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Preface 

Dear reader, 

When you turn these pages, you are going to read about the Dutch law-making process, lobbying, Alliander, SOE’s and much more. Do you have no knowledge of these subjects? That is not a problem, you are welcome! 
	This thesis is written by me, a student of the master program ‘Comparative Politics, Administration and Society’ at the Radboud University in Nijmegen. I can truly say that writing this study has been a journey: it started in March 2016, when I got the chance to become an intern at the department of Regulation at Alliander. During my years as a student of Political Science I have always been interested in lobbying, but never thought that I would get the chance to actively participate during my student years. After I officially started as an intern, it quickly became clear what would be my main object of study: the formulation of a fitting strategy for the lobby-trajectory of Alliander on the Environmental Law revision. Next to these research activities, I got the chance to participate in the actual lobby process too: I co-formulated Alliander’s vision, I spoke to ministerial representatives and I participated in workgroups of branch organisations. Luckily, I enjoyed it all. For these opportunities – and the wise council he gave me in between – I would like to thank my mentor at Alliander: Jos Poot. Next to Jos, I would like to thank my other colleagues at the department of Regulation too: you have all supported me in ways that were fitting at that time. Furthermore, most of the respondents that are questioned for this study were my direct colleagues too: I appreciate the time and effort that they have spent to give me the information I needed to complete this study. Due to the sensibility of this information, I have treated the transcripts with the necessary discretion: they are not included in the actual study itself, but were checked separately by my thesis supervisor, Mrs. van Thiel. However, you should not worry too much about this last factor, because one thing is absolutely certain: she has a lot of expertise. She is also the last person I would like to thank: Sandra van Thiel has been immensely helpful to make this thesis not only more structured, but also more fun. She has a talent for turning complexity into simplicity! 
	In conclusion, writing this thesis has been a lot more fun than I had imagined it would be! The combination of my mentor at Alliander with my supervisor at the Radboud University ensured that I got to know a lot of Alliander and the energy sector in a short period of time, while simultaneously learning the essentials of research. Thank you all. 

And for you, reader, I hope you enjoy this study as well! 
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[bookmark: _Toc465017464]Is there a problem? 

At the first of January 2019, the new Environmental Law will enter into force in the Netherlands. The law of the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment will integrate 26 separate laws on the physical environment (Stibbe, 2016), which captures everything from ground drilling to emitting cO2 and from hunting animals to using tap-water. The law is a revolutionary revision of the regulatory framework on topics of the physical environment, because it integrates all relevant parts of the environmental law framework into one coherent system of planning, decision-making and procedures (Omgevingswet.nl, 2016). Because the current regulatory framework is splintered, the new framework wants to make the integrated law more transparent and coherent, while simultaneously enlarging and accelerating the decision-making room for decentralised governments (Stibbe, 2016). In practice, this means that decentralised governmental agencies, such as municipalities and provinces, will be able to decide on permits quicker and that they have greater ability to tailor these plans locally (Stibbe, 2016). Next to governmental agencies who have to execute the new law, actors like organisations, companies and citizens also will have to deal with the new Environmental Law if they want to execute something that has an impact on the physical environment.
One of those actors is Alliander. Alliander is one of the Dutch energy network-management companies, which means that it is responsible for the transport of gas- and electricity within a particular territory in the Netherlands. Its shares are owned by the central government and some decentral governments from the region wherein it operates (Alliander, 2016). Companies such as Alliander, that operate as a company but are accountable to public authorities, are called State Owned Enterprises (hereafter: SOE). Toninelli (2000) argues that, after most SOE’s in the Western world were privatized in the 1980s and 1990s, only the companies that were regarded as essential for the national interest remained state-owned. The reason that Alliander is not completely privatized is that energy-network companies have a monopoly-position in a particular territory, because citizens have no option to choose another energy network company. Due to the fact that this monopoly position would grant the company too much power over its clients, the company has to operate under strict regulations and its costs are divided amongst the connected citizens in their area. The goal of Alliander, which is shared by most of its sister-companies, is to make the network as reliable, payable and attainable as possible for every citizen (Alliander, 2016). Alliander does this by building and maintaining cables and pipes, but also by facilitating the transition towards alternative sources of energy, because they believe that the traditional ways of energy-production will not be futureproof (Alliander, 2016a).
Alliander currently deals with various laws that have something to do with the physical environment. Examples are the Building Act if they have to facilitate the electricity and/or gas network in a new neighbourhood or the Noise Disturbance Act if they want to place a new generator. From 2019 onwards, the goal of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment is that actors – such as Alliander – only have to deal with the revised Environmental Law, supplemented with decentral laws that are aimed at facilitating custom-made plans and goals at the local level. Considering this enlarged decision-making power of the decentral governmental agencies, it also means that territory-specific laws per province or municipality can vary largely. Therefore, this law could become a great difficulty for Alliander’s daily work, because the execution of its activities becomes more inefficient and costly if every municipality wants to tailor its gas and electricity network to their own territorially defined plans. Thus, the New Environmental Law with its enlarged role for municipalities could become an obstruction if the communication and concertation between neighbouring municipalities is not regulated, because the maintenance and construction of cables and pipes is based on a long-term plan for a particular region, not per municipality. 
The civil servants of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment have foreseen this lack of internal communication and concertation too and added three provisions in the law. One, article 5.8, which states that in every cross-bordering action, only one municipality or province will be appointed to lead the project (Stibbe, 2016). Two, article 124, which states that every municipality or province has to conduct a stakeholder research and provide those stakeholders with the opportunity to speak, before executing the project (Stibbe, 2016). Lastly, by adding a Technical Support System to the law that fully integrates all central and decentral laws, current aspects of the physical environment and visions of specific locations for the future (Stibbe, 2016; Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2014). The primary idea behind this last provision is that with one push of your PC mouse on a specific location in the Netherlands, everyone can see which laws are restricting the area, whether there are cables and pipes, buildings, trees, etc. on that location and whether or not the (decentral) government has plans for that area (Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2014). Clearly, in the slowly digitalising world were our municipalities and provinces operate in, this third measurement is not the least ambitious element of the law revision.
If we take these three measurements from the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment into account, does the problem still exists? Why does Alliander regards this cross-boundary lack of communication and collaboration as a threat for Alliander? The reason is that every aspect of the physical environment seems to be taken into account in the new Environmental Law, except energy (Stibbe, 2016; Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2014). In other words: energy has no role in the law, nor in its Technical Support System, whatsoever. Although the reason for this choice remains speculative, it seems to be the result of the ‘subject distribution’ amongst ministries: the ‘subject’ energy is under the supervision of the Ministry of Economic Affairs. Energy is not classified as one of the topics that has an impact on the physical environment on its own and therefore has been given no special attention in the new Environmental Law (Stibbe, 2016; Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2014). In contrast, the subject has generated a lot of attention within the Ministry of Economic Affairs, which has three separate units that are dedicated to a particular topic on energy:  energy policy, renewable energy and energy and environment (Ministerie van Economische Zaken, 2016). Although substantial collaboration between the ministries is absent, it could be the necessary link to make sure that inter-provincial or municipal process runs smoothly, that energy applications receive the necessary attention to make them futureproof and that (‘green’) initiatives can learn from each other throughout the country. This collaboration does not have to be recorded in the law itself, but it is essential that the subject receives a place in the Technical Support System. If energy receives special attention in the system that future public servants, companies and citizens are obliged to use if they want to apply for a license if it has an impact on the physical environment, it is less likely that energy is ‘forgotten’ as an element in cross-provincial or municipal projects. Alliander would then be involved at an earlier stage of a project, which would lower the eventual execution costs. It could also lead to a boost for the Dutch Energy Transition goals if governmental agencies, companies and/or citizens could not only use the ‘free space’ that the law provides, but are also more easily connected with each other in order to share knowledge and experience on the development and implementation of alternative energy solutions.
In short, the first of January 2019 could either prove to be an opportunity for the Netherlands to obtain its ambitious ‘green’ goals of the energy transition or it can be a threat to the effectiveness, affordability and durability of the Dutch energy network. Collaboration and communication are essential, but how can Alliander convince both ministries to combine their ‘hobbyhorses’ and join forces in order to produce an all-inclusive Technical Support System that motivates and facilitates relevant societal actors to make the energy sector more future proof?
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As we have seen above, the problem that Alliander is facing is that the subject of energy is not covered in the renewed Environmental Law, which, firstly, could cause direct operational problems that are expensive for Alliander and society in the long run, and secondly, it will be a missed opportunity to enhance the transition towards sustainable and renewable sources of energy. Therefore, Alliander wants to add ‘energy’ as a subject to the Technical Support System of the renewed Environmental Law. Currently, the ratification of the Environmental Law is halfway: the central law itself has already been approved by the States General and the consultation (official timeframe where external actors can react on the Statutory Instruments of a law) of the Statutory Instruments (Dutch: Algemene Maatregelen van Bestuur) closed on September 17th 2016 (Rijksoverheid, 2016b). As we have seen above, Alliander – as an energy-network company – is in this case not a responsible – nor an extraordinary influential – actor in the law-making process of the renewed Environmental Law. It needs to persuade the legislator to get its policy alterations adopted into the rules of the law, also called ‘lobbying’. Although Alliander is not unfamiliar with lobby-activities – it has multiple employees and departments which are responsible for advocacy purposes – it has not been successful so far to get its desired alterations adopted in the renewed Environmental Law. Only three chances are left: the official ratification of the Statutory Instruments in the Spring of 2017, the consultation of the Introductory Law (Dutch: Invoeringswet) of the Environment Law in the Fall of this year and the its ratification in the Summer of 2017 (Rijksoverheid, 2016b). Though this seems as a large time-frame, time is ticking: Alliander has momentarily no concrete lobby-strategy ready for execution. 
	The reason for the lack of an effective lobby-strategy for the Environmental Law revision has to do with the nature of the law: until recently Alliander only had to deal with one topic, financial regulation, and one ministry, the Ministry of Economic Affairs. They have no concrete approach to get their desired policy alterations adopted by the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, because they have no idea how to accomplish this. Furthermore, in order to get the subject of energy included in a law of another department, it requires inter-ministerial collaboration and – according to Ryan and Walsh (2004) – that is one the toughest nuts to crack. Multiple factors, like inter-ministerial reporting and accountability, are making it difficult and true collaboration is most of the time not built in a couple of years, if ever accomplished at all (Ryan & Walsh, 2004). Rosenthal et al. (1991) argue that this lack of inter-ministerial collaboration is due to ‘bureau politics’. They argue that instead of Weber’s understanding of the government bureaucracy as one unitary machinery, the opposite seems more likely: ‘strategic behaviour by bureaucrats occurs, and that it might be better understood as self-interested utility-maximizing’ (Rosenthal et al., 1991, p. 213). In other words, strategic behaviour within and throughout the bureaucratic machinery of the government exists and its tensions do not always lead to the best and most effective solution to problems. The tendencies between departments is more frequently known as the ‘turf wars’ (Herrera et al., 2014). Herrera et al. (2014) argue that such ‘wars’ occur within organisations when heads of departments perceive themselves to be in battle with other departments or actors. They will be left out of negotiations or be otherwise excluded from participation. While it is unknown whether the tensions between the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment and the Ministry of Economic Affairs are that high to be called a ‘turf war’, we can assume – based on the exclusion of energy as a relevant element within the physical environment – that bureau political-behaviour between and within these ministerial departments exists. 
In sum, Alliander is in need of a concrete recommendation on how to tackle these problems. That is why this study will look at the possibilities of Alliander to accomplish its desired adjustment and to either promote inter-ministerial collaboration or to get around the prevailing bureau-political atmosphere that is currently hampering the adoption of energy in the renewed Environmental Law. In other words, the central question of this thesis is:  

How could Alliander achieve that its desired policy alterations are adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands?

This study will recommend about an effective lobby-strategy for Alliander by not only going back to ‘the roots’ of the advocacy profession, but also by evaluating Alliander’s lobby-practices in this particular case and in other policy areas. In the end, it will be clear what is needed for Alliander to successfully get its desired policy alterations adopted in the law. This will be achieved by answering five sub-questions: 
1. What is a law and how do they come about? 
2. Which elements are necessary for a lobby-strategy in order to effectively achieve that an external actor’s preferred alterations are adopted in the law? 
3. What information is necessary to accumulate upfront before lobbying actively?
4. What would be a fitting strategy for Alliander to achieve its goal in this case? 
5. What could Alliander improve to be able to lobby more effectively in future lobby-trajectories? 
In other words, answering the five sub-questions is necessary to give recommendations on how Alliander should design and execute a lobby-approach that is both implementable as effective.  
	To be able to answer these questions, this thesis will be divided in five chapters that together provide the answers to the sub-questions: the Introduction, the Theoretical Framework, the Methodological Framework, Results & Analysis and the Conclusion & Discussion. Currently, we are already half way at the Introduction of this study. It is already clear what the problem is and what we need to know to tackle this problem. The last part of this chapter is devoted to the added value of this study to science and society. Subsequently, the Theoretical Framework will look at the theoretical information that authors have already accumulated in the past by discussing what a law actually is, how these laws are constructed in the Netherlands and – if an external actor wants to influence the law-making process – which elements are necessary to evaluate upon beforehand when formulating a lobby-strategy that is going to be effective in persuading the legislator. Due to the fact that theoretical information will not be enough to give a tailor-made answer to the central question, the Methodological Framework will describe what precisely will be measured and how these measurements are going to be executed. The results of these measurements will be presented in chapter 4. At the end of this chapter, it will be clear what Alliander should do to persuade the legislator successfully to implement the wanted policy-alterations. Recommendations for Alliander that can be used to make future lobby-practices more effective will also be given in that chapter. Finally, the Conclusion will combine all the information of the first four chapters by presenting not only the answers to the five sub-questions, but also by providing clear instructions to Alliander to get their desired policy alterations adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. 
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As a researcher, it is my main goal to make research useful. Most ideally, this usefulness is expressed in knowledge that is both theoretically and socially relevant. Theoretically, the study will contribute to the literature on policy-making and lobbying, because it not only connects both theoretical fields but it will also enlarge knowledge through the specific context this study is focusing on. As we have seen in the introduction, this study will look at a Dutch SOE, Alliander, and the manner in which the company could best lobby in order to achieve the wanted policy alterations. Most literature on lobbying focusses on privately-owned companies or interest groups (Baumgartner et al., 2009; Berry, 2015; Kollman, 1998). However, their role is completely different: is it less difficult for SOE’s to lobby effectively or has the ‘state-owned’ factor no effect? Why should SOE’s even bother to lobby if all the costs that are caused by a change in the law are going to be divided over the territory they are operating in? Although this study can only give a preliminary answer, because it does not compare the results of Alliander directly to a privately-owned company or other SOE’s, it gives an in-depth look at the lobby practices within one of the SOE’s in the Netherlands and answers some essential questions that give us insight into the internal structure of this SOE: ‘How well is the company internally organized in order to lobby effectively?’, ‘Are there strong connections with lawmakers and/or is lobbying seen as a company priority in the first place?’. Not only will this study present case-specific knowledge that enlarges our theoretical knowledge on lobby-practices in the Netherlands nowadays, it can also be the starting point for future research on lobby-practices by SOE’s in the Netherlands and abroad. 
Socially, the study could be useful for Alliander – and the broader society – in multiple ways. Firstly, the context-specific knowledge that this study will generate will be important for the society, because it can work as a ‘check-up’ for what is known today: it will highlight the status quo of 2016, by thoroughly looking at the policy-making process of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, the perceived openness of the Dutch regulation system and the effectiveness and professionalism of the lobby-practices of Alliander. Secondly, it will grant Alliander a review on the effectiveness of its lobby-practices, because Alliander will need a long term strategy in order to accomplish the many goals it has set. This has not been done before and it is not known whether or not the company’s time and resources are applied most efficiently and effectively. Lastly, energy is an essential basic need for every citizen in the Netherlands: it keeps us warm, moves us around, enables us to watch videos, and much more. We cannot risk that our energy-supply is endangered whatsoever. Therefore, if this study succeeds in giving properly investigated recommendations that actually get the desired policy alterations adopted in the renewed Environmental Law it will mean two additional benefits for society. Firstly, if the lobby-attempt of Alliander succeeds, the renewed inter-ministerial collaboration can lead to lower operational costs for Alliander – and due to the distributions of its costs – and society. That will – in the end – be financially beneficial for all actors. Secondly, an answer to the question ‘Which ministry owns energy as a subject?’ that started this ‘inter-ministerial turf-war’ could actually result in a sustainable solution for the energy(-infrastructure) sector and the future of ‘green energy’. That could eventually help to achieve our Dutch and European environmental goals. 
In conclusion, the study is an enrichment for the existing theoretical knowledge on lobbying by SOE’s and their role within the policy-making process, while simultaneously providing a check-up on existing knowledge, a review for the company on its lobby-practices and a hand guide for supporters of inter-ministerial collaboration and our green energy goals. 
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As stated in the introduction, this study aims to find out how Alliander can achieve that its desired policy alterations are adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. This Theoretical Framework will look at the theoretical in formation that authors have already accumulated in the past by discussing three questions: 1) ‘What is a law and how do they come about?’, 2) ‘What are the elements of an effective lobby-strategy?’, and 3)  ‘What information is needed upfront to lobby effectively?’. In other words: this study goes back to the roots of lobbying, by looking at the policy-making process, the necessities of an effective lobby and the elements of a lobby-strategy. This information is needed, because Alliander has currently no clear image of its lobby process and a refreshing of the profession of lobbying is necessary to know what Alliander is doing right or wrong. In sum, at the end of the framework it will be clear what scholars would suggest to a company as Alliander to get its law-alterations adopted by the legislator. 
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This section will take a deeper look at the definition of  ‘a law’ and how such laws are produced in the Netherlands. This conceptual part is necessary to understand the full meaning of a law by legislators, scholars and practitioners and how such laws are produced. Knowledge of the processes within the law-making system gives the necessary insight in how, when and where Alliander should act. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017469]What is a law? 
The most basic description is given by the Oxford dictionary: a law is ‘an individual rule as part of a system of law’ (Oxford Dictionaries, 2016). Perhaps a brilliant individual understands these words in their full context, but for the rest of us it remains rather inconceivable. What would help is their definition of ‘the law’ (read: a collection of individual laws) itself: ‘The system of rules which a particular country or community recognizes as regulating the actions of its members and which it may enforce by the imposition of penalties’ (Oxford Dictionaries, 2016). In other words: multiple – individual – laws together form a certain system of rules which dictate what citizens, companies, organisations and other actors may and cannot do. However, this rather judicial and technical definition says nothing of the reason why these laws are made, except from the fact that they limit certain behaviour of actors. Baas (1995) argues that laws – or regulations – are one of the three instruments of public policy: next to regulation, financial instruments and persuasion are options for the legislator to achieve a certain purpose or desired citizen-behaviour (Baas, 1995). Regulation is the particular instrument that has a general and compulsive nature, which is in contrast to persuasive strategies that try to alter behaviour voluntarily or financial instruments that can do both (Baas, 1995). 
However, public policy is not just the enumeration of these instruments. It is something more, although a theoretical compromise on the exact definition remains hard to reach. Howlett, Ramesh and Perl (2009) argue in their book that definitions of public policy defer mostly on two points: whether public policy-making is largely a technical matter of a governmental agency or whether public policy-making is done in a more interrelated manner with societal actors (Howlett et al., 2009). The essence in both definitions is that public policy is seen as ‘applied problem-solving’: ‘identifying problems and matching solutions to them’ (Howlett et al., 2009, p. 4). The most famous supporter of the technical definition of public policy, Thomas Dye, argued that public policy is ‘anything a government chooses to do or not to do’ (Dye, 1972, p. 2). His definition is seen as technical because it ‘brings the idea of conscious, deliberate government decisions to the fore in its analysis’ (Howlett et al., 2009, p. 5). The common perception of the supporters of this definition is that public policies are solutions for certain issue areas, for example ‘preserving old-growth forests and reducing air pollution’ (Barberio, 2014, p. 53). From the angle of organisations, it meant already in the early 1960s the emergence of professional lobbyists: the awareness rose that if the outcome of a certain issue was not in favour of their activities and viewpoints, it could seriously harm their business (Peijnenburg, 1998). From the late 1970s onwards, the emphasis on issues started to gradually shift towards an effort to integrate the added value of these external public affairs departments into the definition of public policy (Peijnenburg, 1998). This shift led to a new definition by Jenkins: ‘public policy is a set of interrelated decisions taken by a political actor or group of actors concerning the selection of goals and the means of achieving them within a specified situation where those decisions should, in principle, be within the power of those actors to achieve’ (Jenkins, 1978 in Howlett et al., 2009, p. 4). His definition is seen as more inclusive than the technical definition, because it adds the idea that the government is not always an omniscient and capable actor that can solve problems and make the best decisions without the involvement of other actors (Howlett et al., 2009). However, the perception of policy-making as interrelated with external actors seems a bit too optimistic, because the actual policy will ultimately be decided by the legislators themselves (Howlett et al., 2009).
Therefore, it seems that the most realistic perception of public policy is somehow in the middle of the definitions of Jenkins and Dye: legislators formulate public policy in order to reach a certain goal in the future, but its means can be adjusted by other actors when received as valuable by the legislator. A  law is one of the instruments that is created to reach the goal of this specific public policy. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017470]How do laws come about?  
Knowing how authors define something does not grant us many specifics on how it is created. This section will devote attention to the policy-production process in two steps: firstly, it will look at the eight stages that are legally required to officially approve a law in the Netherlands, and secondly, it will describe the discussion amongst scholars on the processes behind these stages. Both steps are necessary if we want to ascertain how laws come about, because it is not only essential to know the practical steps a law has to pass, but also to look carefully at the power-processes behind these steps in order to know which factors are essential in the establishment of  the law. 

