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Introduction

Europeanization, generally referred to in terms of the domestic impact of European Union (EU) integration, has been ardently debated in the last years. While the concept per se has been under continuous contestation, there is no doubt that a new research agenda has emerged drawing from international relations, EU studies, public policy, and comparative politics research alike (Graziano and Vink 2007). The promising literature associated with this agenda has sought to disentangle the aforementioned impact. Efforts have been devoted to exploring whether states respond positively to integration pressures or they rather resist such forces. In other words,  scholars (see for example Borzel 1999, Heritier et al 2001, Borzel and Risse 2003) have concentrated on identifying the conditions under which Europeanization is likely to succeed, namely to lead to national adaptation. In this vein, domestic change depends on the existence of a ‘misfit’, i.e. the degree of incompatibility between European requirements and national processes, policies, and institutions (Borzel and Risse 2003). Scholars argue that this is a necessary condition, but not sufficient for expecting domestic change. A second condition connects the probability for change with the existence of various facilitating factors and/or their absence (the so-called veto points, be it formal institutions, individuals, or certain groups) (Haverland 2000).    

Furthermore, other researchers (e.g. Knill and Lehmkuhl 1999, 2002, Radaelli 2001, Schmitt 2002) have been concerned with different mechanisms through which Europeanization is conducive to national change. Along these lines, Europeanization mechanisms may vary from hard (e.g. institutional compliance, coercion) to soft (e.g. framing domestic beliefs and expectations, policy-diffusion), leading to a progressive domestic change. Another branch of authors (see Grabbe 2003, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005) have investigated whether the Europeanization concepts developed for Western states can also be applied to the CEE region. 
Despite this flourishing literature, there are still several lacunae that were not or only marginally addressed. Fischer et al (2002) and Sciarini et al (2004) have identified three weaknesses in the literature. Namely, the modest attention devoted to the polity and politics dimensions of Europeanization, the lack of a control case, and the short shrift paid to CEE member states or non-EU countries. The authors have undertaken efforts to overcome these gaps using Switzerland as a case study
. However, the authors themselves acknowledge that further research in developing and/or empirically testing their analytical framework is needed (2002, p.164). 
Building on the above mentioned efforts, this thesis will analyze the impact of Europeanization on the polity
 and politics
 dimensions of the policy making process in a new EU member state, Romania. The aim is to determine whether and how Europeanization altered the institutions of the decision-making process and power configuration and conflict among national elites, in various policy sectors. To this end, a comparison of several policy networks pertaining to the identified sectors, affected by a different degree of Europeanization will be conducted. To carry out this research, social network analysis is the method employed (see for example Wassermann and Faust 1999).
This PhD thesis contributes to the existing Europeanization and decision-making literature and empirical work through at least three perspectives. First, it argues that the polity and politics dimensions of any decision-making process are of particular relevance, since determining how a decision is reached and who participated in the policy-making process can reveal important aspects about the likely outcome of that policy (e.g. who is expected to benefit from that particular policy). Thus, assessing the impact of Europeanization on these two dimensions would shed light on the way polity and politics work in a new member state.

