According to a recent ruling of the Provincial Hi€ourt in
Dusseldorfthe ability of welfare associations to competenwit
commercial service providers has become questidimethe
relevant legal case a private service providersned that the
ability of welfare associations to offer their sees for less
moneéy pravides and unfair advantage. That the cpoke In
favyour of the plaintive has unleashed a new coetr®von the
unique legal status_ of welfare associations Kmistry of
Justiceof North-Rhein-Westphalirom the 23.12.2003, VII-
Verg 58/03). The ECJ decided on different occasitret
ideological orientation and_the lack of a profittme do not
count "as exceptional criteria for protecting the Ifare
associations from the application of EC law. Tnuamber. of
cases, the term economic activity has become widpptied
to include services provided in the framework ofjarized
welfare (Schulte 1992, Lange 2001: 129-32).
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Next to the introduction of market elements the
concept of the managerial state emphasizes changes
the modes of political decision-making that are
describable in terms of a shift from cooperative
government to managerial politics (Rib 2003: 287).
Managerial politics weakens normative principles,
programmatic models and goal systems. Politics is
losing its contours, and it is becoming more preces
oriented. Continuous movement, flexibility and
opportunity-creation become an end in itself rathan
a means to goal attainment (Rub 2003: 293).

The issue of how changes in the mode of political
decision-making affect corporatism has recently
become a topic in research on associations (v. aiint
2004; Willems, v. Winter and Rehder 2008;
Michalowitz and Talos 2008). Processes of societal
differentiation as well as parallel trends of the
internationalisation and Europeanisation of pdifpose
new challenges to the state, which ultimately lets
new patterns of cooperation between state and
associations. Recent political reforms in socialigyo
provide evidence for a change in actor constehati@a
higher fluctuation of the participants in decisimaking
processes as well as the fragmentation, segmamtatio
and pluralisation of patterns of cooperation betwee
political actors (v. Winter 2004: 764; see also Ben
2001: 253). Together these changes provide new
conditions for the practising of influence by
associations. They contribute to a paradigm st
corporatism to lobbyism” (v. Winter 2004: 764-765).
However, factors that accelerate the change from
corporatism to lobbyism mostly affect classic
membership organisations, such as the social partne
Research on welfare associations led to the caodus
that the partial opening of the meso-corporatist
arrangement did not threaten welfare corporatism as
such. According to the respective studies, theseds
rather led to a multi-polar corporatism (Heinze and
Strinck 1995; Olk 1996: 119). In other words, wedfa
associations became company by other organised
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service providers. But this did not particularlyeaten
their unique legal status and close corporatior whe
state (see also Heinze, Schmid and Strinck 19%is,T
the reasons for a trend towards lobbying must be
different in the case of corporatist organisatiash as
the welfare associations. My argument is that the
welfare associations use lobbying primarily on the
European level of politics as a preventative measur
The underlying intention is to protect welfare
corporatism from the subversive assaults of the
managerial state that could take hold in futureem
Because there are no corporatist structures on the
European level of politics, “going European” imglia
shift from the more conventional corporate modes of
interest representation to the flexible arrangemant
lobbying. Thus, lobbying serves to gain political
influence on the European level and to use this
influence in order to stabilise welfare corporatiand

the affiliated protective legal status.

Trends towards welfare lobbyism are supported by a
shift from the defensive modes of advocacy interest
representation to offensive lobbying strategiesewhs
advocacy interest representation has been tradilyon
tied to the reluctant mode of interest represemain
the context of welfare corporatism, lobbying acdsun
for a more offensive, flexible and situation spiecif
mode of interest representation in the contexthef t
managerial state. This involves the classical |afdpy
activities (Alemann 1989), such as the use of actes
government and parliament, the release of press
statements as well as less publicly visible meaes (
participation in public hearings within the parliant or
the relevant ministries and background discussiutis
political decision makers). But it also includes laot
political action that is addressed to societal &Gtthe
larger political public as well as international
organisations. In the managerial state, lobbyinigsedf
either dependent on the opportunity structure of
managerial politics or it is used strategicallyganieans
to create opportunities for pursuing the overarglgoal
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of protecting the welfare associations unique legal
status in an increasingly insecure and competitive
environment.

All together, the following developments contribute
to the strengthening of the lobbying function.