The Dutch law-making process 
[image: ]Formally seen, a law has to pass eight stages in the Dutch law-making process, before it is valid and can be called a ‘law’ (Rijksoverheid ,2016a). These eight formal stages are depicted in Figure 1. 
Figure 1: The Dutch law-making process  

The first stage is the preparation and formulation of the law by civil servants, commissioned by a certain minister or the cabinet. They formulate the specific rules of the law and write an explanatory note, which is, after the formal approval from the heads of the ministerial department, send to the cabinet to discuss. Sometimes, these documents are already shared with stakeholders in order to collect their input, called ‘the pre-consultation’. This is the second stage of the law-making process. After the cabinet approves the draft it is send to the Council of State, who check whether the law is actually executable and not in conflict with the Dutch Constitution. Their advice is not binding, but it has to be discussed in the cabinet and, if the minister or the cabinet decides not to follow their advice, the explanatory note has to mention that specifically. The fourth stage is rather encompassing: not only is the draft sent to, and publically discussed by, members of the House of Representatives, named ‘the Second Chamber’ in the Netherlands, the specific rules of the law and the explanatory note are also made public for external actors to respond to it, called ‘the consultation’. Most of the time there is a specific time-frame for external actors to respond, because civil servants need some time in order to rewrite the rules before the House of Representatives votes. After the debate and a majority of votes in favour of the law, it is sent to the House of Lords, called ‘the First Chamber’ in the Netherlands. They only have the power to accept or reject the law: they do not have the right to amend on specifications of the draft, in contrast to the representatives in the Second Chamber. The seventh and eight step are more formally: firstly, the King and the responsible minister have to sign the law and secondly, the law enters into force after it is published in the Gazette. Due to the fact that the last two steps of the law-making process in the Netherlands are purely ceremonial, I will from now onwards only concentrate on the first six steps. 

Power processes within political systems 
Perhaps unnecessary to highlight is that these stages are very useful to know, but purely descriptive: they tell us something about the formal stages a law has to pass, not what happens between and within these stages. Do they all follow each other logically and rather fluently? In order to make sense of what actually happens during the law-making process it is essential to look at various theories on public policy-making. The upcoming section will highlight five influential authors and the lessons we can draw from their theories.  
	One of the most famous authors that tried to describe the difficult creation process of public policy-making was Easton. He argued, summarized by Birkland, that the policy making process takes place within the broader structural, social, political and economic environment of a country, where certain actors or organisations place demands (‘inputs’) which, after the translation of those demands in the ‘black box’, policies (‘the outcome’) are formulated that are based on some of those demands (Birkland, 2005). This process is reinforced by a feedback loop that indicates the satisfaction or disapproval of policies and ‘will work to shape new demands and help drive the policy-making process forward’ (Barberio, 2014, 56). The end product of this process, explained above as either regulation, financial instruments or persuasive measurements, is always in progress and external actors constantly pressure this public policy in order to get it more fine-tuned on their demands (Barberio, 2014). Easton’s model is pictured in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2: The policy-making process by Easton 

The model of Easton, which combines a focus on issues with the realization that public policy is continuously evolving in connection with the broader environment, is closely connected to the definition granted by Jenkins (1987). However, the model left one aspect unclear: what happens in the ‘black box’ that is just mentioned? We have seen in the section above that the Dutch law-making system entails six relevant stages that, after the sequence has ended with the approval of the law by the House of Lords, define how the final decision looks like in the end. However, placing these six stages into the empty box does not resolve its mystery, as Figure 3 shows below. 
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Figure 3: Opening the Dutch Black Box? 

Apart from the fact that the shape of the sequence does not fill the surface of the black box, it is not solving – theoretically seen – any mystery either. Are the stages following in a logical sequence, without interruption? Are all stages pressured by various demands and/or support or only the first one? Are there processes on the background – determined by certain actors, interests, resources and other characteristics – that have an influence on whether or not a law passes from one stage to another? In other words, although the official stages in the Dutch law-making system have to be placed within the grey zone of the black box, because they must be passed before the eventual end-decision is made public in the Gazette, possible processes within and between these stages remain unknown. 
Various authors have tried to open this black box in order to explain its inner-process. These attempts vary largely in scope and scale, but are interesting to understand a bit more about the inner processes that occur within this so-called black box. One of the first attempts is called the Stages Model or the Textbook Approach, which assumes that the inner process proceeds in sequencing stages, which produce a particular end-product: regulation, financial instruments or persuasive measurements (Birkland, 2005). The precise description of these stages differs per author, but most follow the path from the emergence of an issue to agenda setting, the actual implementation of the policy, evaluation, feedback and perhaps, if inconveniences were found in the last stage, the process re-starts from issue emergence onwards again (Birkland, 2005). Although this theory strongly connects with the theory of Easton, it received critique because the approach is seen as too rigid: the actual policy process is not that logically sequential or cyclical (Barberio, 2005). Furthermore, it is questionable whether or not the Stages Model actually ‘solves’ the mysteries in the black box: the first two stages – issue-emergence and agenda setting – have a lot in common with the outer processes of Easton’s  model – demands and support – and the model does not explain what happens between agenda setting and implementation. Therefore, it does not explain anything about the inner processes of Easton’s black box. However, it is regarded as useful to structure our thinking about the policy process, because legislators and stakeholders still use these stages to structure their policy-production or to determine their organizational strategy (Barberio, 2014; Birkland; 2005; Cairney, 2014).
A second attempt to open Easton’s black box was done by Kingdon, who argued that these stages do not exist, because the goal is not fixed to begin with (Zahariadis, 2014). The internal process of the black box is shaped by three independent streams – the politics, policy and problem stream – which only create a certain policy if they come together when a certain window of opportunity – a crisis or other momentum to connect – opens (Birkland, 2005). In Kingdon’s theory, a ‘stream’ is an interconnected group of people who are in favour of a certain political method, public policy proposal or problem definition and that need a momentum to get their ideas combined with two other streams that are in favour of the particular combination of the three different idea-streams (Zahariadis, 2014). There are always many different streams active and  the policy-outcome of (a) certain issue(s) is not the result of processes that neatly match problems to solutions, but from an inter-dependent process that matches ideas when an momentum is created for these idea-streams to connect and share. Ultimately, the product of the policy window will be adapted if they are ‘good enough’ in the eyes of policy makers (Birkland, 2005). The Multiple Streams theory has provided us with the awareness that there are many players in the policy-making field and that collective choice is not merely the derivative of individual efforts aggregated in some fashion is ‘but rather the combined result of structural forces and cognitive and affective processes that are highly context dependent’ (Zahariadis, 2014, 26). In other words, Kingdon was the first author to step away from the idea that public policy is purely the rational and technical result of the law-maker’s effort to ‘fix something’, but is also largely dependent on actors and networks that un-expectedly come together and give a new dimension to the end-product. 
A third attempt does not completely disagree with the theory of Kingdon, but tries to explain change in the ‘black box’ without such an momentum when idea-streams come together. Baumgartner and Jones borrowed their theory from evolutionary biology, by arguing that policy-production can coexist with both incremental changes and crisis-like changes (Baumgartner et al., 2014a). This co-existence is possible because policy is mostly produced within a specific subsystem with various participants that rather silently agree and disagree with each other on specific parts of the policy (Baumgartner et al., 2014b). This stability is due to the nature of these subsystems: they are communities that mostly contain specialists on a certain issue or area where one particular understanding of the topic – or policy image – is dominant (Baumgartner et al., 2014b). Sometimes these stable periods – or equilibrium – are interfered by the external world and its visions, which can lead to periods of sweeping changes because the ‘crisis’ has made the particular policy a public theme (Baumgartner et al., 2014a). In these periods of crisis, the dominating policy image and their supporters are evaluated, which could either lead to the reassurance of the conservative policy-production or to a struggle to get a new policy image dominating in the law-producing subsystem (Baumgartner et al., 2014b). In short, the so-called punctuated equilibrium theory of Baumgartner and Jones does not explain the process within the Easton’s black box completely, but makes a start at naming the inner power-struggles within policy-producing subsystems and the importance of stability and crisis in the production of a certain outcome.  
The last theory, by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith and called the Advocacy Coalition Framework, is seen as more sophisticated then the past three (Barberio, 2014; Birkland; 2055; Cairney, 2014). They argue that public policy is made in an incredibly uncertain and complicated political environment, where specialists with their specific interests, beliefs and resources constantly interact in order to get their wishes adopted into the actual end-product (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014). This process can take years, because of the power-processes within the system (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014). They argue that policy is made in subsystems which contain various networks – ‘Advocacy Networks’ – that consist of actors from ‘a broad variety of organisations who share a set of beliefs within a policy subsystem’ (Barberio, 2014, 62). These networks are mostly active in more than one subsystem, because they are advocates for multi-applicable ideas and/or visions that are based on this specific set of beliefs (Barberio, 2014). Within a subsystem that is responsible for a certain public policy, some networks are dominating over others and determine the overall problem interpretation and/or policy-specifications until this dominance is challenged (Barberio, 2014). Policy brokers within the subsystem try to find a compromise by bringing different points of view together (Barberio, 2014), which can either result in the reassurance of the current balance or power or to challenge it (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014). Although changes can occur in times of balance too, the most path-breaking changes are the result of a successful challenge of the particular dominating policy-producing mix (Jenkins-Smith et al., 2014). Thus, what makes the Advocacy Network Theory unique is the emphasis on a continuous development of public policy in an incredibly complicated and unpredictable political environment, were non-dominating networks are constantly trying to alter the dominant problem-interpretation in order to get their policy-specifications adopted (Barberio, 2014). There seems to be an overall compromise on the problem interpretation and policy-specifications in times without a network-dominance shift, but due to the constant network-interaction this can be largely altered in a later stadium. 

Opening the Dutch black box
As we have seen above, there is no agreement on the production-process of public policies. However, we can still draw some lessons from their attempts. Firstly, all theories above have given some role for external actors in the process, in line with the definition that ‘legislators formulate public policy in order to reach a certain goal in the future, but its means can be adjusted by other actors when received as valuable by the legislator’. Secondly, the Textbook Approach with its stages, which is by theorists seen as non-representative for reality, is somehow still regarded as representative by legislators and lobby-practitioners. The perception of these actors that public policy proceeds, or should proceed, in subsequent steps is important to take into account when determining the timing of Alliander’s actions and its attitude during the actual lobby. Thirdly, although the perception of Kingdon – that legislators do not have an exact goal in mind at all, but that public policy is more or less the result of ‘chance’ – is perceived as a bit too extreme, but he has a point in arguing that actors and networks who un-expectedly come together could give a new dimension to the end-product. Furthermore, the Punctuated Equilibrium teaches us that there are inner power-struggles within the policy-producing subsystems and the existence of optimums of stability and crisis co-determine the outcome of this process. The last theory, Advocacy Coalition, has granted us the most important lesson, because it combines Kingdon’s streams with the existence of inner power-struggles by Baumgartner and Jones: streams exist in the nature of broad inter-organizational networks that exist within multiple subsystems and the power-position of such a network within a subsystem defines the problem interpretation and policy-specifications on a specific policy interpretation. Subtle alterations can be made without being the dominant network within that subsystem and maybe without external cooperation at all, but when the lobbying actor opts for large alterations a big power-change is necessary to get its insights adopted by the legislator. 
However, not only lessons can be drawn from the information above. Although some mysteries within Easton’s black box remain, Figure 4 is made from the four theories in order to illustrate the Dutch policy-making process more clearly. An explanation is added below. 
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Figure 4: The Dutch policy-making process 

Figure 4 shows that a law in the Netherlands has to pass six essential stages before a final decision on the content of the law can be made. Before it passes the first stage, the legislator has to feel the urgency to draft a proposal or to adjust an existing law. This is called ‘input’ and it depends on broad interdependent networks – and perhaps some powerful actors who try to influence solely – in the political system and the environment, that place certain demands and/or support for it. Due to their roots and activity in the broader environment and within particular political sub-systems, they do not only have influence on the input-stage of the law-making process, but also on the processes within and between the six stages. However, this does not mean that every network gets an even chance to co-define the outcome of the law-making process. The dominance of a particular network, that also includes civil servants or politicians who have a decisive role in (one of) the stages, determines the dominant problem definition and policy specifications of the law. Although some interests from non-dominating networks can be compromised by policy brokers, ideas that are too different from  – or even distracting – the existing proposal will probably not be adopted by the legislator. In that case, rather ‘mild’ attempts do not work and some sort of crisis in the system is necessary to change the outcome majorly. Crisis in the system can happen within every stage of the law-making process, but they happen rather suddenly and the outcome is not predictable nor is it certain that it will be in favour of the other network. Thus, causing a crisis is risky and it will only be useful if the external actor has absolutely no chance to compromise at all. In other cases – when ideas of a non-dominating network or actor are not completely conflicting with current ideas –attempts to influence the policy-making process probably have a good chance of success if the attempt is done well.

The impact of culture 
Although a system-level analysis – as presented in Figure 4 – is sufficient to present legislative and theoretical information on the law-making process of a country, it does not present any practical information on the amount of communication and cooperation between the legislator and external actors. This differs per country, because each country has its own habits, communication styles, preferences and many other factors, which are defined as ‘culture’ (Van der Berg & Franke, 1998). This section elaborates foremost on the importance of culture in law-making processes within countries. 
Van den Berg & Franke (1998) argue that the communicative culture within a country is important, because it defines the way governmental agencies respond to lobby-efforts. They distinguish two different models: the  pluralistic model and the corporatist model (Van den Berg & Franke, 1998). The pluralistic model is seen as the oldest advocacy-system: informally influencing the policy-maker via vast canals with familiar contacts, where the lobbyist tries to get its policy-alterations taken over through an open competition of attention within these canals (Van den Berg & Franke, 1998). In contrast, within the corporatist model the state is seen as rather weak and closed for non-familiar actors, but wherein compromise is more often reached due to a strong competition amongst the familiar lobbyists who are constantly dependent on each other  (Van den Berg & Franke, 1998). In other words, while the pluralist model knows a large variety of actors who have a more or less an equal chance to get their voice heard, the state within the corporatist model prefers to listen to familiar external actors who can have an influence on the policy-making process when they succeed to compromise. 
Van den Berg and Franke (1998) and Andeweg and Irwin (2005) argue that the Netherlands is historically seen as best identifiable with the corporatist model. However, the system has become a bit more open to ‘outsiders’, which has resulted in a rather complicated system where a large diversity of actors is trying to reach a compromise which suits them (Van den Berg & Franke, 1998). This more or less mixed model between pluralism and corporatism is called in Dutch ‘het Poldermodel’  (Andeweg & Irwin, 2005). Deelstra et al. (2003) argue that within this Dutch model ‘central steering’ is seen as unworkable and unwanted, and the true power ‘lies within the informal policy networks that support formal decision-makers’ (Deelstra et al., 2003, 519). The reason behind this relative large power of these networks can be found in the former polarized nature of the Netherlands, in which the state was rather weak and decision-makers learned mainly through negotiation about field-specific knowledge (Deelstra et al., 2003). In conclusion, the Dutch democratic system seems – due to its mixed system – relatively open for input of external actors: either because they present knowledge that the law-maker needs in order to formulate effective public policy or because this specific policy-proposal will be better received and adopted by external actors if they believe that they had a voice in this process. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017471]What have we learned? 
In conclusion, this first section of the Theoretical Framework aimed to give an answer to the questions ‘What is a law?’ and ‘How do laws come about?’. We ascertained that a law dictates what actors may and cannot do within a certain by the law demarcated area. Laws are one of the instruments of public policy, which are formulated by governmental agencies and can eventually be adjusted by external actors if their adjustments are received as valuable by the regulating agency. In the Netherlands, the law-making system has a rather open culture, which means that external actors can have a rather influential role. This is hopeful for external actors like Alliander, because it means that they can directly contact the actual policy-makers and discuss their point of view more easily than lobbyists in more closed law-making systems. However, it can also be problematic: due to the relatively large power-position of informal networks within a law-making system, it is important to know whether or not Alliander is part of such a network. Next to Alliander’s participation within a certain network it is essential to ‘know what you are doing’: being member of an influential network is not enough if its lobby-practices are not taking seriously. Lobbying effectively also depends on thorough background research and a coherent lobby-strategy. The upcoming section will devote attention to the question how Alliander can design an effective lobby-strategy. 