Secondly, from a methodological point of view this study will develop a more compelling research design compared to previous work on Europeanization. Specifically, it will introduce a control variable, a sector (e.g. cultural policies) that is somehow sheltered from the European pressure. The asset of this research design is that it will allow capturing variation in the impact of Europeanization on domestic polity and politics by analyzing and comparing these effects with cases where the EU has little or tangential impact. 
Thirdly, the case selection is of particular relevance since most of the Europeanization literature concentrates on old member states, or on the 2004 enlargement wave, while Romania (and Bulgaria) was often neglected. The importance stems from several facts. Romania and Bulgaria have been the economic laggards among the candidate states in 2004 performing lower than Turkey a country with no foreseen entry, according to the Lisbon Review (see Blanke and Lopez-Claros 2004). Furthermore, as acceding countries in 2007, same countries were ranking lower than Croatia and Turkey in the eve of the EU enlargement in 2007 according to the Lisbon Review 2006. Not least, as the newest EU member states these countries make allegedly less than 1% of its GDP (EUbusiness 2006). Thus, this proposal will not only contribute to the Europeanization literature by expanding on one of the latest EU member, but will also add a thorough understanding of policy networks and decision-making in Romania, a topic that is dramatically under-researched (see Ionita 2004). This will illuminate certain causes of the aforesaid economic straggling and might well be the impetus for a correction in this sense.   
This research proposal is structured as follows. The first part will set the theoretical framework, spelling out the polity and politics dimensions of the Europeanization process and formulating preliminary hypotheses for the Romanian case. The second section will discuss methodological aspects for testing the hypotheses. Final remarks, outlining the further steps for carrying out the research and pointing to the possibility of developing similar research for other countries follow. 
I. Analytical Tools: Europeanization of the Polity and Politics in Romania
Defining Europeanization is one solid subject of controversies among scholars concerned with the effects of the EU on the domestic public spheres. However, as Mair (2004, p.340) notices “despite the confused meanings, what we also see here […], is the recurrence of two motifs in particular”, namely ‘two faces of Europeanization’. On the one hand, the author acknowledges that Europeanization consists of the ‘institutionalization of a distinctly European political system’ and on the other hand of the ‘penetration of European rules, directives and norms into the otherwise differentiated domestic spheres’ (2004, p. 340-341). The first face of Europeanization, the formal level, is associated with the internalization of the common body of rules into the domestic spheres of member states. It refers mainly to the adoption of the acquis, which all member states have to accept and implement. The second dimension is related to the less formalized agreements reached by various states (non-member states included), that are not part of the formal acquis. An example here can be the introduction throughout Europe of the semi-standardized BA and MA systems (Mair 2004).  
These two faces of Europeanization are not mutually excludable, but rather interlinked, as without institutionalization ‘there would be nothing that could penetrate’ (2004, p.343). The systematized concept proposed by Radaelli (2003, p.30) encompasses these two dimensions as follows:
“Europeanization consists of processes of (a) construction (b) diffusion and (c) institutionalization of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and sub-national) discourse, identities, political structures and public policies”. 
This broad definition attributes the formal/hard dimension of Europeanization to how the EU has transferred rules, procedures and policy paradigms to (member) states and the more informal/soft one by pointing to transfer of styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and norms. 
For Romania, Europeanization is present in both the formal (hard) and informal (soft) face. On one hand, the adoption and implementation of the EU law in the domestic legislation is likely to have a consistent impact on the policy sectors tangent to the acquis chapters (e.g. macroeconomic policies, transport or environmental policies, and so on). On the other hand, the soft version of Europeanization is likely to be present in policy areas that are not under the direct EU regulation system, for example in the case of social policies through the open method of coordination/social learning of ‘best practices’ (e.g. health care, education). 
After outlining the Europeanization conceptual delimitations, the proposal turns to defining and formulating hypotheses related to the impact of Europeanization on the institutions of the decision-making process and configuration of power and conflict among national actors. First, the interest is to asses how the formal and informal face of Europeanization alters the polity and politics dimension of policy making. Second, it will compare and contrast these effects with a control case (policy sector) that is expected to be only marginally affected by Europeanization. The relationship between the independent (IV) and dependent variables (DVs) can be depicted as in the below graphical representation:
Figure 1 The chain of the relationship between the variables of this model


[image: image1]   
I.1 Institutions of the Decision-making Process
The first of the dependent variables of this research is the institutions of the decision-making process. The research will determine whether Europeanization, in both its formal and informal face, is likely to modify the legislative process in various policy sectors.    
In Romania the Parliament is bicameral, the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies, having largely similar prerogatives. The stages of the decision-making process in Romania include: the legislative initiative, the examination in parliamentary committees (prefaced by an advisory opinion from the Legislative Council
), debate and voting in the plenum of the informed Chamber, examination, debate, and voting in the other Chamber, re-examination of the law, promulgation of the law, and publication (Boc 2005). 