The external pluralisation of actors and addressées
interest representation

The main addressee of the welfare associations’
advocacy interest representation has been the. state
Studies that explicitly focussed on advocacy irdere
representation in the mid-nineties (Pabst 1997;
Baumann 1998) share the assessment that the two
largest welfare associations have notably stremgithe
their advocacy engagement by means of publishing
poverty reports and openly criticising cuts in sbci
assistance. A more offensive poverty politics was
geared towards making the state return to the catigd
arrangement in an overall climate of welfare state
retrenchment. Meanwhile, the rather tight and esicki
relationship between the state and the welfare
associations has become relaxed by a pluralisaifon
the actors and addressees of interest represemntatio
The ‘'relaxation” or “liberalisation” of welfare
corporatism favours more flexible, non-institutibeed,
informal and situation-specific mode of interest
representation that can be defined as lobbYing.

3.1  The internal pluralisation of organisational
functions:

It is not only the societal structural change Habdhe
managerial logic of the state that forces welfare
associations to redefine the form and goal of their

®  For evidence on the pluralization of actors, seekBaus-
Maul 1995; Olk 1996: Heinze/Striinck 1995, The argonhon
the pluralization of addressees will be discussedmiore
length in section 4 on europeanization. o
Lobbyism can be contrasted from interest reptasen in
corporatist settings along the following dimensioihgs not
characterized by selected actors but rather byueality of
different actors. It marks a rather informal andnno
institutionalized form of interest representatioand the
definition varies with the relevant goals and pcdit situation
(Michalowitz/Talos 2008).
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organisation. In reaction the welfare associatibage
begun to intensify attempts towards the clearer
distinction of social service provision and intéres
representation. The trend goes in the directiorthef
independent use and professionalisation of both
functions. Given this, the external pluralisatidraotors

has been accompanied by a process of internal
pluralisation, enabling the welfare associations ato
more flexible and function-specific adaptation to a
changing environment (Olk 1996: 119Lurrent reform
strategies that relate to this trend have beerrithescin
terms of a divided modernisation (Dahme 2005: 63).
Whereas the welfare associations are energetically
pushing forward the modernisation of operational
means and resources, politically they are holdingo
their unique legal status.

3.2  Europeanisation and lobbying in the mode of
a “two-level game”

The Europeanisation of the welfare associations
advocacy interest representation enforces the
strengthening of their lobbying activities simply
because there are no corporatist structures inpearo
politics. German welfare corporatism is unique in
European comparison. Thus, the increased involvemen
of the welfare associations in European politicsnis
itself a reason for the advancement of lobbying
strategies. What is more important, however, i$ tha
welfare associations are using lobbying in European
politics as a means to protect welfare corporatisitk
home. Hence, the strategy of divided modernisatamm

be read in the context of a “two-level game” (Putha

" According to Olk (1996: 119) internal pluralizaticonsists of
the development. of three’ different functionally dfied
pillars that are mcreasmgIP/ independent and” deated
against each other: one pillar of an economicabtlyegned .
management structure, geared towards the orgamzahti
survival in competitive welfare markets, a secornltaip of
local associations and structures, and a thirdmdf advocacy
interest representation.



115

1988). Welfare associations use their unique lsgls
and the exceptional strength that derives fromrthei
dominant role in the history of the German welfstate

in order to strategically position themselves o th
European level of politics. This strategy enablest to
learn from their European counterparts how to
effectively modernise their operational means and
resources while pushing for a European version of a
protective legal status to include all welfare asstoons
throughout the European Union. At the same time, th
affects from their increased involvement in Eurapea
politics — the most important of which has been the
strengthening of their lobbying activities — is dis@
domestic politics in order to repel the destructive
potential of the managerial state and, thus, teqme
welfare corporatism and the protective legal status
deriving from it. The remaining section is dedichte
further elaborate this thesis.