[bookmark: _Toc465017472]What are the elements of an effective lobby-strategy? 

As we have seen above, Alliander can successfully get its desired policy alterations adopted if its lobby-strategy is designed and executed well. In order to find out what would be an effective lobby-approach, it is important to quickly recap on the concept itself: what is this ‘lobbying’ exactly? 
Authors do not agree on the exact specifics of the concept. Van Venetië and Luikenaar (2008) argue that lobbying is ‘informally influencing the formal decision-making process’ (van Venetië & Luikenaar, 2008, p. 17). Pauw (1995) argues that ‘lobby is the actual execution of advocacy-activities that are targeted towards governmental agencies and politicians’ (Pauw, 1995, 19). Another definition is given by Van Drimmelen (2014) who argues that lobbying is the professional and transparent advocacy where the own organization is constantly involved with the political and societal decision-making processes (Van Drimmelen, 2014). Timmermans (2014) argues that all definitions are either too simplistic, or involve a normative statement (‘the professional and transparent advocacy’), but he does not give an alternative definition. The most inclusive definition I have found was given by Van der Meiden from 1988: ‘lobbying is the collection of advocacy-activities, who are directly or indirectly addressed to legislators in order to influence the decision-making process of a particular issue in a way that it suits the wishes of the initiator’ (van der Meiden, 1988, 12). What is clear from these definitions is that lobbying is the collection of initiatives of external actors, who have no regulative and decisive power over the outcome of the policy-production process, which are aimed at influencing this process in a way that the outcome suits the wishes of the initiator. These actions can be very broad and depend on the context of the lobby and what the initiating external actors want to reach. In sum, the definition on lobbying presented above is in line with the conclusion from the first section of this theoretical framework on public policy-making: laws are formulated by governmental actors and can eventually be adjusted by external actors if their lobby-adjustments are received as valuable by the regulating agency. However, it is not easy to know if the proposed adjustments are going to be perceived as valuable enough to implement. Therefore, the lobby-strategy must exist of certain elements that are somehow logically complementing each other. This section will present the options that are wise to include in a lobby-strategy and what better to leave out.  
	Pauw (1998) argues that a good strategy starts with a clear perception of the goal that the company or organization wants to reach: what is the problem, what are desired alterations of the public policy, what is acceptable and what is unwanted and are these goals achievable (Pauw, 1998)? In order to ascertain this, the company needs to make a problem-analysis, through an inventory off the possible threats and chances of the proposed public policy (Pauw, 1998). As became clear in the introduction of this study: Alliander has spotted a possible threat, which could become a chance for the company in the future if their efforts succeed. Directly after identifying the problem, there are four choices the company faces: 1) whether to wait patiently or to lobby actively, 2) whether to lobby for alternative measurements or to self-regulate, 3) whether to lobby intensively or calmly, and, 4) whether to lobby separately or in a coalition (Pauw, 1998). Pauw (1998) argues that these questions can be quickly answered if the scope of the problem is known and the company has a perception of its success-rate (Pauw, 1998). This perception of success-rate has to do with sufficient knowledge on the external arena, the internal company coherence, lobby-successes in the past and the presence of lobbyists or a special public affairs department (Pauw, 1998). Indeed, the same factors that we identified as necessary to investigate in the section above. 
	However, sometimes these options, which already form a large part of the lobby-strategy of a company or organisations, are taken too quickly. That is why Van Schendelen (1998) recommends to consider these options profoundly, based on thorough analyses. Once the company or organization has chosen to lobby actively, it can choose from multiple methods. These methods are distinguished by their degree of openness, called ‘direct methods’ and ‘indirect methods’ (Pauw, 1998; Baakman et al., 1995). Direct methods are ‘aimed at persuading civil servants and politicians that are directly involved in the decision-making process around the subject with information or other means of advocacy’ (Pauw, 1998, 100). Indirect methods are ‘aimed at third parties, like the media, that hopefully spread their ideas and messages in a way that they ultimately also reaches important civil servants and/or politicians’ (Pauw, 1998, 100). 
	In the category ‘direct methods’ there are multiple options, but Pauw (1998) argues that personal and informal contacts work best. Although there exists no finite list of options – lobbying is partly a profession where creativity can lead to unexpected results – methods like a personal visit to a politician, a letter to the responsible civil servant or a good conversation at a meeting or social event are considered valuable (Pauw, 1998). Other direct methods are attending hearings, handing out petitions or demonstrating (Pauw, 1998). However, they are not considered very valuable by Pauw (1998) and Baakman et al. (1995), because research of the Chamber of Commerce has proven that these methods are individually not powerful enough (Baakman et al., 1995). Baakman et al. (1995) emphasize that a combination of efforts is necessary, although the lobbying actor has to think very clearly which combination of methods suits best. They argue that the following five steps have – in combination – worked best for lobbying organisations: 1) a personal conversation with a civil servant or politician, 2) working actively together in the branch-organization, 3) organizing a company-visit, 4) presenting research on the specific issue, and 5) actively keeping contact with relevant actors’ (Baakman et al., 1995, 16). Thus, direct methods are countless. The category ‘indirect methods’ is just as broad. Pauw (1998) argues that four methods can be seen as relatively effective: 1) consulting and informing other civil servants from another decision-making arena, 2) using scientific research to show the ‘truth’ of your message, 3) using public-affairs consultants who are familiar with the decision-making arena, and 4) mobilizing other interest groups who are going to lobby with your company. Baakman et al. (1995) complement this list by naming the media, the Chamber of Commerce, and the judicial system. Nowadays, also the social media could help. The methods listed above are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Lobby Methods 
	Lobby Methods

	Direct
	Indirect

	Personal conversation with civil servant or politician 
	Consulting and informing civil servants from another decision-making arena

	Actively working together in the branch-organization 
	Using scientific research 

	Organizing a company-visit
	Using public-affairs consultants 

	Presenting a research on the issue 
	Mobilizing other interest groups 

	Actively keeping contact with relevant actors
	Approaching the media, the Chamber of Commerce or the judicial system 



However, there are a countless amount of options: one of the many existing lobby-handbooks, the book of Venetië and Luikenaar (2006), presents already over twenty different options. They highlight this difficulty by a catchy expression: ‘The eventual choice on a company’s lobby-strategy is comparable with a move at chess: there is an uncountable amount of options, but one daring move can backfire as a boomerang’ (Van Schendelen, 1998, 85, my translation, RB). In other words, Alliander’s path to success is multi-interpretable and there is probably no single perfect way to reach its goal. Although the section on ‘How do laws come about?’ has taught us that Dutch law-making system has an open and cooperative nature, it still largely depends on the strength and position of networks within the system. Perhaps unnecessary to mention, we have up till know no indication of Alliander’s position in this network. Moreover, various authors (Baakman et al., 1998; Pauw, 1998; Van Schendelen, 1998; Venetië & Luikenaar, 2006) argue that it is necessary to accumulate detailed information on the external and internal environment of the lobbying company or organization in order to ascertain what would be an effective lobby-strategy for that particular case. 
[bookmark: _Toc465017473]What have we learned? 
This section described the components of a lobby-strategy. Eminent is that if an external actor wants to influence policy-making it needs to have a carefully designed lobby-strategy with a clearly defined goal, an appropriate type of lobby and it has to use direct or indirect methods that suit that particular case almost perfectly. Although its strategic options are countless, thorough background research could help making the right choices. The next section will elaborate on its specifics. 


[bookmark: _Toc465017474]What information is needed upfront to lobby effectively?  

We found out above that the Dutch law-making process can be influenced by external actors – whether they are networks or individuals  – if their lobby-attempts are executed well and their proposed adjustments are regarded as useful by the legislator. This depends not only on the lobby-type and the usage of several lobby methods, but mostly on a coherent and well-executed lobby-strategy, which is based on thorough background information of the external and internal environment of the lobbying company or organization. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017475]External analysis 
As we have seen above, the success of a lobby-practice by a certain company or organization partly depends on the network it is part – or not part – off. This can be ascertained by a detailed look at the external environment of the lobbying actor. In addition, the book of Pauw (1998) and the work of Van Schendelen (1998) both emphasize the necessity of an analysis on the external or public environment that encourages the lobby-practitioner to take a detailed look at the case-specifics of a particular lobby-practice (Pauw, 1998, p. 40; Van Schendelen, 1998, p. 78). They argue that an effective lobby-strategy must at least take the following four analyses into account. 
Firstly, a thorough actor-analysis, which specifies the relevant stakeholders: who are relevant actors (stocktaking), do they represent their complete company or organization or a certain part of it (specification) and what is their lobby-potential (strength)? Secondly, an arena-analysis, which investigates this collection of relevant stakeholders and their interconnectedness: are there coalitions or do they actively seek allies? Thirdly, the issue-analysis, that looks thoroughly at the interpretation of the issue – or lobby-subject – that is at stake: is it the same as within the own company or organization or is reframing necessary in order to reach a compromise? Fourthly, the time-analysis, which is completely about the question: when to strike? However, this last point is rather difficult, because it suggests a policy-cycle, like the Stages Model, which in practice does not always proceed as planned. I consider this last step to be more additional, than necessary, although the lesson ‘be as early as possible’ sounds reasonable. 
Thus, in order for a lobbying actor to be effective, it is necessary to investigate its external environment on potential threatening or partnering companies, institutions, actors or organisations. Not only is it essential to know their point of view on the topic, but also to know from which network they are (un)officially part of. Lastly, it is crucial that the power-position of these actors is evaluated: which actors do we need to devote special attention to. Filling in these black spots will help Alliander’s lobbyists to make the necessary choices when formulating their strategy. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017476]Internal Analysis 
Baakman et al. (1995) argue that external research alone will not be enough for a lobbying actor to get its alterations adopted successfully: due to a large variety of reasons, not all external actors will ultimately have an equal chance of successfully influencing the policy-making process. Baakman et al. (1998) argue that a company needs to meet four conditions in order to  be able to execute a successful lobby.  
The first condition is a good internal cooperation within the company. This seems like a rather obvious argument, but it needs some attention. Most lobbying actors are representing a large company, organization or pressure group in which not everyone is familiar with the overall company strategy, or has reached an internal compromise on what is specifically necessary to achieve this (Van Venetië & Luikenaar, 2008). A good internal cooperation within the company or organization is essential in order to ascertain that employees know what the company’s goals are and act upon them together (Baakman et al., 1995). The second condition has to do with the possession of exclusive knowledge: the policy-maker is more eager to listen to a lobbyist and his arguments if he presents current, relevant and factual knowledge (Baakman et al., 1995). This also requires a profound knowledge of the law-making system and lobbying, such as presented in the first part of this Theoretical Chapter. The third condition concerns the importance of means: lobbying is a long-term process and over time positions within the policy-making area can change due to a large variety of non-predictable factors. Therefore, the lobbying actor needs sufficient means that can be used when unexpected setbacks occur (Baakman et al., 1995). Lastly, it is essential to take into account that lobbyists act in a political market: they need to have enough swaps (resources, information, alliances) that can be exchanged with policy-making, but also external and co-lobbying, actors (Baakman et al., 1995). The actor that has little to offer, can ask only a small amount of favours. In order to ascertain whether or not the company or organization has these conditions an analysis of the internal organization is necessary. Van Schendelen (1998) argues that these four necessary conditions can be tested by checking the amount of internal company-cohesion, the available knowledge and expertise of the lobbying department, a good connection between staff and workforce and the willingness of the company’s employees to cooperate with other actors within the arena (Van Schendelen, 1998). The presence of these conditions will co-determine strategic choices, because it is, for example, imaginable that extensive media-usage as lobby-strategy without enough internal cooperation and communication can backfire dangerously. 
	Next to knowledge of the presence of necessary company-conditions, Van Schendelen (1998) argues that it is essential to take a look at three other factors which are based on experience from the past: Self-evaluation, Unforced Errors and Benchmarking. In short, these three factors emphasize the necessity to learn from the past. Firstly, self-evaluation: a company or organization that is going to lobby at a certain policy-subsystem needs to know what its weak and strong points are and how they are perceived by the legislator (Van Schendelen, 1998). This is one of the most difficult aspects to find out, because it asks a certain amount of vulnerability of the lobbying actor. Sometimes, external research is done which could help ascertaining the reputation of the company or organization (Van Venetië & Luikenaar, 2008). Secondly, a company needs to look at its lobby-efforts in the past and determine what went well and what could be done differently (Unforced errors) (Van Schendelen, 1998). Lastly, it is essential to evaluate closely on your own lobby-efforts, but also the lobby-efforts of others: ‘What did go well and wrong?’ and ‘Why?’ In other words, what are the most important lessons we can learn? (Benchmarking) (Van Schendelen, 1998). Together, these three factors will grant us insight into the lessons from the past, which can help to formulate a better strategy for the future. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017477]What have we learned? 
To sum up, two analyses have to be done in order to acquire the necessary knowledge of Alliander’s position within the advocacy-network at front: an external analysis on the relevant actors, arena(s) and issue(s) and an internal analysis on the presence of necessary company-conditions and the company’s lobby-experience. 


[bookmark: _Toc465017478]What have we learned from theoretical knowledge?  

This study aims to find out how Alliander can achieve that its desired policy alterations are adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. The theoretical framework provided this information by discussing three questions:1) ‘What is a law and how do they come about?’, 2) ‘What are the elements of an effective lobby-strategy’, and 3) ‘What information is needed upfront to lobby effectively’. In sum, the accumulated knowledge of the theoretical framework is presented in Figure 5.  
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Figure 5: Conceptual Framework 

The three questions are discussed in separate sections. The first section ascertained that a law dictates what actors may and cannot do within a certain by the law demarcated area. Laws, one of the instruments of public policy, are the end-product of an interactive process, where power-processes between networks exist that try to get their idea, perception of the problem definition and policy specifications adopted by the governmental agency. We have seen that this attempt to influence policy by non-dominating actors is more commonly known as ‘lobbying’ and a lobby-practice can be successful if designed and executed well. The second section built further on these necessities of a successful lobby by describing the components of a strategy. If an external actor wants to influence policy-making, its lobby-strategy must have a clearly defined goal, an appropriate type of lobby and it has to use direct or indirect methods that suit that particular case almost perfectly. However, the success of this strategy largely depends on its coherence and appropriateness, which can only be achieved through thorough research on the company external and internal environment. In other words, two analyses have to be done in order to accumulate the necessary knowledge of Alliander’s position within the advocacy-network at front: an external analysis on the relevant actors, arena(s) and issue(s) – which also specifies the most important networks which are active in the law-making process of the Environmental Law – and an internal analysis on the presence of necessary company-conditions and the company’s lobby-experience. In sum, environmental and company-specific knowledge is necessary in order to be able to formulate a coherent and – hopefully – effective lobby-strategy: it will help to define the goal, type of lobby and most-appropriate methods for Alliander’s lobbyists if they want get their desired policy alterations adopted in the renewed Environmental Law.  
However, the theoretical section also highlighted that if an external actor wants a legislator to listen to its proposed amendments, not only the lobby-strategy has to be designed well, but it should also be executed well. Various works on lobbying (Baakman et al., 1995; Pauw, 1998; Timmermans, 2014; Van Schendelen, 1998) argued that ‘coherence’ is key to a successful lobby: the strategy has to be based on thorough research, which integrates the company’s means and qualities, and is executed by informed and educated lobby-practitioners and evaluates on proceedings constantly. The actual instruments are a matter of detail, but have to be weighed carefully in front of the actual lobby:  everyone that is involved must know what the plan entails and who is responsible for which part of the plan exactly. Baakman et al. (1995) emphasize these factors by arguing that a good lobbyist ‘needs to have the necessary dossier- and procedural knowledge, completed with a natural ability to persuade others’ (Baakman et al., 1995, 27). Other lessons are: be always honest (Timmermans, 2014), do not act alone if you can do it together (Baakman et al., 1995), be careful with employing too much methods at the same time (Pauw, 1998), hold on (Pauw, 1998) and never celebrate your success publically (Baakman et al., 1995; Pauw, 1998;  Timmermans, 2014). The last lesson of almost every author that is named above and who wrote a work on lobbying or advocacy is: evaluate, evaluate, evaluate. 
However, these lessons also show us that lobbying needs continued attention: every case is different and, in order to make a lobby-strategy fitting and coherent when a company starts a new lobby-trajectory, it is essential that lobbyists execute a background research every time – which can be built on knowledge they have accumulated in the past – to find out which methods fit this particular case. This study can be seen as a recommendation for the lobby-strategy of Alliander at the renewed Environmental Law, but also as an evaluation of the effectivity of lobby-trajectories in the past and as a hand guide for upcoming lobby-trajectories. In this way, it helps Alliander not only to get its preferred policy alterations adopted in the renewed Environmental Law, but also to be successful in lobbying in upcoming trajectories.   

[bookmark: _Toc465017479]Chapter 3: Methodological Framework 

As stated above, this study aims to recommend about an effective lobby-strategy for Alliander in order to get its desired policy alterations adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. It also aims to be a sustainable guide for lobby-efforts in the future. Especially for the last aim of this study, it is essential to know how these analyses – depicted in Figure 5 – can be executed. Therefore, this chapter describes what will be measured and how it will be measured. In other words, the section will start with an translation – or operationalization – of the dependent variable and the independent variables into clear and measurable indicators. Next to this specification of what is necessary to measure, the methodological framework devotes attention to the methods that will be used in order to actually measure these indicators. Lastly, no research is perfect. The indicators that are specified and the sources that are used will have some downfalls. The last section will evaluate upon the reliability and validity of our measurements, because it is important to ascertain that the findings of this study are not accidental and that they measure what they are supposed to measure (Van Thiel, 2013). In the end of this chapter it will be clear which indicators are measured, which sources are necessary to conduct these measurements and how reliable and valid their results will be.  