The Legislative initiative belongs to the Government, to Deputies and Senators as well as to a number of at least 100,000 citizens entitled to vote
. However, there are hardly any examples of citizen initiatives that have become laws given that a proposal besides meeting the formal technical rules must be accepted by the informed Chamber. Thus, the Government and the Parliament can be considered the main de facto actors for initiating laws. Draft bills or legislative proposals
 are submitted for debate to the one of the Chambers together with the advisory opinion of the Legislative Council. After registration, the Standing Bureau of the Chamber will distribute them to the parliamentarians and send them to the relevant standing committee(s) for examination in and debate on the substance, and for formulation of an advisory opinion. Both the parliamentarians and the Government
 may advance motivated amendments in writing, which are transmitted to the Standing Committee (via the Standing Bureau) in due time before the debate of the draft bill or legislative proposal in the plenum of the Chamber
. The committee draws up a final report which includes proposals with regard to the amendments presented, to the adoption or rejection of the draft bill or legislative proposal
. The report is distributed by the Standing Bureau to the members of the respective Chamber and to the Government. Before it is set on the agenda, the author of the legislative initiative may withdraw it.
The development of the legislative procedure in the plenum of the Chambers involves a general debate on the draft bill or of the legislative proposal and a debate by articles. The general debate is preceded by a presentation by the initiator or his/her representative, of the political motives which have led to the promotion of the legislative initiative. A debate on the articles takes place only when there were admitted and/or rejected amendments to the proposal and in the later case only when the committee’s report mentions them. In other words, the Parliament debates only the amendments. In this phase no other revision can be added except those that concern the language, the style, and the grammar. The Chamber decides by distinct vote on each amendment. At the closing of the debate by articles of each draft bill or of each legislative proposal the Chamber proceeds to their final voting
. An identical procedure takes place in the other Chamber. If the decisions of the two Chambers are distinctive the bill returns to the first informed Chamber which has the final decision. 
Re-examination of the law is not mandatory. It can occur only when the President requested it or the Constitutional Court has decided that the proposal or part of it is unconstitutional. Promulgation is the act through which the President of the country certifies the legality of the proposal. It does not confer the President veto powers over the proposal nor can he refuse promulgation. 
The decision-making procedure changes to a certain extent when it comes to decisions involving or pertaining to adoption of EU norms. Specifically, the Ministry of European Integration (MEI), created in 2001 to ensure coordination of the EU integration process, must give its advisory opinion on all the normative acts (draft bills, Government ordinances, and Government decision) that seek harmonization with the communitarian norms and rules before adoption
. Formal consultations between the initiator of the law and MEI can take place before the latter gives its opinion on the proposed act. 
The expectation with regard to the effect of formal Europeanization on the legislative phases is that the role of the Parliamentary Committees and the debate in Plenum is likely to decrease. The rationale behind this hypothesis is given by the ‘take it or leave it’ proposition of the European legislation package (see Mair and Zeilonka 2002 in Lindstrom forthcoming) and also by the ‘close’ character of foreign decision making (Sidjanski 1966 in Sciarini et al 2004). Therefore, there is not much room left for debate and consultation. Often, the executive interferes in the legislative process, through Government Ordinances or Decisions, which further restricts the prospects for debate. As Moravcsik (1998, 2001) notes international negotiations are likely to become themselves the most important step, thus moving out from the domestic arena of the decision-making (see also Sciarini et al 2004). Also, the limited time frame within which foreign-oriented decisions have to be taken, together with the massive quantity of the EU ‘imposed’ legislation put additional strain on deliberation. This applies particularly to CEE applicants states that are considered to have an asymmetric bargaining and domestic contestation power compared to the Western states (Schimmelfennig 2001), implying full compliance (Grabbe 2003).  
In its informal state, Europeanization might produce different effects on the institution of the decision making process, depending on the policy sector considered. The impact of the EU informal rules may change the ‘classical’ process of decision-making (weakening the role of the committees) however it is likely that the effect would not completely eliminate parliamentary committees’ discussions and the debate in the Plenum. First, ‘soft’ rules do not require international negotiation, thus domestic deliberation on these types of policies is likely to persist. Secondly, given the fact that no strict frameworks on how these policies should look like in practice are devised at the EU level, the debate in national Parliaments can address issues of the decision to adapt and the extent of compliance (Sciarini et al 2004).      
I.2 Power Configuration 
According to Borzel and Risse (2003), the Europeanization process may lead to a redistribution of power among domestic actors. This perspective is in line with the rationalist institutionalism logic, where Europeanization is conceived of as “a political structure which offers some actors additional resources to exert influence, while severely constraining the ability of others to pursue their goals” (2004, p.63), thus leading to a ‘differential empowerment’ (Borzel and Risse 2000, Risse et al. 2001)   
In the same direction, Moravcsik (1998, 2001) has emphasized the fact that Europeanization strengthens the state. He argues that “international negotiations and institutions change the domestic context in which policy is made by redistributing four domestic political resources: initiative, institutions, information and ideas (Moravcsik 1998, p.2). Thus, the main argument would be that international negotiations influence who would have the control over the domestic agendas (initiative), alter who can participate in the domestic decision-making procedures (institutions), and increase asymmetries in information, “altering legitimate domestic ideological justifications for policies (ideas)” (Moravcsik 1998, p. 11). In this view changes in the channels of decision-making brought about by Europeanization usually favor the actors who are directly involved in international negotiations and institutions, that is, state executives. Furthermore, Putnam’s (1988) work on the two-level game, contending that the transfer of a domestic issue to the international level reinforces state executives follows the same direction of argumentation.
The idea that state executives are reinforced as a consequence of the formal Europeanization process is likely to apply for the Romanian case as well. First, it is the government that represents the states in the EU negotiations processes. This is a general indication of the legal ‘positional power’
 hold by domestic actors in issues regarding foreign affaires, and particularly EU negotiations. Second, for the particular case of the negotiation regarding EU legislation that has to be domestically internalized, the role of the executive bodies (e.g. the Ministry of European Integration, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and various governmental agencies) was also empowered by the ‘exclusive nature’ of this kind of decisions, at the expense of the legislative bodies.
In its informal face, Europeanization may lead to similar consequences in terms of actors empowerment. It is acknowledged that this effect would be lower than in the formal Europeanization case, since other domestic actors may also have a say. However, state executives are the driving forces for legislation changes in meeting EU requirements, regardless of its form (Moravcsik 1998). Therefore, it is expected to find a stronger executive branch in both forms of Europeanization.  
The main interest, at this stage, is to assess the power configuration among state actors. However, it is commonly agreed that Europeanization may lead to a different power configuration among non-state actors (e.g. business groups, parties, non-governmental organization) that are directly affected by a given modification of a piece of legislation (see for example Boerzel and Risse 2003).  Both the formal and informal EU rules would more often give “the opportunity to further their goal” (Risse et al 2001, p. 11) to those actors whose preferences are similar to those displayed by EU. Therefore, depending on the policy area, various actors are likely to derive benefits from EU changes at the expense of others.    
I.3 Conflict Structure