4. Welfare corporatism in the context of
Europeanisation

The literature on welfare associations describes
European integration predominantly in terms of a
market-creating power and source of economisation
pressure (Schmid, 1996; Olk, 1996; Lange, 2001}. Bu
this is not the only relevant aspect. Advanced gean
integration has also created an opportunity strector
welfare associations to form new flexible and sigat
alliances with other third sector organisationshdis
contributed to the erosion of corporatism by shgtthe
centre of gravity away from the state and towarels n
addressees of interest representation, such as the
European Commission and the European Parliament.
Furthermore, advanced European integration has
triggered the Europeanisation of domestic political
action and decision-making processes. In other syord
advanced European integration supported an
incremental process that changed the directiorf@mal

of politics in a way that EC political and economic
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dynamics became part of the organisational logic of
national politics and policy-making (see also Latire
1994). The increased use of lobbying strategieshby
welfare associations is one aspect of this devedmpm

It stands in the centre of the following analysis.
Interaction processes between the EU and German
welfare associations can be divided in differemeti
stages that have been discussed in greater detail
elsewhere (Toens, 2006). In the following, | witldsly
summarise these time-stages. After this, the engphas
lies with the politics of the EU Services Directiaad

its affects on welfare lobbyism. The first timegsas
characterised by the deliberative neglect of Eusope
politics on the side of the welfare associations.
European integration was largely perceived as @athr
to their protective legal status provided by waedfar
corporatism. Their political activities resembled a
defensive strategy to shield off welfare corporatis
from top-down pressure for change (Schmid 1996).

The second time stage started in the early 199@s wi
the creation of the EU budgetary guideline, allayior

the financial support of NGOs and third sector
organisations (Lange, 2001: 127). From then onward,
the Commission provided for funding. This created
incentives for national interest groups to transfor
themselves into EU-relevant interest groups in otde
benefit from financial support schemes. The utilsa

of funds provides a typical example for strategiage.
The concept of usage stresses the bottom-up dysamic
of Europeanisation (compare Jacquot and Woll, 2003)
In other words, actors use European integration
processes in order to pursue their own strategatsgo
The welfare associations” offensive engagement in
networking activities on the European level has
contributed to the strengthening of welfare loblgyon
both levels of politics, European and domestic. Wha
can be observed is a mutual enforcement of welfare
lobbying in the domestic and European context.
Domestic lobbying helped the welfare associatians t
play a credible role in the process of creatingbeiad
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Europe beyond mere market integration (Lange, 2001:
128). In due course, their political engagementttoa
European level contributed to the strengthening of
domestic lobbying. A central role in this contexays

the European Anti Poverty NetworKEAPN). The
“advocacy issue network” ties together Nationali Ant
Poverty Conferences and is able to directly stisayt
domestic lobbying. In the German case, Mational
Poverty Conferencevas initiated by the EAPN as a
confederation composed of the welfare associations,
national associations on special social issue§agkl
organisations and the German Trade Union
Confederation Throughout the 1990s, the National
Poverty Conference has gained political attentmnits
criticism of governmental cuts in social assistance

The third time stage began with the so-called Lisbo
strategy of the European Council. In March 200@, th
European Council defined a new strategic goal. &y t
year 2010, the EU should become the most competitiv
and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world
(see European Council, 2000). Part of this strategy
the development of shared indicators that can bd ts
measure quality and access regarding social ssruice
EU member states. The development of Europeanlsocia
indicators in the context of the open method of
coordination has created a new dimension of Europea
social policy (Begg and Berghmann, 2002). The
application of this method to the policy domains of
social inclusion and services is perceived as aown

of opportunity by the German welfare associations
(Federal Association of Non-statutory welfar2003:
12). They can use their exceptional historical exxpee
and organisational power to strengthen the inpunoof
market civil society actors from all over Europe.
Another part of the Lisbon strategy was to comptbee
internal market by the removal of barriers to seesi
(European Council 2000). Given this, the European
Council announced major steps in the area of negati
integration. In 2004, the Commission started a &rm
political decision making process on this issue by
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proposing the EU Services Directive (European
Commission, 2004). The so-called Bolkestein-Dinexti
involved suggestions that met with the strong tasrse

of the welfare associations. They feared that
deregulation would apply to all kinds of services —
including charitable services in the areas of docia
welfare and health. Moreover, they were against the
country of origin principle that gave workers the
opportunity to offer their services in every EU-nien
state and based on the laws of their respectiveehom
country. Like labour unions, welfare associations
suspected a race to the bottom, both in terms ef th
wages and the quality of services. Together witteot
third sector organisations, they started a majobyong
campaign to convince the members of the European
Parliament that services in the area of socialaveland
health should become excluded from the Services
Directive (see Social Platform 2004; German
Association for Public and Private Welfare 2004;
Association of non-affiliated charities, 2005). Tim&in
argument was that these services are not tradalidesa
borders because they have to meet quality standards
according to national identity and culture of tloeiatry
they are performed in.