[bookmark: _Toc465017480]Operationalisation of the variables 

This section will present an overview of the relevant variables, distinguishing between the dependent variable and the independent variables. The dependent variable will be operationalized profoundly, while the independent variables will be illustrated by an inclusive table, supplemented by an explanation in the Research Design section.  
The dependent variable – or the ‘object of study’ – in this study is Alliander’s ‘lobby-strategy’, which has to be effective in order to get the wanted policy alterations adopted by the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment.  As we have concluded in the Theoretical Framework: lobbying is ‘the collection of initiatives by external actors, who have no regulative and decisive power over the outcome of the policy-production process, which are aimed at influencing this process in a way that the outcome suits the wishes of the initiator’. Strategy is described as ‘a plan of action designed to achieve a long-term or overall aim’ (Oxford, 2016b). The same dictionary describes effective as ‘successful in producing a desired or intended result’ (Oxford, 2016c). Shortly stated, an effective lobby-strategy is a successfully produced plan of action, which has influenced the policy-production process in way that the outcome suits the wishes of the initiator. This means that it is not necessary to formulate and execute the most effective lobby-strategy possible, which cannot be measured because only one particular strategy can be executed in one particular case, but that the end-result contains most of the alterations that were desired by the lobbying actor: only then will effective be equivalent to successful. As Figure 7 in the Theoretical Framework has highlighted, a lobby-strategy consists of a clear goal, a certain type of lobby-style and a suitable set of lobby-methods. However, this chapter also acknowledged that there is not only an immense variety of possible styles and methods, the collection must also be coherent: based on knowledge of the Dutch policy-making process and backed by an inclusive external and internal analysis of the issue itself, the broader arena and company characteristics. In other words: in order formulate an effective lobby-strategy it is necessary to know which components are present to be able to formulate a fitting and coherent strategy. These components are called ‘independent variables’, because they have a direct influence on the outcome of the dependent variable. Table 2 shows a further specification of these variables, including a definition of the variable, how the variable can be measured (indicators), and which sources are going to be used to define the value of the variable.  



Table 2: Operationalisation 
	Variable
	Definition
	Indicator
	Document
	Interview 

	External Analysis

	Actor-analysis
	Awareness of the most important stakeholders in this case.  
	Specification of the most important actors in this case. 
	X
	

	
	
	Specification of their connection with Alliander. 
	X
	X

	Arena-analysis
	Awareness of the  interconnectedness of relevant stakeholders.  
	Specification of most important coalitions in this case.  
	X
	

	
	
	Specification of Alliander’s membership in one or more coalitions. 
	X
	X

	Issue-analysis
	The dominant interpretation of the issue by relevant stakeholders.  
	Interpretation of the issue by both relevant ministries.  
	X
	

	
	
	Interpretation of the issue by relevant actors and coalitions. 
	X
	

	Internal Analysis

	Company Conditions



	Four internal factors – internal  cooperation, exclusive knowledge, means and swaps – are necessary to be able to lobby effectively. 
	Connection between lobbying department and workforce. 
	
	X

	
	
	Presence of relevant knowledge on the issue within the company. 
	X
	X

	
	
	Presence of experienced lobbyists. 
	X
	X

	
	
	Presence of relevant resources that could be exchanged.
	
	

	Lobby-experience

	Evaluating upon Alliander’s lobby-capacity is necessary in order to be able to lobby effectively.
	Specification of the strong and weak points of Alliander’s lobby-capacity. 
	
	X

	
	
	Specification of Alliander’s good and bad lobby-experiences in the past.
	
	X

	
	
	Specification of lessons that can be drawn from (un)successful lobby-activities.
	
	X





In short, the presence of five independent variables – categorized in Table 2 and pictured in Figure 5 – will be measured in order to ascertain what their impact is on the dependent variable. The upcoming section highlights how this will be executed. Below I will explain these variables in more detail when discussing the methods of measurement. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017481]Research Design 

Next to the operationalization of the variables, that has answered the question ‘What will be measured in this study?’, it is important to devote attention to the research method that is used to answer the research question: ‘How is the value of each independent variable going to be measured?’. As we have seen above, the dependent variable – an effective lobby-strategy – is dependent on five independent variables. Some of them require a rather evaluative approach, others are examined by comparing documents. As we can already see in Table 2, this study uses two separate research methods, also called ‘mixed method’. This upcoming section will concentrate on this specific research method first, while afterwards take a deeper look at each independent variable separately.

[bookmark: _Toc465017482]Mixed Method 
As Table 2 already reveals in the fourth and fifth column, two different research methods are necessary to consult in order to collect all the details that are necessary to ascertain the value of each independent variable. Van Thiel (2013) highlights the importance of this so-called ‘mixed method’: research becomes more valid and reliable – what that means will be explained in the section below – if multiple indicators are used to measure findings, multiple sources are used to secure the outcome of these findings and multiple methods are used to collect different kinds of sources on the same topic. As Table 2 already showed us, every variable is tested by at least two indicators. These indicators will be – if possible – checked by multiple sources. The upcoming section will devote some attention to these two research methods and the sources they use.   
A content analysis of documents embodies the first research method. It is important to highlight that for the many different indicators, multiple documentary sources are necessary to look into.  Although they can vary from legislative texts to internal company-documents on strategic choices, they have in common that they need to be comprehensive and trustworthy to be able to conclude something valuable for the specific indicator that is checked (van Thiel, 2013). For example, in order to measure the internal cooperation within Alliander, the study will look into documents from the Human Resource Department on company coherence, while the presence of exclusive knowledge on the law itself has to be drawn from entire other sources, such as work documents on the lobby. In chapter 4, where the results are presented, the different sources for each indicator are mentioned, supplemented with a short description of its origin and value. This is done to secure the transparency and trustworthiness of their findings. 
The second research method are interviews with various employees of Alliander and some externals. I have chosen to complement the documentary sources with interviews, because some indicators cannot be analysed with the use of documentary sources, such as the self-evaluation of Alliander on their lobby-efforts in the past, because such information is not documented. Furthermore, interviews have a ‘custom-made nature’: the interviewer has the possibility to ask precisely what is needed to know in order to ascertain the value of the indicator. Due to the fact that Alliander is a Dutch company and not all employees are fluent in English, the interviews are held in Dutch. The interview-guide is added in Appendix 2. The analysis of the transcripts – which is executed by coding the answers of the respondents categorically – is not included in the study, nor in the appendix, because lobbying is a delicate profession and the guarantee of discretion gave the respondents the possibility to talk freely. Furthermore, it is essential to the reliability of this study that during the interviews every respondent is asked the same set of questions (van Thiel, 2013). That is why special attention will be paid to the recurrence of questions within the interviews, because otherwise the danger exists that findings will be based on accidental knowledge instead of facts. Next to that, the selection of respondents by the researcher makes it possible to create an encompassing picture of Alliander’s lobby-effectiveness, because not only the ‘classic lobbyists are questioned, but also other employees that are (or have been) involved in lobbying somehow or concerned with (the lobby of) the Environmental Law revision. In practice this means that thirteen respondents are questioned, coming from 10 departments within Alliander and the branch organization. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017483]How to measure every independent variable profoundly? 
In short, we ascertained that using a ‘mixed method’ is smart. However, the description of these methods keep us rather at a shallow level: what do these methods entail in practice for every independent variable? 
	The first group of variables is called ‘external analysis’, which emphasizes the importance of Alliander’s awareness of relevant actors, their connections and their opinions in the external environment. The three independent variables of this group are investigated mainly through document analyses, supplemented with an interview question. The reason for this research method is that the preferred information is very case-specific, and only few respondents (and employees) are familiar with the lobby-trajectory of the Environmental Law revision. Therefore, we only ask them to think of partners with who we should partner up in this or another (future) lobby-trajectory. The opinion of respondents is backed up with an inclusive stakeholder analysis, which integrates their ideas with documentary sources. The stakeholder analysis will provide an inclusive answer to all three independent variables of this column: the ‘actor-analysis’, the ‘arena-analysis’ and the ‘issue-analysis’. The stakeholder analysis is able to reach an inclusive result, because it specifies the most important actors in this case (actor), their connection with Alliander and each other (arena) and their involvement in the lobby surrounding the Environmental Law revision (issue). The actor-analysis is executed by looking at companies from the energy(-infrastructure)sector, public and civil service institutions, shareholders, political parties, companies and organisations which are concerned with sustainability, societal improvement and ‘green energy’. In other words, the actor-analysis provides an overview of all the organisations, institutions and companies which could possibly have an interest to join Alliander in its lobby of the Environment Law revision. At the arena-analysis, these various actors are categorized by sector, goal and/or their public/private nature and are checked on their interconnectedness. Subsequently, a background check on the mission/vision and connection to Alliander is executed on every separate actor, which determines their connection to Alliander in the past and present and their connection to each other. Last but not least, the issue-analysis checks whether these actors are concerned with the Environmental Law revision by investigating every single response to the consultation and pre-consultation of the Statutory Instruments of the Environmental Law revision. It also investigates if their response has overlap with the preferred alterations of Alliander. At the end of this column, it is clear who the most important actors are in this case, who their partners are, and whether it is truly recommendable to join forces with them in the future.
	The second group of variables is called ‘internal analysis’ and looks at the company conditions and lobby-experience of Alliander. This analysis consists of two independent variables, which are evaluated separately. The first (fourth in total) variable is called ´company conditions´ and checks whether Alliander has four factors that are essential if a company wants its lobby efforts to succeed: internal cooperation, exclusive knowledge, means and swaps. Whether Alliander has enough internal cooperation is studied by asking respondents two questions: ‘Is there enough internal cooperation between lobbying employees?’ and ‘Is there enough internal cooperation between staff departments and business units?’. Unfortunately this information cannot be backed up by documentary sources, because results from Human Resource investigations are classified. The presence of relevant knowledge on the issue within the company and the presence of experienced lobbyists is checked by two interview questions: ‘Do you think that these lobbying departments have enough knowledge and experience to lobby effectively?’ and ‘What would you recommend in order to make a particular lobby-trajectory more effective in the future?’. Their findings are checked by searching the internal communication system of Alliander – called ‘intranet’ – and by checking the amount of official ‘lobbyists’ the company and – in this case – the particular lobby-taskforce has. The last factor – the presence of relevant resources that could be exchanged – is self-evident and will not require much attention: as a SOE, Alliander is state-owned and will definitely not exchange money or other means during lobbying. Furthermore, it has a very specific function, which makes the law-maker immediately dependent on Alliander if it requires specialized information on electricity networks. This will probably not change in the nearby future. In other words, in the case of a SOE without exchangeable swaps except sector-specific knowledge, the last factor is similar to the second and third condition. Therefore, this study will not spend further analyses on this particular factor. The findings on the three company conditions together will determine whether Alliander has sufficient internal cooperation, knowledge of the issue and means to be able to lobby effectively. Or in other words, the analysis will point out which internal conditions are too weak and should – and can – be improved.  
	The second independent variable of the internal analysis is called ‘lobby-experience’ and evaluates upon Alliander’s lobby-capacity and experiences in the past. This evaluation is executed by using three methods: Self-evaluation, Unforced Errors and Benchmarking. Self-evaluation, which specifies the strong and weak points of Alliander’s lobby-capacity, is examined by the interview-question ‘How effective do you regard the lobby-efforts of Alliander’, supplemented by follow-up questions that try to find out why the respondent feels that way. Where relevant, the interview-question that has already been used to find out whether Alliander has experienced lobbyists – ‘What would you recommend in order to make a lobby-trajectory more effective in the future?’ – can be used to support the findings. The second method is called Unforced Errors, which specifies Alliander’s bad- and good lobby-experiences – is examined by asking whether the respondent knows any particular examples of successful and unsuccessful lobby-trajectories, supplemented with the note that this could be an example of Alliander or another company. Lastly, Benchmarking specifies the lessons we could learn from the past and the present. This is done by asking a follow-up question on the questions from Self-reflection and Unforced Errors: ‘What do you think Alliander could learn from that?’. This could either be a lesson from a positive or negative experience. What stands out is that all three methods which are used to measure this independent variable are interview-based, which means that the mixed method cannot be used. This is unfortunate, but there are no available documents that present these findings. However, the fact that a thorough evaluation has not been executed yet can be a good source of information in itself. 
	In sum, in order to find out what the most appropriate lobby-strategy for Alliander would be in this case – with a clearly defined goal, an appropriate type of lobby and matching (in)direct lobby-methods – it is essential to execute a detailed background research. This section has described profoundly how the necessary external and internal analysis on Alliander’s lobby-performance is going to be executed in order to be able to define the lobby-strategy later on. However, we have already stated that no research is perfect: the next section will elaborate on the shortcomings of this study and its methods. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017484]Reliability and validity 

The usage of a mixed method does not ultimately secure the validity and reliability of every finding. This section will take a look at the pitfalls of this study: whether its findings are accurate and consistent (reliability) and whether it measures what it is supposed to measure and if its findings are generalizable to other lobby-practices of Alliander or other state-owned enterprises (validity) (Van Thiel, 2013). 
	What could compromise the reliability of the findings? Firstly, the usage of various company documents does not guarantee that every finding is consistent, because not all sources for every indicator can be checked by another source due to their specific nature. This first problem is common for more public administration studies, because – due to efficiency reasons – many organisations or companies do not produce the same information twice. Secondly, although this study uses multiple interviews to check the consistency of answers, interviews are still opinions and it is hard to make them ‘facts’. What could even be more harmful for the accuracy of findings from interviews it the fact that they are conducted by an employee from a department within Alliander: regulation. This could lead to ‘socially desirable’ answers: the interviewee answers what he/she thinks that the interviewer/department wants to hear. Next to that, it could also be the case that some employees who are active in public affairs/lobbying are presenting the picture more positive than it is in real life. In order to make sure that the findings are accurate, answers that stand out from the rest of the interviews will be double-checked by documents afterwards. Although both weaknesses within the two research methods could possible harm the reliability of the entire study, I believe that the combination of both methods will partly overcome these problems. 
What could harm the validity of the study? Does the study measures what it supposes to measure? This is a particularly difficult, because every researcher opts to make research as precise and targeted as possible in order to answer the central question. This study hopes to give recommendations on how Alliander could achieve that its desired policy alterations are adopted into the Environmental Law revision. The most important shortcoming of this study is that it can only look at whether Alliander and its employees have the sufficient means and knowledge to draft a successful lobby-strategy: it will not draft the actual lobby-strategy, because that is a matter of detail. However, granting well-grounded recommendations on how to produce a successful lobby-strategy – instead of actually producing a custom-made one – can have benefits for another possible validity-weakness: generalizability. First of all, generalizability in this study means that its findings are applicable in other cases, lobby-practices and/or state-owned enterprises, because it presents a method to come more easily to a well-grounded and – hopefully – effective lobby-strategy. For example, in order to know if the lobbying employees of Alliander have done a thorough arena-analysis before writing a strategy (if it exists at all) it is not the responsibility of the researcher to actually do this analysis, but to check whether they are aware of the importance of this analysis and/or possess the necessary knowledge. In this way, the study contributes to the mapping of the necessary steps, such as the arena-analysis, that have to be taken in order to come to a lobby-strategy that could also be a hand guide for lobby-processes in the future. 
Summing up, each study has its pitfalls. However, the research design has tried to respond in the best way possible to these weaknesses.



[bookmark: _Toc465017485]Chapter 4: Results & Analysis 

This chapter will present the results of the analyses of the independent variables that are presented in Table 2 of the Methodological Framework. Subsequently, the chapter will connect the findings of these analyses to the lessons of the Theoretical Framework. At the end of the chapter, it will be clear what the results of the analyses are and how we should interpret them independently. In other words, it will be clear what Allliander has to work on or what it has to take into account if it wants to achieve that its desired policy alterations are adopted in the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. However, before the results will presented, let us make one thing clear: lobbying is a delicate profession. Although it requires transparency, honesty and skills, it is also very vulnerable to misinterpretation. That is why the concrete results of the stakeholder analysis and the internal analysis will not be directly presented in this chapter, because it is sensitive information that could possible harm the lobby-potential of Alliander in this case and following lobby-trajectories. That is the absolute opposite of the goal of this study. Therefore, Alliander exclusively will be provided with a complete and detailed overview of the results. However, this does not harm the study, nor blockades a well-grounded recommendation, because the most important findings are based on their generalizability: what is the pattern that can be distinguished between the individual findings? These patterns are – in the end – the most important findings of this study and they will provide an answer to the main research question. In sum,  this chapter describes the findings of the analyses, the patterns that can be distinguished between them and the sub-conclusions that can be drawn when these patterns are compared to the predictions that are expressed in literature. This will be done in three separate sections: the first section will describe the findings of the external/stakeholder analysis and the second and third section will describe the findings of the internal analysis on company conditions and Alliander’s lobby-experience.