In general, ‘imposed’ legislation from a superior body as the EU is perceived to be, is likely to favor domestic consensus, in the sense that policies that would be controversial in a domestic setting are more likely to be accepted under European pressure (see for example Katzenstein 1985, Grote and Schmitter 1999). Furthermore, actors favoring change are less likely to be blamed by opponents for possible negative effects brought by that change in legislation, as the reform was made under the EU pressure. However, one may reasonably claim that this depends on the strength of the potential opponents: the stronger the opposition to change the higher the possibility for conflict. In addition, Sciarini et al (2004) argue that precisely because of the ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ character of EU decisions, that significantly change the established national order, conflict may foster. 
Despite this possibility, legislation in meeting the EU conditionality has a relative closed character, in the sense that it is mainly decided by the executives and there is little room for maneuver in domestic legislatures. These arguments are likely to hold for the Romanian case as well. The EU pressure for change (formal Europeanization) together with the general willingness to integrate should translate into a lower level of conflict among national elites in the decision-making process. 
In the informal state of Europeanization, the level of conflictuality among domestic elites might increase. This is connected to the more room for domestic debate, when no biding rules are established at the European level. Nevertheless, the conflict in the decision-making process caused by EU pressure, might vary from sector to sector, depending on the actors affected that might influence the final decision, thus the expectations are mixed. 
II. Methodological Aspects
In order to test the hypotheses introduced above, the tools of network analysis (see Wassermann and Faust 1999) are of particular relevance. Network analysis is regularly employed by researchers in the field of policy analysis studies to learn about the structures and power configuration that are formed in decision-making processes, i.e. policy networks (see Knoke 1990, Schneider 1992, Scott 1997, Fischer et al 2002, Sciarini et al 2004). The concept of policy networks is understood as “clusters of relatively autonomous, but interdependent actors that are incorporated into the process of public policy making” (Schneider 1992, p. 1). Policy networks attempt at describing and explaining the complex relationship between actors in politics and society in general. Furthermore, in policy analysis, networks lay the basis for “a structural analysis of private and public actor configurations in the formulation and implementation of public policies” (1992, p.1). The basic assumptions of the social network method are that actors are interdependent and their relational ties constitute channels for transfer or flow of resources. Furthermore, the network environment provides opportunities or constraints on actors’ actions. Therefore, social network analysis is the appropriate method for studying the structural account of the decision-making process.      
The rationale for case selection is twofold. First, looking at one country, but comparing various policy sectors follows a most similar cases design (Mill’s method of difference) which have the advantage of cases selection (policy sectors) that are similar in as many ways as possible (keeping other variables constant), but different in their degree of Europeanization. This allows for better sizing the variation in the independent variable of the model. As Haverland (2005, p. 8) puts it “Comparing sectors where EU pressure, incentives or models exist with other sectors comes close to the ideal of the most similar systems design, because the investigator can keep all national factors constant.”
Secondly, drawing on social network analysis has the advantage of providing a very systematic and detailed view on the cases under analysis and leading to accurate data. Given the high complexity of the method together with the considerable magnitude of time required to collect all data, a large N sample is not an appropriate choice. Therefore, looking at one EU member state and analyzing various policy areas is a reasonable design.    
Furthermore, in order to classify policy sectors based on the EU impact, in addition to the legal-institutional analysis, a reputational approach – interviewing experts from the Romanian public spectrum on their estimation of the EU pressure on various policy sectors – will be employed. The latter is of particular relevance for identifying the control case, the policy sector that is to a certain extent sheltered from Europeanization. The correlation of these two methods will provide a clear picture of the relevant policy sectors, affected by different degrees of Europeanization. 