In the meantime, the original proposal of the
Commission has become substantially amended by the
European parliament (European parliament, 2004¢. Th
amended proposal excluded the controversial courftry
origin principle as well as all services that aferajor
concern for the welfare associations. The Commissio
approved of most changes and tabled an amended
proposal, which was basically accepted by the
Competitiveness Council in May 2006 (European
Commission, 2006). In the remaining section | will
argue that this outcome has to be interpreted agtie
background of a widespread scepticism towards the
European integration project that was used by the
welfare associations to optimise their strategy of
divided modernisation.
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Divided modernisation is best understood as the
simultaneous pressure of continuity and change in
policy goals. The welfare associations continuously
adhered to the policy goal of status maintenancder
protection of their domestic legal status from podil
threats. In a parallel fashion, they had startathduhe
1990s to modernise the operational means and @sour
of their social service provision. As actors in &ugan
politics, they learned to optimise this strategynhgans

of systematically linking both policy goals in a jora
reform initiative to modernise the national charyd
foundation law. As European actors, the welfare
associations were less able to stick to unquestione
traditions and ways of doing things. Performing
charitable social work ceased to be sufficient as a
justification for the legal advantages they enjoyeda-

vis commercial service providers. The legitimacy of
their unique legal status increasingly depended on
evidence about the efficient use of operational maea
and resources. Given this, they signalled the nesdi

to learn from their counterparts in the other membe
states how to meet internationally exemplary stedgla
of efficiency and transparency. By suggesting thase
principles become legally binding they applied
internationally acquired knowledge in domestic ol

In a parallel fashion, however, they initiated adpean
debate on important features of their domestic llega
status and its applicability to the other third teec
organisations in the EU (Federal Association of Non
statutory welfare, 2004 and 2005). This involved a
different framing of the concept of uniqueness. In
earlier time stages of Europeanisation uniqueness w
understood as an exclusive term that only appleed t
German welfare associations. Now it became
understood in inclusive terms to be applied totlald
sector organisations in the EU. Whereas the exausi
framing of uniqueness had served as a justificafion
the non-adaptation of German welfare associations t
the EU, its inclusive framing contributed to the
understanding of uniqueness as a challenge to learn
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from advanced European partner organisations how to
make public funding conditional on the efficienayda
transparency of operational means and resources
(Ballhausen and Walz 2006). Given this, the welfare
associations learned to make policy goals compatibl
with internationally accepted standards and how to
frame them differently in order to include othengheir
struggle for organisational stability and political
influence in a changing environment.

In the politics dimension the welfare associations
learned how to optimise their power in the decision
making process on the EU Services Directive. Lagkin
the institutional power of other actors in the @ss,
they used the contingencies of multi level politicget

the policy goal of divided modernisation on theificdl
agenda. This added another bottom-up dynamics of
Europeanisation, which is nicely described by the
policy-analytic model of multiple streams (Zaharsad
1999; Rub 2007). The model helps to understand
domestic actors who try to circumvent top-down
pressure for change by means of manipulating the
interaction of EU and domestic political moods,
problem perceptions, and policy solutions that mase
independent streams through processes of policy-
making. The use of such streams by the welfare
associations is best understood when entangling and
contextualising their simultaneous activities ore th
domestic and European level of politics. Domediycal

a financial scandal in one of the local establishini@f

the German Caritas Associatiaimleashed an intra- and
inter-organisational debate on the necessity oh@aeac
monitoring. The so-called Doerfert-Affdims well as
the ensuing influential guideline for action froret
German Conference of Bishdpsoincided with the

8 In 1999, a criminal |nt|(/|ﬂue, costing taritas establishment
Trier more than 50 Million Euro, led to the arrest ok th
responsible manager Joachim Doerfert. gh%%.phll. ni-
ﬁﬂb.dez/gb%ektellmpnmatur/2002/|mp02030. ccessed 5
ay

In responsé to the Doerfert Affair, tiierman Conference of
B|shoRssug%8%t§)d guidelines for action (German Conference
ops, .