[bookmark: _Toc465017486]External Analysis 

As has been stated in the Theoretical Framework, it is essential for a lobbying organization or company to know who its allies are. In order to know who those particular actors are, the lobbying party has to conduct a stakeholder analysis, which specifies the most important actors (independent variable one: actor-analysis), their connection to each other (independent variable two: arena-analysis) and their interpretation of the issue (independent variable three: issue-analysis). In other words, the stakeholder-analysis is actually an integration of the three independent analyses. I have executed this stakeholder-analysis by looking at around 100 possible companies and organisations. 
The first sub-analysis, that specifies who the most important actors are in this case, is executed by looking at Alliander itself: ‘Who are the most important actors in the energy(-infrastructure) sector?’, ‘Which (private, public or societal) actors have common goals, values or stakes?’, ‘What are the actors that Alliander (frequently) deals with operationally and/or strategically?’, ‘Who are its stakeholders?’. Next to that, the analysis  looked at various public sector organisations – political parties, ministerial departments, public service organisations – that somehow involve around the creation of the Environmental Law. In total, the analysis includes 68 separate actors, that either have a connection to Alliander, its vision for society or the Environmental Law. After specifying who the most important actors are in this case, it was important to find out what the actor’s responsibilities and vision are in order to find out what Alliander has in common with them. This has been done by checking the webpage of every single actor in the list. In the end, it was clear who the most important actors in this case are and what Alliander’s has in common with them. 
The second sub-analysis of the stakeholder analysis, the connection of these actors with Alliander and each other, has been completed, firstly, by looking at the common membership of actors of case-relevant organisations and, secondly, by looking at the history of Alliander with every particular actor. This has been executed by ‘Googling’ every individual actor in combination with Alliander and other actors. Multiple sources – from newspaper articles to public announcements of actors themselves – are consulted in order to get a complete image of their interconnectedness. Next to the internet search, ten lobby-reactions of Alliander on other topics are checked on their cooperation with other actors. Due to the fact that all of them were sector-specifically of individually submitted (no ground-breaking results) and all of them were marked as highly sensitive by Alliander, they are not separately discussed here. However, it was essential to check these lobby-reactions in order to ascertain who Alliander’s frequent partners are. In the end, it was clear how some actors are connected to each other and to Alliander. 
The last sub-analysis, that tried to find out what the interpretation of the particular issue – the Environmental Law revision and the role of energy – of every actor is, is executed by checking, firstly, whether the actor itself has published something about the Environmental Law revision, and secondly, whether the actor made use of the (pre-)consultation by reacting upon the proposed Statutory Instruments. Apart from the ministerial departments, all actors were checked on their issue-interpretation. Moreover, also actors that are not actively involved in the advocacy of the Environmental Law are checked on their common interests with Alliander in order to ascertain whether they could be an ally or not. At the end, it is clear whether the actors are actively involved in the law-making process of the Environmental Law revision, what their dominant interpretation of the issue is and what their preferred alterations are. 
In sum, the stakeholder analyses investigated around 100 possible public, private or societal actors, their connection with Alliander and each other and their preferred policy-alterations. It produced a selection of 66 possible partners. As explained in the Methodological Framework, the stakeholder-analysis is supported by one interview question: ‘Could you think of partners with who we should partner up in this or another (future) lobby-trajectory?’. The results were very broad: not all respondents could think of a particular company or organisation and – if they did – the answers were unique. What seemed to be decisive to their answer were the contacts they themselves had with external actors. This means that the interview-question did not grant us a bigger picture of the external environment. Nevertheless, the external actors that were named by the respondents are added to the stakeholder analysis and named in the results where relevant. Afterwards, all the external actors were categorized in 10 groups, either by their vision, sector or jurisdiction, and defined by 4 categories. The results are presented in Table 3. The categorization in 10 groups and 4 subcategories was possible, because the stakeholder analysis concentrated on finding patterns and commonalities amongst actors.
Thus, although Alliander will be provided with a more actor-specific Excell-sheet, here I will concentrate on the bigger picture, because it is essential to recognise broader patterns. In this way, the results of the stakeholder-analysis cannot only be consulted in future lobby-trajectories too, but can also be used to support future research on SOE’s, the Environmental Law Revision and the Dutch energy(-infrastructure) sector.  

[bookmark: _Toc465017487]Stakeholder-analysis: Results 
This section will describe the findings of the 10 groups that are specified in the stakeholder-analysis (Bevers, 2016a). As stated above, four subcategories are specified independently in Table 3: the importance of the actor/group as a lobbying party, the involvement of that actor/group at the Environmental Law revision, the active involvement of that actor/group with the activities of Alliander, and the common interests of that actor/group with Alliander. Alliander’s desired policy alterations/interests – as formulated in the Introduction of this study – are not only the adoption of energy in the Digital Support System (Energy IT) of the renewed Environmental Law, but also a greater emphasis on sustainability, societal development, regional cooperation amongst provinces and municipalities and the investment security of their assets. 
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	Public branch- Org.
	Civil Service Org.
	Other Public Service Org. 
	Political Parties
	Shareholders
	Energy Network Operators
	Energy Suppliers
	Sustainable Energy Branch- Org.
	Societal Org. (sustainable)
	Private Parties (sustainable)

	Importance
	High
	High
	Medium 
	High
	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	Involved 
	Some
	No
	Some
	No
	No
	Yes
	Some
	Yes 
	No
	Only one

	Partner
	One strategic alliance 
	Purely operational
	Operational & Strategic, mostly IT
	No, not in favor of several Alliander activities
	Operational & Strategic, mostly on sustainability
	Operational & Strategic, part of NVDE & NBNL
	Some, not familiar, negative (competitor) & positive (sustainable)
	All part of NVDE (sustainable), one competitor (warmth)
	Some, strategic (societal, sustainable & IT)
	Some, strategic (sustainable) and one operational

	Interest
	Societal, 
Regional cooperation, Energy IT
	Sustainable, Societal
	Energy IT
	Sustainable, Societal
	Sustainable, Regional cooperation, Societal
	Sustainable, Energy IT, Regional cooperation, Investment security, Societal
	Sustainable, Energy IT, Investment security
	Sustainable, Energy IT, Regional cooperation
	Sustainable, Societal, (Energy IT)
	Sustainable, Societal, Regional Cooperation, Investment security


Table 3: Results of stakeholder-analysis*

* Due to non-lobbying nature of ministries and supervising institutions, their evaluation is left out of Table 3. 


Group 1: Public Branch Organisations 
The first group exists of three organisations that either represent the municipalities or the provinces of the Netherlands. What they have in common is that they all represent multiple – if not all – decentralised public bodies. Their goal is to inform and unite these bodies throughout the country and to advocate for their interests. Two out of three organisations are very active in advocacy and are seen by Respondent 6 as strong lobbyists. Only the organization that is regarded as ‘less influential’ has submitted an official consultation-reaction on the Statutory Instruments of the Environmental Law. Another, not actively involved, public branch-organization has been strategically involved with Alliander, namely by supporting local sustainable energy initiatives. Furthermore, they all share common interests with Alliander, because they are all socially concerned and benefit from regional cooperation. Moreover, the least-influential organization that has submitted  a consultation-reaction has advocated for IT-services that are adapted to the needs of society, which is directly in line with Alliander’s Energy IT-goals. In conclusion, it is recommended to contact all three organisations on the benefits or regional cooperation and an inclusive IT-system. This can be aligned to a greater emphasis on societal sustainability. 

Group 2: Civil Service Organisations  
The second group exists of five organisations that are featured by their public juridical nature: they are all implementation services of one of the three ministries – Economic Affairs, Infrastructure and Environment or Internal Affairs – that are important in the Environmental Law revision. They are all of high importance to the government, but none of them – probably due to their public judicial nature – is active in lobbying. Their contact with Alliander has been mainly operational: the organization that mainly concentrates on economic affairs has the responsibility to co-write sector-specific norms that guide the behaviour of energy-infrastructure companies in the Netherlands, and two other organisations have to be informed in Alliander wants to make adjustments in its energy-network. However, three out of five are also environmentally active – two in cooperation with Alliander – to enhance sustainable energy-solutions in buildings and within the broader environment. If we look at the vision of these five Civil Service Organisations, they have two interests in common with Alliander: to enhance sustainability and to improve societal involvement on green energy subjects. In conclusion, due to their importance for the government, it is highly recommended to join forces with them, but also highly unlikely that they will support an external actor with lobbying. Perhaps if Alliander shows the environmentally active organisations the opportunities that a well-designed and executed IT-system has – with energy incorporated – for preserving our flora and fauna, that they will cooperate on the background. 

Group 3: Other Public Service Organisations
This is a rather broad group. It consists of four organisations that are all publically funded, but different in goal and juridical nature. Two organisations are research departments on infrastructure or energy, and the other two are specialised in sharing and connecting data, including geographical information. What they have in common is that they all focus on data – whether it is ‘big data’ such as geographical information or research data on the energy sector – and that they have no interest in making profit whatsoever. Except from the research department on energy, all organisations have worked together with Alliander: one of them operational – they mostly share data on ground-infrastructure – and the other two strategic: the two data-sharing organisations have worked with Alliander on several occasions, mostly on ‘big data’ issues and sustainability projects. They are regarded as ‘medium-important’ to the legislator, because they are quite large in size and publically owned. However, only one of them – the research department on energy – is involved with the Environmental Law revision. This actor argues that energy is not adopted as a subject in the law and that local governmental agencies are not yet ready to bear the burden of the Energy Transition now the responsibilities are shifted to the decentralised level; indeed, almost the exact same arguments as Alliander offers. Thus, these four organisations have in common with Alliander that the Netherlands really have to work on the inclusiveness and efficacy of its Digital Support System: data-systems can be a solution to some of the problems the country is going to face, and they can help formulate what is necessary to integrate ‘energy’ successfully in that system. However, three of them have to be triggered to cooperate somehow, because they do not show active involvement at the moment. 

Group 4: Political Parties 
The fourth group consists of twelve political parties that have very few in common, other than being politically active. Although these actors can also be an objective of lobbying, they are included because they are of high importance for the government: the legislators need a majority of the votes in the States General to pass the Statutory Documents in the Second and First Chamber. However, none has responded to the consultation opportunity – probably because they have the parliamentary opportunity later on – which means that the likeliness to be involved in earlier stages is small. Although most of the parties, with the exception of the populist right party, have announced to be in favour of sustainable energy and a circular economy, four parties have no connection whatsoever and the remaining parties have commented negatively on the operations of Alliander in the media. They have commented on three issues: 1) Alliander’s alleged expansion to Germany, 2) the ‘commercial’ business units of the Alliander holding and 3) the height of the salaries of the management team. In short, although political parties are seen as an important group – mostly in the parliamentary phase of the law – and almost all of them have common interests with Alliander on sustainability and societal development, Alliander has to make a lot of effort to get their support. Most probably the bond between Alliander and these parties is momentarily broken, although it remains a mystery how well the connection between Alliander’s lobbyist ‘in The Hague’ is with the politicians, because – as will be explained in the internal analysis below – most respondents indicate that they have no overview of his work.

Group 5: Shareholders 
The fifth group consists of four important shareholders of Alliander: three provinces and one (large) municipality. As we have seen, Alliander is a SOE, which means that the company has a Board of Directors that is directly responsible for the results of the company, but not for its business. Their supposed strength to the legislator is rather low, because they make up only a very small part of the decentral governmental agencies of the Netherlands. They are also not advocating actively in this case. Furthermore, the shareholder-research of Joris and Westra (2016) has clarified that Alliander is rather sloppy in maintaining contact with its shareholders and keeping them up-to-date. However, they do have a lot with Alliander in common: they all have an emphasis on sustainability, they all benefit from regional cooperation and they all commit to societal development. Alliander has cooperated with all of them operationally and/or strategically, mostly on subjects surrounding sustainability. Nevertheless, considering their low impact, their low current involvement, and Alliander’s poor performance on relation-management, I doubt whether these partners will be the most influential to persuade the legislator. 

Group 6: Energy Network Operators 
The sixth group consists of five energy-infrastructure companies and the branch-organization for the energy-infrastructure sector. In other words, the companies are similar to Alliander. As we have seen in the introduction, Alliander is an external actor as a SOE and has no decisive influence over law-making processes. However, if they unite the complete branch, they could have better chances. Therefore, their estimated importance is medium. Every company is currently involved in this particular lobby-trajectory, because they have all sent a deputy to the case-specific workgroup that has been organized by the branch organization. They also have operationally and strategically worked together with Alliander. Next to the branch-organization that has already been named, they are also all member of the branch organization for renewable energy, which will be mentioned in Group 8. Considering their similarities, they have a lot of interests in common: a great emphasis on sustainability of the energy sector, the integration of the subject energy in the IT-system, regional cooperation, societal development and – last  but not least – the long-term investment security of their assets. Maintaining and installing (energy-)infrastructure is an expensive activity and in the current transition to sustainable sources of energy it is essential that these companies make the right choices. All other interests have to be represented in order to achieve this last one. In short, a lot is at stake: the complete energy-infrastructure sector is heavily burdened if the legislators do not listen to their warnings. Although their estimated importance is medium, they are actively involved in the lobby-trajectory and are partners of Alliander. It is highly recommended to continue this collaboration. 

Group 7: Energy Suppliers 
This is one of the trickiest stakeholder-groups for Alliander and the other energy-infrastructure companies. The group consists of three very strong companies and its branch organization, which were obliged to privatize in 2008. Although they have a shared history with the infrastructure-companies, their relationship is not well. The energy-infrastructure companies are legally restricted by the Unbundling Law, while the energy suppliers are part of the private sector.. Nevertheless, the legally restricted companies – especially Alliander – tend to stretch the restricted area with ‘commercial’ business units, which annoys the three largest energy suppliers of the Netherlands. Although Alliander has worked with some of them operationally and/or strategically, negative comments on their business activities overrule. Not surprisingly, if we take into account that energy is no subject in the Environmental Law revision, only one of them has reacted on the consultation. That is not a complete surprise, because this particular organization is also – together with the energy-infrastructure companies – member of the branch-organization for sustainable energy that will be named in Group 8. However, these three companies are not the only energy suppliers: there are numerous small enterprises that supply energy to Dutch citizens. Due to the fact that they cannot all be analysed, the stakeholder analysis names seven small energy suppliers that are all environmentally active. The goal of every one of them is to enhance the amount of sustainable energy sources in the Netherlands and to make the energy market more transparent. However, because they are relatively new, not actively involved in the law revision and quite small, their impact on legislation is seen as small. In contrast, the impact of the three large – and ‘grey’ – energy suppliers is regarded medium, because they are already active for many years and have experienced lobbyists to their availability. Nevertheless, all energy suppliers – especially the small ones with their vision on renewable energy -  share a lot of interests with Alliander: an emphasis on sustainability, a greater role for energy in the law’s IT-system and more investment security for their own assets. It would be smart to continue the cooperation with the ‘grey’ supplier that is active in the branch-organization for renewable energy – because they proclaim almost the same viewpoints as Alliander – and to ask whether these small, but similar and sustainable, energy suppliers would like to join the sector-unifying branch organization for sustainable energy. A close cooperation with the other two energy suppliers is discouraged at the moment, until their infighting is solved. 

Group 8: Sustainable Energy Branch-Organisations 
The most influential organization is already named in Group 6 and Group 7: the branch organization for sustainable energy. Not only are energy-infrastructure organisations and energy suppliers member of this organization, also other energy branch-organisations. Examples are organisations for bio-energy, wind-energy, solar-energy and other possible sources. Although they represent a large part of the sector, their impact is still small to medium, because the organization is not even one year old. However, it has great promise when it solves a couple of rookie mistakes. It is highly involved in the Environmental Law revision and it organizes special workgroups where a lot of companies and organisations are present. Although its members consist of one ‘competitor’ – the construction and management of heating networks is currently not legally defined – cooperation is possible. Their common interests are sustainability, energy as a full part of the IT-system and regional cooperation, because the transition to renewable sources of energy is largely local. In conclusion, it is recommended to continue the collaboration with the overarching branch organization for sustainable energy that incorporates so many other branch organisations in the renewable energy sector. 

Group 9: Societal Organisations (sustainable)
Due to the large variety of societal organisations in this country, only the ones who are involved with sustainability and society are incorporated into the stakeholder-analysis. Two organisations are different from the rest, because the first one concentrates on the interests of consumers, while the second one promotes societal involvement via Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). The other six organisations differ largely from each other in detail, but have in common that they are all environmentally engaged. Although their lobby-impact is regarded medium – especially the non-environmentally involved organisations are influential – not every one of them is involved in the Environmental Law revision. Some did have a strategic alliance with Alliander in the past – either on sustainability, data (IT) or societal development – but more connections between those parties is absent. Furthermore, one of the most outstanding organisations – that guards consumer-rights – is negatively connected to Alliander, due to privacy issues surrounding the implementation of a new IT tool. However, they all have their emphasis on societal development and sustainability in common with Alliander. The best chance of success lies in the fact that the transition towards renewable energy sources is local, and that – if they want to accelerate this process – the broader society and its citizens must be guided patiently. A few of those environmental agencies, in combination with the organization that guides consumer-interests and the organization that promotes societal involvement, would be excellent to show the legislator the feasibility of the energy transition and the necessity of ‘energy’ as a subject in the law. 

Group 10: Private Parties 
Given the encompassing nature of the private sector, the last group is a careful selection of companies that are active in the Netherlands. It consists of seven companies that have one or more shared interests with Alliander, for example on the subject of sustainability, societal development, regional cooperation or investment security. Due do the large variation of companies, it is not effective to regard this group as one unit. Therefore, the results will be discussed in three subgroups. The first subgroup consists of two branch organisations: the branch organization for the construction industry, because it is named by Respondent 8 as an interesting partner to join forces, and the branch organisations for employers in the industrial industry, because Alliander works frequently together with them operationally. Although they have operationally seen a lot in common, their investment security depends partly on regulation of the physical environment, they are both not active in lobbying whatsoever. Therefore, the importance of these two companies to the legislator is regarded small. The second subgroup consists of two banks that are environmentally and socially active: they have cooperated with Alliander on enhancing the possibilities for small businesses and citizens to invest in sustainable energy, and they are a member of the branch-organisation for sustainable energy. However, they are quite small in the banking sector and they are not actively involved at the Environmental Law revision. Thus, although they have in common with Alliander that they want to enhance the amount of sustainable energy in the Netherlands, their impact on the legislator is regarded small. The last sub-group consists of three companies that are rather broad in nature, but have one thing in common: they are also managing a certain kind of infrastructure. Their infrastructure is even larger than the one from the energy-sector, because their infrastructure is not regionally based, but it crosses the territory of the complete country. This also means that they have to deal with a lot of municipalities and their plans, visions and local actuality. In short, the investment security of their assets is also at risk when regional cooperation is badly managed. Although only one of them has reacted to the consultation opportunity of the Statutory Instruments – their point of view is as expected – all three have great potential to join forces with. Although they have more interests in common according to their vision – sustainability amongst other things – I expect that this is not going to be the core motivator. Their expected importance to the legsilator is medium to high. In conclusion, although the first subgroup could be a great lobby-partner for future trajectories, it would not be the first priority for Alliander, because they are in general not active lobbyists. The second group could be helpful, but I expect that the membership of the branch organisation for sustainable energy is the best possible option at the moment. The last subgroup is very promising for the future: they all are active in lobbying – although not all at the Environmental Law revision – and they have very strong common interests with Alliander and the energy-infrastructure sector. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017488]Stakeholder-analysis: Analysis 
In order to present an inclusive analysis on the external environment, let us take a quick look at one of the sub-conclusions of the Theoretical Framework again: various theories on policy change taught us that ‘streams exist in the nature of broad inter-organizational networks that exist within multiple subsystems and the power-position of such a network within a subsystem defines the problem interpretation and policy-specifications on a specific policy interpretation. Subtle alterations can be made without being the dominant network within that subsystem and maybe without external cooperation at all, but when the lobbying actor opts for large alterations a big power-change is necessary to get its insights adopted by the legislator’. In other words, if a lobbying organization or company wants to be successful it depends not only on its efforts alone, but also on the amount and strength of its allies and opponents. In the Netherlands, the policy-making system is regarded as fairly open to influences of external actors, but that depends on the particular network. Therefore, it was essential to find out who the (possible) allies – and possible opponents – of Alliander are in this case, which could also be beneficial for future lobby-trajectories. In the third section of the Theoretical Framework we have ascertained that this could best be done through an inclusive stakeholder-analysis, which specifies the most important actors, their connection to each other, and their interpretation of the issue. The section above presented the results of this stakeholder-analysis per group. The next section will present the sub-conclusions we can draw from them, how to interpret the results from theoretical knowledge and what we have learned so far. 