For data collection, face-to-face, semi-structured interviews with domestic elites
 is the appropriate qualitative method to be utilized. In this sense, a laborious list with the elites from the Parliamentary Committees, Ministries, other governmental agencies, and relevant stakeholders involved in the policy making processes in different sectors have to be elaborated. To identify the relevant actors, a combination of positional, reputational and decisional approach will be employed (see Kriesi 1982). The position of an actor in the system is a good proxy for determining his institutional power in the network. Certain actors have the reputation to be important within a certain policy domain and this is also an important indication on their capacity power. Adjoining the decisional approach, creating a list of the most important decision-making processes (for example, selected by relying on experts’ opinion) of a legislative period together with the identification of the stages of these policy processes will lead to the detection of those actors that constantly participated in these processes, and this further reveals information about the power configuration among policy actors. By combining these three approaches the possibility of exclusion of potentially powerful actors is likely to diminish. The accent is on organizational, collective actors (e.g. committees, ministries, national agencies), as scholars argue that organizations rather than individuals occupy the most noticeable positions in nowadays politics (see Knoke et al 1996, Schneider 1992).
Having elaborated the list with the relevant actors, face-to-face interviews will be conducted (see for example Kriesi 1980, Fischer et al 2002, Sciarini et al 2004). The questionnaire will contain socio-metric questions about phases/institutions of the decision making process (e.g. from a list with all the stages of the decision-making process considered, interviewees are asked to identify, in their view, the most important ones), about repuational power (e.g. from a list comprising all the actors that participated in that decision-making phases, interview partners are asked to identify, according to their opinion, the most important three actors), network of cooperation and conflict (e.g. With whom did you have conflicts? Which actors share your point of view? How often did you find yourself in a conflict situation?). In addition, when determining power configuration, an indicator based on the position of an actor in the network, betweens centrality, will be computed. The analysis of the primary data collection will follow using the UCINET
 software that allows for complex structural measures calculations. 

Final Remarks
This proposal advances the main parameters for disentangling the domestic impact of the EU integration process for the case of Romania. Whilst an increasing bulk of literature deals with what is widely termed as Europeanization, this agenda has paid short shrift to the latest newcomers in the EU family, namely Romania and Bulgaria. It may be argued that the short temporal period since the formal accession has not provided sufficient impetus for such development. Nonetheless, the above statement refers also to the period prior to the official accession. Thus, one added value of this proposal is that it contributes to the debate in the Europeanization literature by adding an under-researched case to the existing list. Furthermore, Romania – as a candidate, acceding, and actual member – has constantly been an economic laggard. Both the 2004 and the 2006 Lisbon Review – released by the World Economic Forum in the eves of the EU’s crucial Eastern Enlargement – rank Romania (and Bulgaria) lower than Turkey and Croatia in terms of country’s policy conformance with the 2000 Lisbon Agenda. Therefore, another capital contribution of the proposed research would be to shed light on the causes of the low economic (and not only) achievements on the country. This adds more substance to the timely and crucial importance of such a research.  