of Bis
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major welfare reform of the Red-Green government,
called the Agenda 2010. This opened a window of
opportunity for the welfare associations to exert
pressure for political action. In a skilful entrepeurial
fashion, their political representatives redirected
attention from the deficiencies of the welfare
associations to the malfunctions of the Germanllega
system. Lobbying pointed at the German charity and
foundation law that became criticised for its
overregulation and lack of transparency. At the esam
time, the welfare associations offered themselves a
advocacy  issue networks to  communicate
internationally approved standards to the governmen
They assembled all third sector organisations that
represented civil society in Germany to a presguoep
that developed detailed reform suggestions in \té

the welfare associations” strategy of divided
modernisation. Coinciding with a change in
government, their initiative came timely enough to
profit from a second event, namely a grand coalitio
government that improved the reform perspective by
making it part of the coalition contract and thus
minimising the potential blockage of institutionadto
points’® From a strategic point of view, it is important
for the welfare associations that they appear as
innovative forces in domestic politics. They want t
make EU involvement in the German regulation of
services less necessary. Thus the domestic reform
initiative is used to minimise and control EU prass
for change. At the same time, EU pressure is baogpmi
redirected towards the government that finds itself
under observation in its role to adapt the national
charity and foundation law to internationally adesp
standards.

On the European level, the welfare associationkiéab
against the deregulation of services in the aresooial

10 2Coali_tion contract of the CDU/CSU and SPD, 113.\/Bh1bf:r3

; 83, 127, . an
(http://www.cducsu.de/upload/koalitionsvertragiccessed 31
May 2006).
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welfare and health. What came to their help thseti
was a massive bottom-up pressure against the EU
Services Directive in Germany and other membeestat

In spring 2005 the supposed displacement of German
workers by Central and East Europeans in the German
mead producing industry became a public issue.sbhe
called dumping-scandal triggered a widespread geatra
against the erosion of work standards. Public getia
Germany was paralleled by the negative referenda on
the draft Constitution Treaty in France and the
Netherlands as well as a mass demonstration adghast
liberalisation of services in Brussels. In Februa®96,

just before the vote of the European Parliament,
additional mass demonstrations took place in Stnagp
and Berlin. The welfare associations used thesatgve
to push their policy goals. They literally drove time
slipstreams of national and EU-wide protests, tgkin
part in a successful alliance against the libextibs of
services.

5. Conclusion

The contribution examined the impact of state
transformation and Europeanisation on welfare
corporatism in Germany. It examined the domestit an
European driving forces for change in the welfare
associations” advocacy interest representation.etJnd
the conditions of fiscal austerity and transforwati
political processes, leading to the “manageriatesta
(Rub 2003), the corporatist arrangement has become
threatened to the extent that patterns of disosgahi
welfare corporatism now end a period of relatively
stable exchange relationships between welfare
organisations, the state and civil society (Bod#)4).
Against this background, the welfare associatiosedu
European integration as an opportunity structure to
optimise their strategy of divided modernisatioror F
two reasons, this strengthened welfare lobbying.
Politically, the welfare associations gained autoyo
vis-a-vis the state by networking with new politica
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actors, such as the Commission and non-commercial
civil society actors on the European and domesitiell

of policy-making. In the domestic context this baea
evident with the major reform initiative, involvinie
whole third sector in Germany. The decisive fadtor
European politics was the strengthening of politica
partnerships with the welfare associations from the
other member states. The grounding in civil socisty
something these organisations share across their
differences in historical and cultural background.
Economically, the welfare associations operate uade
increasing modernisation pressure. Even thoughi:the
Services Directive ceased to provide a major thteat
the welfare associations, their legal status catiltibe
called into question. Given this, they have to
continuously put their differences from commercial
social service providers under political proof.

Given this, lobbyism and corporatism are two sides
the same coin. Lobbying in European politics settes
protection and advancement of welfare corporatism.
The synchronisation of political action in the nudivel
system of the EU had synergetic effects on botblsev
European and domestic, allowing for the enhancement
of their ultimate policy goal to protect their uoalegal
status in a competitive and insecure environmehe T
gain in political autonomy, resulting from these
activities, as well as the lasting economisatioespure
had a consolidating effect on welfare lobbyism.
Lobbying helps the welfare associations to demarcat
civil society from market and state and to effeslyv
direct the public attention to their irreplaceabbdue-
oriented role in European and national social golic
The current outcome of this endeavor is a more open
and flexible arrangement of welfare corporatisnt ika
less restrictive on the welfare associations” adepc
interest representation on behalf of the poor.
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