Sub-conclusions 
As we have seen above, the first section of the stakeholder-analysis presented the results in 10 separate groups. At the end, it was clear whether Alliander should partner-up with them or not. The results of this stakeholder-analysis are combined in Table 4 below. 
What immediately stands out from the analysis is the fact that Alliander only has two allies in this case: it has partnered-up with two groups – the Energy Network Operators (and its branch organisation) and the Sustainable Energy Branch Organisations – that have shared interests with Alliander, and are involved in the lobby-trajectory. Off course, these groups represent multiple organisations and companies, but they are still considered as two single partners, because all members are currently lobbying together. In practice, this means that both groups have workgroups – employees of Alliander are present there too – which determine the direction of the lobby and their reaction to the consultation opportunity of the Statutory Instruments of the Environmental Law. These groups also formulate the lobby-approach in a later stadium of the trajectory. It is recommended to continue this cooperation. 



Table 4: Analysis of stakeholder-analysis 
	Current lobby-partner
	Possible lobby-partner
	Partner future lobby
	No lobby-partner

	Group
	Characteristics
	Group
	Characteristics
	Group
	Characteristics
	Group
	Characteristics

	Group 6: Energy Network Operators
	Medium importance, highly involved, current partner, many shared interests
	Group 1: Public Branch Organisations 
	High importance, one involved, connected, some shared interests
	Group 2: Civil Service Organisations 
	High importance, not involved, connected, two shared interests
	Group 4: Political Parties 
	High importance, no direct involvement, bad reputation, some shared interests 

	
	
	Group 3: Other Public Service Organisations
	Medium importance, some involved, connected (IT), one important shared interest (IT)
	Group 5: Shareholders
	Low importance, not involved, current partner, many shared interests 
	
	

	Group 8: Sustainable Energy Branch Organisations
	Medium importance, highly involved, current partner, some shared interests
	Group 9: Societal Organisations (sustainable)
	Medium importance, not involved, connected, some shared interests
	Group 7a: Sustainable Energy Suppliers
	Low importance, no involved, no partner, many shared interests 
	Group 7a: Traditional Energy Suppliers
	Medium importance, one involved, competition in other areas, some shared interests

	
	
	Group 10: Private Parties (sustainable)
	Medium importance, one involved, connected, many shared interests 
	
	
	
	




Moreover, the third column makes it quite clear that there are a lot of potential partners in the continuation of this lobby-trajectory. Four groups are interesting to contact for Alliander, although they all bring some difficulties with them. Group 1, consisting of three public branch organisations where only one of them is actively involved in the lobby, has great potential: it is not only a highly important actor for the legislator, they also have some shared interests: well-arranged regional cooperation and an inclusive (read: energy should be included) IT system. However, Alliander is not frequently in contact with them  and their involvement is low. It is recommended to contact the involved organisation first, while concentrating on a long-term partnership with the other two non-involved organisations. Secondly, Group 3 consists of other public service organisations. Although most of them are not actively involved at the lobby of the Environmental Law revision, they could be a very relevant advocator for one of the most important interests of Alliander: the adoption of energy in the Digital Support System (IT) of the law. Although Alliander is operationally connected, most of these organisations are not active in lobbying, which means that Alliander should not underestimate the effort of convincing them to join forces. The third promising partner is Group 9, consisting of several Societal Organisations which are all dedicated to make society more sustainable in some way, is the most difficult one. Not only does the group consist of organisations with broad focus areas, they seem to be not involved at the Environmental Law either and their contacts with Alliander are mainly with the department of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). However, due to their high variety, but quite similar interests, they could be a very interesting partner for the adoption of energy in the IT-system, because the transition towards renewable sources of energy will be largely carried out by consumers and companies. In order to make society more sustainable it would be very helpful to give these ‘investors’ more insight into current developments and possibilities in the physical environment, which could be arranged with such an IT system. A combination of a CSR organisation, an organisation for consumers and various environmental organisations could be the key to convince the legislator of its necessity. However, Alliander faces some great challenges by involving and assembling them. The fourth possible allies for Alliander are the private parties in Group 10. As we have seen, only the third sub-category would be relevant for Alliander, because it consists of companies that also have the responsibility over the maintenance and development of some sort of (nation-wide) infrastructure. Although they have some emphasis on sustainability, their greatest interests are well-arranged regional cooperation and the investment security of their assets. Although not all of them are currently active at lobbying for the Environmental Law revision, Alliander is connected with all of them. It would be recommendable to contact them soon. 
The third fact that stands out from Table 4 is that there are some possibilities to partner up in the future too for other topics. Especially Group 2, Group 5 and a part of Group 7 could form an alliance with Alliander in other lobby-trajectories. The Civil Service Organisations could be contacted when sustainability is at stake, the Shareholders could be contacted when there are regional disputes and the sustainable energy suppliers could be affiliated with the branch organisation for sustainable energy. All three groups have in common that it takes some effort to get them attached to the interests of Alliander, either due to their public nature or due to their ‘market’ position, which could be competitive with the ‘commercial’ activities of energy-infrastructure companies. 
Lastly, Alliander could experience some serious difficulties in the (nearby) future with Group 4 and a part of Group 7. Although many political parties are in favour of more sustainability and an circular economy, all the most influential parties have argued publically against one of the activities of Alliander. However, they could be immensely important in the parliamentary phase of the Statutory Instruments and/or the Introductory of the Environmental Law. It is quite unlikely that Alliander can heal its connection with every political party in the nearby future, but it has to be taken into account closely when formulating a lobby-strategy. The last group consists of the classical Energy Suppliers in the Netherlands, with the exception of the Energy Supplier that is actively involved in the branch organisation for sustainable energy. These companies do not have friendly relations with Alliander, nor with some of the other energy-infrastructure companies. However, this battle is mainly fought on other topics, which means that Alliander can expect that they do not cause the greatest difficulties in this case. 
In sum, Table 4 has presented us with an overview of the current and possible allies of Alliander in this case or for future lobby-trajectories. 

Interpretation of the results form theoretical knowledge 
We have seen that the position of an network within a certain policy (sub)system partly defines how valuable the regulating agency regards their preferred policy alterations. Therefore, it was essential to ascertain who Alliander’s allies are in this case and what their position is in this particular subsystem. As we already know, this has been investigated through a stakeholder-analysis. 
	Table 4 has provided us with an overview of current and possible partners of Alliander in this case. However, pointing at broader inter-organisational networks from that table is difficult. Figure 6 provides an overview of the current and possible allies of Alliander in this case per interest. Due to the fact that almost every group has some sort of societal or sustainable interest, these are left out from the analysis. 
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Figure 6: Potential Allies for Alliander 

Figure 6 shows the most important current and possible partners for Alliander in this case: the groups in green are currently already involved at the lobby of the Environmental Law revision, the groups in orange consist of actors that are and are not (yet) actively involved in this case and the group in red consists completely of actors who are currently not involved. The arrow between Group 6 and Group 8 points to the fact that these two groups are currently working together. The rest of the groups are connected to Alliander somehow, but are not lobbying together with Alliander or Group 6 and Group 8. Summing up, Figure 6 shows us that Alliander is currently member of one broad inter-organisational network in this case, consisting of Energy Network Operators and Sustainable Energy Branch Organisations. 
	However, the most important factor has not been addressed yet: is this existing network influential enough to convince the legislator to adopt their preferred policy alterations? There are two complications for ascertaining this: firstly, informal networks are rather hard to recognise, and secondly, ascertaining their power-position within the (sub)system is even harder: the consultation period of the Statutory Instruments – where these preferred alterations were submitted for the first time – has just ended and it is currently not known whether the ministry is going to adopt or ignore them.  The first remark points to the fact that the stakeholder-analysis did not have the time nor space to investigate the connection between actors of these groups and between them and the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment. However, due to fact that most reactions to the consultation of the Statutory Instruments – apart from Group 6 and Group 8 – were submitted individually per company or organisation, I estimate that the probability of these actors working together with other – possibly opposing – actors is small. More importantly, the second complication points to the uncertainty whether lobbying is even necessary in the nearby future if the power-position of the network is strong: it could be that their proposed policy alterations will all be adopted and that the network is taken seriously by the legislator. However, if we look at the goal of this lobby-trajectory itself – to give energy the spot in the law it deserves – Alliander’s mission is probably far from accomplished. The inter-organisational network of energy-infrastructure companies and sustainable energy branch organisations is broad indeed, but they have one important thing in common: energy. 
	In other words: it is indeed still uncertain whether Alliander is going to succeed at the consultation of the Statutory Instruments of the Environmental Law revision, but the odds that the legislator accepts all the proposed policy alterations immediately will be quite small. This is due to a specific necessity: to implement the subject of energy into a law of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, it has to be approved by the Ministry of Economic Affairs. As acknowledged in the Introduction, it is highly likely that there are certain tensions between both ministries – by Herrera et al. (2014) referred to as  ‘turf wars’ – that are causing bureau-political behaviour, which makes the necessary cooperation between both ministries difficult. This study is executed to find out what is necessary to accomplish this cooperation, or to find another way to get energy included in to the law. The stakeholder-analysis showed us that Alliander is part of an active and broad inter-organisational network that addresses this problem. However, due to the fact that they exist solely of companies and organisations that are connected to energy specifically, I believe that it will not be enough to convince both ministries. Therefore, Alliander – in cooperation with the members of Group 6 and Group 8 – needs to broaden its network with actors from different sectors. As Figure 6 shows more clearly, I would suggest to contact the group of public branch organizations, which could lobby from the angle of municipalities and provinces, the group of sustainable private parties, which could lobby more directly from their corporate interest, and the groups of sustainable societal organisations and public service organisations, because they add the necessary arguments for the inclusion of energy in the IT-system of the Environmental Law.  

What have we learned? 
The first section presented the sub-conclusions that we could draw from the stakeholder-analyses. In the second section we interpreted these results by connecting them to theoretical knowledge that was collected in the second chapter of this study. We have seen that Alliander is indeed member of an active network in this case, but that this network is probably too unilateral: to seduce the legislator – or for most interests in this case: both ministries – to adapt the preferred policy alterations, the network must be broadened with actors from other domains and sectors. In the worst case scenario, when some actors do not – for some reason – want to work collectively with everyone, the strategy could involve Alliander’s membership of multiple networks. These could be specialised, for example, in one particular interest that they have in common. Thus, the stakeholder analysis showed us that Alliander is partnering-up quite well, but is probably not engaging enough with other actors to actually get its wishes heard. As the Theoretical Framework also made clear is that, if a non-dominating network wants their policy alterations adopted by the legislator, it has to come up with a strategy that is either brilliant or causes some kind of a crisis in the system. This requires, next to the position and inclusiveness of their network, a certain level of professionalism. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017489]Internal Analysis 

The Theoretical Framework showed us that an external analysis alone does not teach us everything that lobbyists have to know: next to a clear image of the broader environment – which networks are dominant and who could be an ally in a particular lobby-trajectory – a lobbying company or organisation has to know its own strength and weaknesses. Why? Not every actor from a similar background has an equal chance of successfully influencing the policy-making process, because it depends, firstly, on how well a company is internally organised to execute an effective lobby, and secondly, how well its lobbyists are aware of lessons from mistakes and successes in the past. In other words, without the right company conditions and lobby-experience, it will be a lot harder for a lobbying actor to succeed. The internal analysis checked how well Alliander is doing on these two factors. As explained in the Methodological Framework, this is mainly done through interview-questions, supplemented with documentary sources where possible. Due to the fact that lobbying is a very delicate profession and most of the respondents asked me not to quote them directly, I chose to keep quotes out of the internal analysis. Thus, in the upcoming section the results of the analysis on company conditions and the results of the analysis on lobby-experience are presented, followed up by an analysis of their results and a preliminary conclusion on the internal analysis as a whole. Important to mention is that all the data are coming from the interview-analysis (Bevers, 2016b), which will – due to privacy and company sensitivity – not be included in this study. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017490]Company Conditions: Results 
This section will describe the findings of the first part of the internal analysis: the presence of certain company conditions. As described in Table 2, there are three important factors that define if Alliander possesses the needed company conditions. Firstly, the company must have a sufficient amount of internal cooperation: a close connection between the lobbying department and other non-lobbying departments (‘the workforce’). Secondly, there should be enough exclusive knowledge of the subject within the company that is relevant for lobbying. Lastly, Alliander must have enough means – experienced lobbyists – to be able to draft and execute a successful lobby-strategy. In sum, this section will provide the findings of the analysis on company conditions, which will be presented condition-specific in three separate parts. 

Internal Cooperation 
The first condition is measured by two separate interview-questions, that checked whether there is enough internal cooperation between the lobbying employees and whether there is enough internal cooperation between staff departments  (departments that have a supporting role, such as Regulation, Public Affairs and Legal Affairs) and business units (departments that are directly responsible for a part of the core-business). As stated before, supporting these findings with documentary sources was impossible because Human Resource researches are classified. Nevertheless, the results from the interviews are valuable enough in itself. Four important sub-conclusions are drawn from them. 
	Firstly, most respondents indicate that there is almost no connection between the staff departments and the business units. Some argue that the amount of cooperation within those units is sufficient , because there are a lot of meetings where thoughts and ideas are shared. Those meetings do exist – although not so frequent – between staff and between business units. Secondly, the opinions on whether a close cooperation with frequent meetings is necessary differ largely. Some argue that employees should focus on their core-business instead of attending time-consuming meetings. Another respondent argues that there is often so much work that communication seems like the least important thing to do at those times. The same respondent agrees with the fact that communication should not be too much work for every employee, but that it should not be forgotten either. That is why he proposes a communication tool that could help to solve the problem. The third sub-conclusion that has been drawn is that employees – and even complete departments – can vary largely in opinion about a certain subject, but due to unknown reasons this is barely discussed in the open. Some respondents argue that this happens because it is not easy to find the right person in another department to discuss the issue with. The result is that internal discussions are not always kept internally, but sometimes are taken outside. This has in the past resulted in a lobby-trajectory where two independent lobby-groups– one from the staff departments and the other from some business units – that advocated for opposite policy-alterations. Obviously, this qualifies as a ‘bad experience’. Lastly, the programmatic approach of the lobby-trajectory of STROOM (revision of the existing energy-law) is regarded by many respondents as positive, because it is specialised in lobbying and it consists of representatives of various staff departments and business units. 
	In sum, the internal cooperation within Alliander is not good, especially not between staff departments and business units. Communication should be made easier, less time-consuming and more accessible for everyone. The lobby-trajectory of STROOM is frequently named as an example to improve this lack of internal communication and cooperation. 

Exclusive Knowledge
As stated in the Methodological Framework, the second and third condition are tested simultaneously by two interview questions, which ask whether respondents think that Alliander’s lobbyists have sufficient expertise to lobby effectively and what they would suggest to Alliander to make its lobby-efforts more effective in the future. These findings are supported by a background search on Intranet, the internal webpage of Alliander. There is only one important remark: the workgroup that has been appointed to formulate the preferred policy alterations from the viewpoint of Alliander is rather small (five members), and I am one of them. Also, in order to ascertain the validity of the findings of this study, only three team members are questioned, including one ex-employee. The rest of the respondents are from different departments and work-groups. Therefore, some results will be based on this lobby-trajectory, others on another lobby-trajectory. From the analysis, three sub-conclusions are drawn. 
	Firstly, concerning the lobby-trajectory of the Environmental Law revision most argue that the background research on the articles of the law itself has been done frequently, but that it is still not completely clear what the impact of some articles will be on the business of Alliander. The reason for this lack of background research seems to be that it is still regarded as hard to find the right information from the right employee within Alliander. Also, there seems to be a lack of attention for the eventual implementation of the law. Secondly, concerning the lobby-trajectory of STROOM – in which many respondents are involved at the moment – the opinions are divided: some argue that there has been enough background research (especially the staff departments), others argue that it is clear what the impact is going to be, but that this has been accomplished much too late. Especially the interests of the business units – the core business of Alliander – was known at a late phase of the lobby-trajectory, which means that some preferred policy alterations cannot be made anymore. The reason for this seems to be twofold: an important business unit is connected in a rather late phase and another business unit has a rather incompetent representative for the lobby. The third sub-conclusion is that a quarter of the respondents answered that Alliander should not concentrate too much on the law itself – and the tiny articles it involves – but on the aspirations, vision and goals of Alliander as a company. They argue that Alliander should be more proactive in reaching its goals. 
	In sum, although this condition is tested by two dominant lobby-trajectories instead of one, it has given us a clear image on the presence of exclusive knowledge within Alliander’s lobbying departments.  Although Alliander’s lobbyists seem to read the articles of the law rather well, they have two main problems: finding out ‘where it is going to hurt’ (Respondent 4) by involving the right representatives from business units and spreading the Alliander-vision more openly. 