Moreover, there have been a limited amount of studies analyzing the impact of Europeanization on the institutions of the decision-making process, power configuration and conflict among elites. Except for several astute efforts for the case of Switzerland (Fischer et al 2002, Sciarini et al 2004) existing accounts are rather scarce in this direction. This is more the case with the Eastern countries of the EU where existing works (Ionita 2004, 2006) – while acknowledging the vital relevance of including the decision-making process as a variable in explaining the countries’ weak performance – have failed to deal in-depth with the effects of Europeanization on the decision-making process. This research aims to fill this gap. 
Another possible hiatus stems from the methods employed to depict the envisaged impact of Europeanization on domestic settings. While the works on Switzerland have revealed the reliability of relying on quantitative network analysis, it has also acknowledged that further research is still needed in developing this methodological framework. In these lines, the research aims to combine both quantitative and qualitative methods (e.g. network analysis, expert interviews, document analysis and so on), thus providing a solid contribution to the methodological debate (see Haverland 2005, 2007) on how to grasp this impact.  

Nevertheless, this draft requires further improvements. A first step consists of a clearer specification of the policy areas to be analyzed. Secondly, a refinement of the hypotheses, in accordance to the policy areas selected is needed. Thirdly, empirical data for testing the hypothesis will be collected, while the methods will be developed and refined. In addition, this research design might modify its current version, by extending the analysis to the policy dimension of Europeanization as well. Thus, the thesis will bridge the all three aspects of the EU impact on domestic states: policy, polity, and politics.    
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� Other attempts can be found in Anderson 2002, Hausermann et al 2002, Ladrech 1994, Moravcsik 1998, or Fischer 2003.


� By polity I refer to the domestic institutions of the decision-making process.


� By politics dimension I refer to the power configuration and the level of conflict among national actors.


� This is a compulsory stage. However, its opinions are not mandatory. The Legislative Council should be solicited prior to the committee debate and can be appealed to during the debate. 


� Citizens manifesting their right to legislative initiative must belong to at least one quarter of the country's counties, and in each one of these counties or in Bucharest, there must be registered at least 5,000 signatures in support of the respective initiative. Fiscal issues, international questions, amnesty, and pardon may not form the object of the citizens' legislative initiative. Legislative proposals involving a modification of the state budget or of the budget of the state social insurance must be substantiated on the information compulsorily required from the Government. 


� There is a juridical distinction between the two: draft bills or legislative projects refer to the materialization of the Government’s legislative initiative, while legislative proposal refer to the outcomes of the Parliament and citizens’ law-making efforts. 


� The Government may advance amendments mainly when is the initiator of the law or in the case of amendments that alter the state budget or the social security budget. 


� At the request of the chairman of the parliamentary committee informed of the matter, the Legislative Council analyses and issues an advisory opinion on the amendments submitted to the debate of the committee and the draft bills or legislative proposals received by the committee after their adoption by one of the Chambers of Parliament.


� As well as to the advisory opinions communicated by other committees informed to this purpose, when this is the case


� Draft bills or proposals for the revision of the Constitution are adopted by a majority of at least two thirds of the number of members of each Chamber. Draft of organic laws is passed by the vote of a majority of the members of each Chamber. Ordinary draft bills are passed by the vote of a majority of the members present in each Chamber. 


� Other normative acts (such as orders, instructions, simple norms and so on) remitted by Ministries and other entitled bodies of the central public administration, pertaining to the secondary national legislation, must be notified to the Ministry of European Integration prior to their approval. 


� The positional power approach refers to elites as all holders of important institutional positions with legal possibilities to influence formal decisions; for this point of discussion it refers to state executives members.





� For cases when political elites are not reachable, interviews with political experts, analysts, consultants may be adopted. 


�For further details see � HYPERLINK "http://www.analytictech.com/downloaduc6.htm" ��http://www.analytictech.com/downloaduc6.htm� 
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