Available Means
While the second condition purely focused on the presence of exclusive knowledge of the issue within Alliander, the third condition focuses on the level of professionalization. Although it is checked by using the same set of interview- and documentary sources, it was possible to make a distinction between the results of both conditions rather easily. Four sub-conclusions are drawn from the answers of the respondents and the collected facts from documentary sources.   
	Firstly, respondents vary largely in their description of a lobbyist: some argue that only the specially appointed employees of the departments Regulation and Public Affairs fit the profile, others have a rather broad description where every employee of Alliander that is somehow involved in advocacy is regarded as active in lobbying. Nevertheless, all employees are regarded competent at their area of expertise, ‘formal’ lobbyists included. However, some question whether employees from business units – who lobby informally at trajectories that match with their area of expertise – are qualified and competent to lobby actively. They doubt whether their view is in line with the vision of Alliander or the specific vision of the business unit. Secondly, one third of the respondents argue that they have no view on the activities of our formal lobbyists, especially ‘our man in The Hague’ (Respondent 13). Although most of them are more positive of the activities of the department of Regulation (which could also be due to my internship position), it is for most of them unclear where the choice is made to lobby via the Parliament or via civil servants. Thirdly, various respondents doubt whether the workgroup of the Environmental Law revision is organised efficiently. Three respondents openly question the leadership role of the department Compliance – which is responsible for the Regulatory Compliance of Alliander’s business – either because the leader of the workgroup is inexperienced with lobbying or because the nature of the department is not suited for lobbying in itself. All three argue that it is good to have representatives of multiple departments actively involved in such a workgroup, but that a department that is specialised in lobbying should lead it. Lastly, half of the respondents argue that there is a big difference within Alliander between ‘top-down’ (new regulation from the government that is addressed by staff departments) and ‘bottom-up’ (the development of ideas that are currently not allowed by law) lobbying. Especially respondents from staff departments are not so keen on bottom-up trajectories, because they are seen as disordered. 
	Summing up, the average valuation of the expertise of Alliander’s employees is rather positive. However, while some wonder what the formal lobbyists are actually doing, others seem to wonder how competent the informal lobbyists from the business units are. Also, while the organization of the lobby-trajectory of STROOM was regarded quite positive in the section above, the organization of the lobby-trajectory of the Environmental Law revision is reviewed rather negative. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017491]Lobby Experience: Results
This section will describe the findings of the second part of the internal analysis: an evaluation of the lobby-experience of Alliander. As described in Table 2, evaluating Alliander’s lobby-capacity can be done by looking at three aspects. Firstly, by specifying the strong and weak points of Alliander’s lobby-capacity. Secondly, by specifying Alliander’s good and bad lobby-experiences in the past. Lastly, by specifying the lessons that can be drawn from (un)successful lobby-activities. 

Strong & Weak Points 
The first method, called ‘Self-reflection’ is measured by two separate interview-questions, that checked how effective the respondents regard the lobby-efforts of Alliander and what they would recommend to make it more effective. Both questions were extended by some follow-up questions that evaluated the reason (‘Why do you think that?’) for their argument. Six sub-conclusions are drawn from them, which are distinguished by either their positive or their negative nature.  
	Out of the answers of the respondents, two strong qualities stood out. Most respondents indicate that they regard Alliander’s lobby-activities as rather effective. Five of them point to the fact that employees of various departments within Alliander are active in multiple workgroups of the branch organization for energy-infrastructure companies. They argue that Alliander-employees are one of the most active participants in those meetings and that they are often critical and full of ideas. Next to that, one third of the respondents argues that Alliander-employees are also active at congresses and meetings of ministries, provinces, etcetera; sometimes to the point of overrepresentation: called by Respondent 8 ‘an Alliander party’. The second positive point of Alliander’s lobby-efforts is more general in nature: the company seems to have a lot of success in lobbying. It is unknown whether this is the result of luck, a good internal lobby-strategy or the efforts of the Board of Directors, but almost all respondents were fairly positive on the results of Alliander’s lobby-trajectories. The only respondent who was not that excited, was a former employee of a business unit that nowadays works very closely with companies and organisations from other sectors. These actors perform – according to the respondent – much better than Alliander. However, the respondent could not name the reason for their success. 
	Although respondents were rather positive about the results of Alliander’s lobby-efforts, most of them immediately skipped to the points of improvement. All points had something to do with the process, not so much with the actual result. The first recommendation came from more than half of the respondents – especially the ones form business units – which could imply that there is a mismatch between the business units and the staff departments. This point was also mentioned above, at the section on the connection between the departments of Alliander, and it apparently points not only to insufficient internal cooperation, but it has also negative effect on its lobby too. Respondents argue that there is an internal disunity on subjects such as investment security and sustainability, and due to the top-down communication lines such disagreements are not solved. This seems to cause two problems: firstly, a long period of internal consultation – sometimes even without finding an agreement – and secondly, lobby-trajectories where different departments advocate for different points of view. The second point of improvement is that some respondents – mostly from staff departments – argue that the internal lobby is insufficiently organised. Due to their rather organic nature, lobby-arguments are not internally matched. The reason for this seems two-sided: it is hard to reach the right person at the right department and it is insufficiently organised and communicated. This causes an amount of stress and the perception that internal communication is not the most important part of lobbying at that moment. As stated above, some respondents mention the lobby-trajectory of the Environmental Law as an example – which is lead by the staff department of Compliance – because they regard that such a department does not have the right skills and knowledge to perform a lobby-trajectory. This is regarded as possibly harmful for Alliander’s lobby with the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment in the long run. The third recommendation has to do with that last fact: one third of the respondents argue that Alliander has too little experience with other ministries than the Ministry of Economic Affairs. They argue that the ministries are pillarized and that employees currently have no idea what is going on within and between those ministerial departments: ‘If we really want to have our points of view adapted by the ministry (of Infrastructure and Environment) we need to know what is going on within their departments and between these ministries’ (Respondent 6, translated from Dutch). Lastly, some respondents argue that Alliander has too little ‘vigor’: the company is too careful at lobbying. Alliander’s lobbyists need to know what they wants to achieve and how to achieve that, and they argue that it is too often uncertain what the goal of a lobby-trajectory is. 
	In sum, most respondents were rather critical on the process of lobbying, but not so much on the results. Although it seems rather an achievement that Alliander’s lobby-efforts are evaluated as a success while the actual execution of it is evaluated poorly, there is enough room for improvement. On subjects where Alliander-employees are familiar with – amongst others, the workgroups of the branch organisation for energy-infrastructure and some lobby-trajectories directed at the Ministry of Economic Affairs – the results are evaluated positively. On subjects outside the Ministry of Economic Affairs and on subjects that are internally disputed, respondents judge rather negatively. In order to make their lobby more sustainable and successful in the long run, Alliander should improve its internal communication, collaboration and reconciliation, organise their lobby systematically, look profoundly into ministries and other actors outside the economical domain and be bolder.  

Good & Bad Lobby Experiences
The second method, called ‘Unforced Errors’, is measured by one question: ‘Does the respondent know any particular example of successful or unsuccessful lobby-trajectories?’. Although the respondent could choose which example – successful or unsuccessful – he or she would like to name first, they were always asked to give an example afterwards of a lobby-trajectory that they evaluate differently. They were also asked to think of examples of lobby-trajectories of other companies that they regard very successful or unsuccessful, but most respondents stayed with examples from Alliander. Five positive remarks and three negative remarks could be drawn from this question.  
	Remarkable is that almost every respondent named another lobby-trajectory successful. In other words, respondents vary largely in their opinion on (un)successful examples of lobbying and even differ largely amongst each other on the evaluation of particular lobby-trajectories. However, even though the examples differed largely, the reasons respondents named for success or failure overlap strongly. Five reasons for success that were mentioned more often are: firstly, if an argument, preferred policy alteration or idea spread like wildfire over the years it had a greater chance of success, secondly, if they used an experiment to show opponents the benefits of their idea it was more likely to be taken over, thirdly, when other companies or organisations started to announce the same lobby-points Alliander’s argument became stronger, fourthly, if the lobby-strategy was the result of a careful issue- and company-specific background research it was executed better, and lastly, when Alliander’s lobby-objectives were in the direct interest of the responsible ministry or several public institutions the likeliness that preferred policy alterations were covered in the law rose. 
	Furthermore, various respondents argue that they do not regard lobbying as unsuccessful, but rather that a lobby-trajectory is simply not finished. One of the examples where the opinions on the level of success differ amongst respondents is STROOM. The main reason why respondents argue that the trajectory is unsuccessful is not because the result is negative – it is not finished yet because the law has not yet been approved by Parliament – but because the internal cooperation at the beginning of the trajectory was very poorly organised. Although some respondents argue that its programmatic approach is successful, the main argument against its success is that some important business units joined rather late, which has caused unnecessary stress, pressure and a less likeliness that Alliander’s preferred policy alterations are adopted by the Ministry of Economic Affairs. This problem has also occurred at two other lobby-trajectories. Furthermore, one third of the respondents argue that Alliander’s lobbyists insufficiently check the interests, participation and preferred policy-alterations of other organisations and companies. The result is that Alliander not only misses the opportunity to join forces with other external actors – which could strengthen their argument – but also underestimates the impact that other – non-partnering or even opposing – external actors could have on the outcome of the lobby. Also, the most experienced respondents with the lobby-profession argued that Alliander has approached such external actors – and civil servants – often too rationally, underestimating the emotions that were playing on the background. Lastly, one third of the respondents name one particular example where one lobby-trajectory was represented by two opposing lobby-groups of Alliander, which is regarded as especially unsuccessful. Key seems to be that internal divisions within a lobbying actor are a disaster for the outcome of the trajectory and the long-term perception of the actor itself. 
	In short, respondents do not agree about the definition of ‘a successful lobby’. However, they do seem to spot the qualities for success and failure in itself. Qualities of success are: spreading ideas gradually, using an experiment, partnering-up, preparing well and being responsive to the interests of ministries and other public institutions. Three important factors for failure were that, firstly, Alliander has faced some severe start-up problems that had to do with the time-frame, who takes responsibility for what, and connecting the necessary departments. Secondly and thirdly, Alliander does not look well enough at their external and internal environment before the start of a lobby-trajectory, which has caused that the impact of emotions are frequently underestimated. 

Lessons 
The third method – called ‘Benchmarking’ – is measured by one follow-up question on both the questions from Self-reflection and Unforced Errors:  ‘What do you think Alliander could learn from that?’. Four lessons could be learned from the answers to that question. 
	Firstly, multiple respondents argue that Alliander is starting rather late with the preparation of its lobby-efforts. It should start earlier with collecting the right employees from multiple departments and formulating the goal of the lobby-trajectory. Next to that, Alliander should work more closely together with external actors, such as the branch organization, but also organisations from the energy-sector, societal organisations and other organisations Alliander shares some interests with. Alliander should especially enhance its connection with other energy-infrastructure companies, because respondents point out that nobody benefits from a sole focus on competition. They argue that it is in the interest of every citizen in the Netherlands that the sector units forces to accelerate the transition towards renewable and sustainable energy. Thirdly, it should not only be made easier to maintain good contact with colleagues from different departments within Alliander, but less time-consuming as well. It is essential for every lobby-trajectory in the future that the right people from various staff departments and business units are contacted at the right time. Lastly, respondents point out that a sole focus on lobbying is not enough: most laws are approved in the end, which means that Alliander should be ready for it when it goes into effect. They argue that Alliander is often rather late – even when they actively lobbied – and some people should think about the implementation of the law itself too. They mention the Environmental Law revision specifically, because it is argued that Alliander is solely focussing on the lobby-trajectory and the actual efforts the law is going to ask from Alliander in 2019 –stakeholder management with municipalities for example – are getting no attention at all. Although there is a department that is in charge of remodelling Alliander’s stakeholder management, they have no connection with the lobby-group whatsoever.  

[bookmark: _Toc465017492]Internal Analysis: Analysis 
In order to present an inclusive analysis on the external environment, let us take a quick look at one of the sub-conclusions of the Theoretical Framework again: laws are formulated by governmental agencies and can eventually be adjusted by external actors if their lobby-adjustments are received as valuable by the regulating agency. As the external analysis already showed us, this depends partly on the position of a particular network within the broader policy (sub)system. However, it also depends on the characteristics of the company and the level of professionalism of their lobby. Although an analysis on the level of professionalism of the network Alliander is participating in was not achievable – it was not identified yet – it is nevertheless essential to evaluate upon Alliander’s individual lobby-activities, because even within networks of like-minded actors it is necessary to know what the goal is you are trying to reach. As we have seen, this is done through an interview-analysis on Alliander’s company conditions and lobby-experience. The results have been presented per independent variable in the section above. This section will present, firstly, the sub-conclusions of these two analyses, secondly, how we can interpret these results from theoretical knowledge, and thirdly, what we have learned. 
Sub-conclusions 
In order to structure this information, this analysis will present the Alliander’s qualities and their points of improvement in Table 5.


Table 5: Alliander’s qualities and points of improvement
	Good Qualities
	Points of Improvement

	The approach of subjects within the economic domain (STROOM)
	There is not enough expertise in subjects outside the economic domain (Environmental Law)

	Legislative changes tend to be followed closely
	Spreading the Alliander vision

	Lobby-trajectories of Alliander tend to be successful 
	The competence of informal lobbyists is evaluated as doubtful 

	All employees are regarded competent in their area of expertise 
	The activities of formal lobbyists are unknown

	The activity of Alliander employees in workgroups of both connected branch organisations is evaluated well 
	The internal cooperation and communication between staff departments and business units is underdeveloped



We have learned in the Theoretical Framework that in the ideal situation, a company or organisation that is going to lobby has the following conditions: a well organised internal cooperation, exclusive knowledge of the issue and various means – including experienced lobbyists – at their disposal. Table 5 shows that Alliander meets two out of three conditions. However, also these conditions need some attention and – possibly – restructuring. Firstly, internal cooperation is disorganised: especially cooperation and communication between staff departments and business units is severely underdeveloped. This causes difficulties in retrieving relevant information from the right person in the right department, which could make their lobby-goal and preferred policy alterations incomplete or even inaccurate. Secondly, it seems to be that the average level of knowledge of issues is high, but it is doubtful whether this is the case with subjects outside of the economic domain too. The competence of all employees is estimated high too. Thirdly, although there were no complaints on the account of the lobbyists themselves, it remains for many respondents unclear what they are doing exactly. Also, although the activity of many employees in branch organisations is valued positively, some question the lobby-expertise of informal representatives from  business units. 
As we have learned to in that same theoretical chapter: an organisation has to learn from its experiences. These lessons – which are retrieved from lobby-experiences in the past – are collected in Table 6. Although it does not matter if a lesson has been learned from a positive or negative experience, it does have a lot to do with the strengths and weaknesses of Alliander’s lobby-capacity. This last statement can be explained by looking at looking at the seven rows of Table 6. 


Table 6: Lessons from positive and negative lobby-experiences 
	Lessons from Positive Experiences
	Lessons from Negative Experiences

	The composition of the workgroup of STROOM
	Structuring the lobby internally on all topics

	The participation of Alliander employees in workgroups of the two branch organisations
	Internal communication: finding the right person from the right department 

	Spreading ideas gradually
	Starting timely with new lobby-trajectories

	Using an experiment to show benefits of ideas to others 
	Be brave. 

	Partnering-up with external actors from other sectors 
	Taking the interests and emotions of external and internal actors into account 

	The results improve if there was a thorough background check  executed beforehand
	Designating responsibility in new lobby-trajectories

	Being responsive to the interests of ministries and other public institutions 
	Designate time and effort to activities and laws from ministries outside the economic domain



The first row shows us that Alliander is doing quite well on structuring lobby-trajectories within the economic domain. On the contrary, it seems to have developed no structure for lobby-trajectories outside of the economic domain. Secondly, although the employees of Alliander are doing a good job at participating in workgroups of the branch organisations for the energy-infrastructure sector and for sustainable energy, it seems to be quite hard to give feedback to the right persons within the company or to retrieve the necessary knowledge from them beforehand. The third row argues that one of the most successful lobby experiences was accomplished because their ideas had the time to spread gradually. However, this could become a problem in the future, because – especially with subjects outside of the economic domain – Alliander tends to start rather late. The next row is less clear: the usage of an experiment versus the passive nature of Alliander.  Some respondents argued that the company does not sufficiently stand by its points. It gives up too soon, or – indeed – proposes an intermediate solution, such as an experiment. However, I could imagine that both possibilities do not have to exclude each other. The fifth row is very important: we have already ascertained in the first section of this chapter that it is essential for lobbying to know who your allies are. The respondents had good experiences with partnering-up. However, Alliander does not always seem to be the most diplomatic partner: it has overestimated rationality above the strength of emotions. Furthermore, lobby-results were more often booked when lobbyists executed a thorough background research. Especially with subjects outside of the economic domain, this necessity is badly arranged, because the trajectory starts rather late and it is too often unsure who takes the lead. Lastly, lobby-trajectories were more successful if their preferred policy alterations were in the direct interest of the legislator. Although it is partly the strategy of a lobbyist to proclaim that its preferences are socially important, it is essential to investigate what the interests of the legislator are. This requires insight into other ministries that the Ministry of Economic Affairs, and that is currently inadequately arranged.  

Interpretation of the results form theoretical knowledge 
In short, Alliander has enough to improve. However, that is not entirely relevant for this study. because the point of many authors on lobbying (Baakman et al., 1998; Pauw, 1998; Van Schendelen, 1998; Venetië & Luikenaar, 2006) is not that a company should be perfect if it wants to be successful. The main message is that it is essential to find out what their strong points and weak spots are, not to quit lobbying. Therefore, the goal of this study was to find out what Alliander should do right now to get its preferred policy alterations adopted into the Environmental Law. In other words, it is essential to identify the strengths and weaknesses of Alliander, which are presented in Table 7. Due to the large amount of overlap between the results of the analysis on company conditions and the analysis on lobby experience, the data are combined in Table 7. 

Table 7: Strengths and weaknesses of Alliander’s lobby-capacity 
	Strengths 
	Weaknesses 

	Lobby economic domain: spreading ideas gradually, using experiments, partnering-up, background check, being responsive to interests of legislators 
	Lobby outside economic domain: no structure, late start, unclear responsibilities, doubtful internal background check, designating time for research outside lobby-trajectory

	Communication and collaboration within departments and across similar-departments 
	Communication and collaboration between staff departments and business units 

	Expertise & competence of employees regarding their own responsibilities 
	Expertise & competence of employees who lobby informally 

	Activity of employees in workgroups of branch organisations 
	Internal feedback 

	Partnering-up with actors from the sector 
	Bravely spreading the Alliander vision 



As we can see above, Table 7 combines the sub-conclusions on the analysis on company conditions with the sub-conclusions on the analysis on Alliander’s lobby experience. Due to the fact that the section above elaborated on them profoundly, this section is not going to repeat that. In sum, both analyses has showed us that Alliander is far from perfect, but insight into the company’s strengths and weaknesses could help formulating a fitting and coherent strategy for this particular case. 

What have we learned? 
The first section presented the sub-conclusions that we could draw from the analyses on company conditions and lobby experience. In the second section we interpreted these results by looking at the strengths and weaknesses we could identify from these analyses. What seems to be obvious is that Alliander is doing quite a good job at lobby-trajectories of the economic domain: they are well-organised – with the exception of one business unit that was engaged rather late – the responsibilities of the workgroup members are known, they use various methods to get their ideas heard, the background checks are executed rather well and they are partnering-up with various actors with who they have interests in common. In contrast, all these factors seem absent at ‘new’ lobby-trajectories, for example this case on the renewal of the Environmental Law revision: the lobby-group started rather late, the responsibilities are unclear, the internal background check has encountered some internal communication problems and the involved members of the lobby-group have no information of the external environment to begin with. Secondly, although communication and collaboration within and across similar departments seems to be evaluated rather well, this is almost absent between staff departments and business units. Furthermore, various respondents argued that they value the expertise and competence of all employees highly, except when they engage in activities that are beyond their responsibility, such as lobbying. Fourthly, both the branch organisation of energy-infrastructure and Alliander’s employees judge the involvement and activity of workgroup-members in the branch organisations very positive, although the internal feedback to other employees of the company is not arranged at all. Lastly, Alliander is in many lobby-trajectories rather mild: it does seek allies to partner-up with, which also results in compromise. However, it is uncertain whether a more ‘brave stance’ for its vision is going to lead every lobby-trajectory to success. Thus, the strengths and weaknesses of Alliander – both on corporate characteristics as on their advocacy abilities – are strongly connected. The next section will elaborate on the manner this information can help to formulate an effective and coherent lobby-strategy for this particular case. 

[bookmark: _Toc465017493]Bringing it all together in… ‘The Perfect Strategy’

The concluding remarks of the Theoretical Framework taught us that environmental and company-specific knowledge is necessary in order to be able to formulate a coherent and – hopefully – effective lobby-strategy: it will help to define the goal, type of lobby and most-appropriate methods for Alliander’s lobbyists if they want get their desired policy alterations adopted in the renewed Environmental Law. Furthermore, the section highlighted that if an external actor – such as Alliander – wants a legislator to listen to their proposed amendments, not only the lobby-strategy has to be designed well, but it should also be executed well. In other words, the coherence of a strategy is key to a successful lobby: the strategy has to be based on thorough research, which integrates the company’s means and qualities, and is executed by informed and educated lobby-practitioners and evaluates on proceedings constantly. This last section of the fourth chapter of this study elaborates on finding the perfect strategy for this case. 
	As we have seen above, the external and internal analyses presented us the necessary knowledge on the relevant actors in the external environment of this case and the internal capabilities of Alliander. In other words, it is clear which opportunities Alliander has to reach their goal, and which threats it faces. It is also known what the strengths and weaknesses of Alliander’s lobby-efforts are. This provides us with four types of information: the opportunities, threats, strengths and weaknesses. In order to find out what kind of lobby-strategy will fit this particular case, let us take a look at the TOWS model[footnoteRef:1]. The TOWS model is created by Weihrich (1982) to make it possible to get a better understanding of the strategic choices a company or organisation could make. The model not only helps to identify the opportunities, threats, strengths and weaknesses of a company (which have already been identified), but also helps to create a strategy that fits that particular case. In short, Weihrich (1982) argues that the most effective strategy depends fully on the characteristics of a particular case and should be especially designed for that case only.  [1:  The TOWS analysis studies the environment of a company or organization by using the SWOT analysis to define fitting strategies.  ] 

As the Introduction announced, the problem that Alliander is facing is that the subject of energy is not covered in the renewed Environmental Law, which, firstly, could cause direct operational problems that are expensive for Alliander and society in the long run, and secondly, it will be a missed opportunity to enhance the transition towards sustainable and renewable sources of energy. The apparent reason for the exclusion of energy as a subject in the law seems to be that ‘energy’ is one of the primary responsibilities of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, and ceding the responsibility for the energy-transition to another ministry will reduce the power-position of that particular ministry. Due to bureau-political behaviour the likeliness that energy will be adopted in the long run without the effort of external actors is very small. Therefore, Alliander – and its partners – have reacted on the consultation of the Statutory Instruments, the outcome of which will be uncertain for months to come. In short, the lobby-strategy that has to be chosen must fit this particular case – the exclusion of energy in the Environmental Law –in order to be successful. The data that are collected in this chapter are fitted into the TOWS model in Table 8. 




Table 8: TOWS analysis 
	
	External Opportunities
	External Threats 

	
	Current partners: Group 6 & Group 8
Possible partners: Group 1, 10, 9, 3
	Adversaries: Group 4 & Group 7a 

	Internal Strengths
	Lobby economic domain
Departmental comm. & coll.
Competent employees 
Activity in workgroup branch
Partnering-up with sector
	SO: ‘Maxi-Maxi’ Strategy
Strategies that use strengths to maximise opportunities 
	ST: ‘Maxi-Mini’ Strategy
Strategies that use strengths to minimise threats 

	Internal Weak-nesses 
	Lobby non-economic domain
Coll. staff dep. & business units
Competence informal lobby
Internal feedback
Bravely spreading the vision
	WO: ‘Mini-Maxi’ Strategy
Strategies that minimise weaknesses by taking advantage of opportunities 
	WT: ‘Mini-Mini’ Strategy 
Strategies that minimise weaknesses and avoid threats



Table 8 shows four possible strategies. Weihrich (1982) explains that is not clear beforehand which strategy is going to fit the best to a particular case. In order to ascertain that, it is essential to elaborate on the benefits and problems of every strategy. The ‘Maxi-Maxi’ Strategy uses strengths to maximise opportunities. In this case, the major strategy-technique will entail that Alliander uses its well organised lobby-group of the economic domain, perhaps together with other workgroups that are active in the branch organisation, to join the lobbyists of its current and possible partners. The ‘Maxi-Mini’ Strategy uses strengths to minimise threats. For the Environmental Law revision, this strategy entails that Alliander uses its successful lobby-groups of the economic domain and the branch organisation to either counter the arguments of adversaries actively or try to make them less opposing. The ‘Mini-Mini’ Strategy is focused on minimising weaknesses and avoiding threats. This strategy would entail in this case that Alliander is going to improve its internal weaknesses – both lobby- and business-related – and avoids communication with adversaries as well as possible. The ‘Mini-Maxi’ Strategy tries to minimise weaknesses by taking advantage of opportunities. This strategy would ask from Alliander to improve both internal weaknesses by simultaneously partnering-up with current and possible partners. 
	Although we just described every ‘core-strategy’ that is possible according to the WOTS method, it is not completely clear what is going to be the best option in this case. Before arguing for one particular strategy, let us take a look at two sub-conclusions from the external and internal analysis. Firstly, from the stakeholder-analysis it became clear that actually no actor directly opposes the preferred policy alterations of Alliander: no actor speaks against it, because it is simply not included in the law whatsoever. The only ‘threat’ that adversaries could bring is that they do not like the lobbying actor – Alliander – because of reasons that are company-related, not so much case-related. Therefore, I would suggest that the strategy should not concentrate too much on the impact of threats. However, to minimise any negative involvement of Group 4 and Group 7a, it is perhaps better that Alliander is not going to lobby on its own. Secondly, it is entirely true that the workgroup of the Environmental Law revision is badly reviewed. However, it has been active over the last couple of months and it has accumulated case-specific knowledge that is relevant for the lobby-trajectory in the upcoming future. The lobby-group of the economic domain is better organised, but has no expertise on the subject whatsoever. In short, to let them take-over the complete lobby-trajectory would be very unwise. 
Therefore, I suggest to choose the ‘Mini-Maxi’ Strategy: the strategy that minimises weaknesses by taking advantage of opportunities. Apart from the fact that Alliander really has to work on the interdepartmental communication and collaboration and internal feedback structure, it should also professionalise its lobby-efforts by structuring processes in terms of responsibility, expertise, time-efficiency and goal-orientation. However, fixing all these points before continuing the lobby is going to be impossible. Therefore, I would suggest to take these weaknesses into account – ‘minimise them’ – by being aware of the limitations they cause. It is recommended to actively seek cooperation with the more experienced lobby-groups from the economic domain: learn from them, use their contacts, ask who they think that are the right persons from necessary departments, etc. In other words, join forces. Next to that, due to the fact that it is inadvisable to lobby solely as Alliander – and probably also ineffective to only lobby with organisations and companies from the energy sector – the lobby group should start today with contacting the organisations and companies from Group 1, 10, 9, and 3. It is essential for the inclusion of energy in the Environmental Law that also external actors from outside the energy-sector are also arguing in favour of the propositions. Due to the fact that the preferred policy alteration of Alliander are shared throughout the energy-infrastructure, it would be smart to ask the lobbyists of those companies to help with the effort of contacting these possible partners. In this way, Alliander is going to minimise the impact of its badly performing work-group and simultaneously uses the expertise and connection of other external actors to strengthen their position towards both ministries. In short, I think that this strategy will be the best option for Alliander to get its preferred policy alterations adopted into the Environmental Law revision. 
[bookmark: _Toc465017494]Conclusion 

This study is executed to find out what is necessary to get ‘energy’ – embodied as various preferable policy alterations – adopted into the renewed Environmental Law of the Netherlands. The adoption of the law itself is halfway: the overarching law is already approved by the Parliament, the consultation of the its Statutory Instruments has just ended and the Introductory Law will be announced soon. Although it seems that Alliander is already too late, that might not be the case: the most important preferred alterations will be treated in the Introductory Law. Due to the fact that Alliander has currently some troubles with the lobby-trajectory – they are facing an unfamiliar ministerial department that has no decision-making power over the subject of energy – it was necessary to conduct research on an effective lobby-strategy to get the preferred alterations into the law. In order to find out what Alliander should do to achieve this goal, it was necessary to answer five sub-questions: 
1. What is a law and how do they come about? 
2. Which elements are necessary for a lobby-strategy in order to effectively achieve that an external actor’s preferred alterations are adopted in the law? 
3. What information is necessary to accumulate upfront before lobbying actively?
4. What would be a fitting strategy for Alliander to achieve its goal in this case? 
5. What could Alliander improve to be able to lobby more effectively in future lobby-trajectories? 
The answers to these five questions were accumulated throughout the study. This last chapter will present the answers to these questions, supplemented with clear instructions for Alliander in order to lobby effectively. 
	Firstly, we have ascertained that a law – as one of the instruments of public policy – dictates what actors may and cannot do within a certain by the law demarcated area. These laws are formulated by governmental agencies and can eventually be adjusted by external actors if their adjustments are received as valuable by the legislating agency. It became eminent that the relative open nature of the Dutch law-making process makes it possible for external actors – and their networks – to influence the process and the specifics of the law. However, the success of their efforts depends on a coherent and well-executed lobby-strategy. The specifics of such a lobby-strategy – the answer to the second sub-question – are hard to draft, due to the large variety of methods: ‘The eventual choice on a company’s lobby-strategy is comparable with a move at chess: there is an uncountable amount of options, but one daring move can backfire as a boomerang’ (Van Schendelen, 1998, my translation, RB). Although Table 1 presented various options that are regarded as rather effective for a lobbying actor, it was impossible to give an inclusive answer, because the eventual choice of direct and indirect lobby-methods will not solely define the outcome. As we found out when answering the third sub-question, a lobby-strategy can only be effective if it is executed carefully and based on thorough background information of the external and internal environment of the lobbying company or organization. The accumulation of this background information has been executed by an external and internal analysis in chapter 4, where it became imminent that Alliander is fairly successful in the economic domain, but generally weak at lobby-trajectories outside the economic domain. Due to the fact that the current weaknesses of Alliander are too large to fix at such a short notice, I have argued that the most fitting lobby-strategy – the answer to sub-question 4 – is a ‘Mini-Maxi’ Strategy, where Alliander combines the strengths of its successful and issue-specific workgroup with the qualities and competences of current and possible allies.  Although this study can only recommend marginally on the execution – indeed it has to be executed by lobbyists who know their business – it can do some suggestions on the selection of the methods. For this case specifically, I would suggest to keep working together in the branch-organisation, to get in contact with the research centre of Group 3 for scientific assistance, to contact Alliander’s closest contacts in the Ministry of Economic Affairs and to develop regular contact for the future with civil servants from the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment, for example via a company-visit or by participating in meetings that are organised by them. Furthermore, I would suggest to stay away from the media at first notice, because the representation of Alliander has not been that positive lately. However, when the strategy turns out to be partly successful – multiple organisations and companies are getting involved – I would  recommend to mobilise interest groups and/or some of the more positive media-sources. Thus, these methods, combined with the Mini-Maxi strategy, have the best potential of accomplishing the goals that are set. Lastly, I would suggest that Alliander should take a good look at the weaknesses presented in Table 7: some of them are too large to be neglected and are probably causing problems – for example the lack of internal cooperation and communication between business units and staff departments – for other activities within the company too. Because, as we know by now, if Alliander achieves its goals it would be in the greater benefit of society. 

Future research 

As presented in the Introduction, this study would be an enrichment for the existing theoretical knowledge on lobbying by SOE’s and their role within the policy-making process, while simultaneously providing a check-up on existing knowledge, a review for the company on its lobby-practices and a hand guide for supporters of inter-ministerial collaboration and our green energy goals. Although these goals were challenging, the study did indeed present a SOE-specific theoretical framework, which combined the latest theories on policy change and lobbying with a profound review of the lobby-capabilities of Alliander. In this way, the study did not only recommend upon an effective lobby-strategy for Alliander in this case, but also presents a tailor-made hand guide for future lobby-trajectories. 
	However, in the section on reliability and validity we have already acknowledged that no research is perfect. Perhaps not necessary to mention, this study is neither. Although I review the validity – whether the study measures what it supposed to measure – quite high, there is one major pitfall: the study did not come up with a point-by-point lobby-plan where every step towards achieving the goal has been drawn in detail. Chapter 4 presented the biggest strengths, weaknesses opportunities and threats of Alliander in this case, but did not introduce clear instructions for the daily profession of lobbying. The reason or this lack of concreteness is the generalizability of this study. In order for the study to be useful for future lobby-trajectories too, it presented a method for Alliander – and possibly also other SOE’s – to produce a well-grounded and effective lobby-strategy more easily. However, this could also be a motivation for future research: although this study produced an Alliander-specific framework of lobbying, it would be very interesting for the research field of Public Administration to investigate the lobby-power of SOE’s in general. 
	The second pitfall has to do with the reliability – whether the findings are accurate and consistent – of this study. The preface already indicated that I have been an intern at Alliander for the period of six months: within these six months the interviews are held. Therefore, it could be that respondents gave me answers that were socially desirable and inaccurate with the actual state of affairs. Although I do not want to underestimate the effect of an internship-position, I regard it very unlikely that my respondents gave false indications, because the questions did not ask information that would harm them or their department directly. 
	Thus, this study was not perfect, but it did produce solid outcomes. For future research, I would suggest that the lack of knowledge on the lobby-efforts of SOE’s could be enlarged with research on the motives of lobbying cable-network companies, railway maintenance companies and other SOE’s in the Netherlands and abroad. If more research is executed in this particular field, it could be possible in the future to compare the lobby-motives, -efforts and -results of SOE’s to data from lobbying private actors and/or societal interest groups. Furthermore, the transition towards renewable sources of energy is far from complete. It would suggest to investigate what is necessary from the government and other actors to make this transition towards renewable energy possible. Lastly, this study has tried to ‘open the Dutch black box’ by collecting theoretical information from multiple authors. This theory is presented in Figure 4, without having the opportunity to test it with data. A specific quantitative or qualitative study would strengthen our theoretical knowledge on lobbying as a SOE even more. 
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Appendix 1: List of Respondents 

	Name Respondent
	Functional  

	Zita van Aggelen 
	Previous infrastructure strategist at the department of Asset Management at Alliander, currently entrepreneur. 

	Ruud Berndsen
	Head of the department of Regulation at Alliander.  

	Jan Bruinenberg 
	Consultant IT Management at the department of Risk & Compliance at Alliander. 

	Gert Crielaard 
	Consultant at the department of Risk & Compliance at Alliander. 

	Pedro van Gessel 
	Public Affairs specialist at the department of Communication at Alliander. 

	Durk Groenveld
	Public Affairs specialist at the branch organisation of energy infrastructure-companies. 

	Erik Linschoten 
	Consultant Strategy and Assets at the department of Infostroom at Alliander. 

	Wilma van Oorspronk
	Lawyer public affairs at the department of Juridical Affairs at Alliander. 

	Jos Poot
	Lobbyist/consultant Economic Affairs at the department of Regulation at Alliander. 

	Pieter van der Ploeg
	Senior strategist at the department of Strategy at Alliander. 

	Ingrid Thijssen
	Member Board of Directors at Alliander, current Top Woman of the Year. 

	Erik Schepens 
	Product Manager at the department Customer and Market at Alliander.  

	Hans Verberne 
	Previous manager of the department of Regulation an Alliander, currently retired. 






Appendix 2: Interview-guide 

Instructies voor de interviewer 

Het interview staat in het teken van de belangenbehartiging van Alliander inzake de omgevingswet. Alle vormen van externe belangenbehartiging worden in dit interview onder de term ‘lobby’ verstaan. Het onderzoek heeft als doel om een aanbeveling aan regulering te verstrekken m.b.t. bestaande en toekomstige lobby-trajecten (waaronder de lobby omtrent de omgevingswet). Bespreek: 
· Vermelding naam in bijlage scriptie (niet de aanbeveling aan regulering). 
· Opname. 
· Vragen van respondent? 

Introductie 
1. Heeft u zelf al eens ervaring met lobbyen gehad en, zo ja, waarover en hoe ging dat? 

De lobby-afdeling
2. Welke afdeling(en) binnen Alliander zijn volgens u actief met lobbyen? 
a. Hebben zij voldoende kennis/kunde en mensen/middelen om lobby-trajecten doeltreffend uit te voeren? (verduidelijking: mankracht, expertise, ruilmiddelen)
b. Hoe is volgens u de interne samenwerking van lobbyende afdelingen/lobbyisten onderling? 
c. Hoe is volgens u de connectie van deze afdelingen met andere bedrijfsonderdelen? (verduidelijking: zijn zij voldoende op de hoogte van bedrijfsprocessen?)

Effectiviteit van lobby-projecten 
3. Hoe effectief vindt u Alliander’s lobbywerkzaamheden? 
4. Kent u voorbeelden van succesvol/onsuccesvol verlopen lobby’s? (kan door Alliander, maar ook door externe partijen zijn). 
5. Wat vindt u dat daarvan geleerd kan worden? 

Lobby Omgevingswet 
6. Bent u bekend met de lobby omtrent de Omgevingswet? Zo nee, bespreek casus uit vraag 1. 
a. Hoe zou die lobby volgens u het best aangepakt kunnen worden? (aanbevelingen, verbeteringen, belangrijke factoren) 
b. Wordt er naar uw idee voldoende vooronderzoek gedaan voorafgaand aan een lobby-traject? 
c. Zijn er bepaalde partijen waarmee het verstandig voor Alliander zou zijn om samen werken? (bestaande, nieuwe)

Afsluiting
1. Zijn er nog andere zaken die u zou willen benoemen of aangeven? 

Dankwoord + vermelding van het interviewrapport.
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