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Introduction

It has increasingly become common to think about the world as our world. Migration and
media are two factors that have contributed to a change in people’s way of imagining
themselves (Appadurai 1996). According to Robertson, we have witnessed a ”…
compression of the world and the intensification of the consciousness of the world as a
whole” (Robertson 1992, p 8). Robertson calls this globalisation, which is a concept that
during the last decades has attracted social scientists and others to such an extent that one
could ask if globalisation has become "... the cliché of our times" (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt
and Perraton 1999).

                                                
1  This paper is based on Jacobsson, B., Lægreid, P. and Pedersen, O.K. (eds), 2001, Europaveje. EU i de
nordiske centralforvaltninger. Copenhagen: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag. We want to thank Anders
Esmark, Gry Larsen and Göran Sundström who has  co-operated in the research that resulted in the book. The
paper was presented at the Scancor Workshop “Transnational Regulation and the Transformation of States”,
Stanford University, 22-23 June 2001.



According to Held et al. (1999), there are hyper-globalists that talk about a global age in
politics, economy as well as culture, where transnational companies act on global markets,
largely independent from those obsolete dinosaurs called states (Ohmae 1995). Castells also
describes an evolving network society where "... the new economy is organised around
global networks of capital, management, and information, whose access to technological
know-how is at the roots of productivity and competition" (1996, p 471). As an alternative to
hyperglobalists and skeptics, Held et al. (1999) discusses a third perspective on globalisation
– a thesis about transformation.

Globalisation is seen as a strong force of change, responsible for a massive shakeout of
societies but it is not obvious at all where this process leads. Surely, states are changing but
this change could mainly be looked upon as a transformation. In some respects, states tend to
become even more important than before. Not as rational actors and rule makers (in the
sense of inter-governmentalists), but as rule followers in a world penetrated by an expanding
amount of organised governance. Globalisation consists of contradictory forces, and the role
of states in this (at least partly) new world may not be obvious at all.

In some respects, the discussion about globalisation is rather poor in capturing the spirit of
what is going on. What we see is an evolving rule-making that is both transnational and
organised, and involves states, international governmental and non-governmental
organisations, but also standardisation organisations, private companies, the scientific
community and others. Some of these regulators are states or connected to states, but some
are more loosely connected or even not connected at all. Some parts of the evolving
transnational governance are private. The world is full of organisations that produce rules for
others – be they states, companies or individuals – to follow (Brunsson and Jacobsson 2000).

We also see a world-system that supports and legitimises a system with states (Meyer m fl
1997, Boli and Thomas 1999). The idea to become a state and to act as one is more popular
than ever. Also states are regulated by global rules and ideas. There are plenty of rules that
are exogenous to each specific society that makes it relatively easy to construct oneself as a
state. In this way, we may also explain how it is possible that states all around the world in
some aspects tend to be surprisingly similar. They construct themselves according to rules
and ideas that are institutionalised on the world level. The argument needs not to be a
deterministic one. As Boli and Thomas argued, the rule following of states could be
characterised by a considerable degree of creativity and innovativeness:

«World culture defines modern actors not as cultural dopes but as creative innovators who are the
one and only source of change, adaptation, and restructuring in response to situational
contingencies» (Boli and Thomas 1999:4).

States are part of a transnational rule making where also other organisations (companies,
IGOs, INGOs, standards organisations etc) are important (compare Risse-Kappen 1995), but
this does not make states less important. But it is necessary not to view them as actors with



exogenous preferences that they try to safeguard in negotiations with other countries. To «...
bring transnational relations back in», does therefore not mean that states are excluded from
the analysis (compare Evans 1995, Skocpol 1985), but it means that it is necessary to study
states as embedded in a transnational and European context.

Europeanisation of states

Regulation of modern societies is changing, and the European Union is one important
actor in this process. And the significance of Europe could only be understood in this
wider perspective. The implication of EU is, according to Mény et al. (1996), that the
national political agendas tend to run into each other to become a common European.
Hardly any policy area, it seems, could be excluded from the European integration
process. There is a substantial literature on the European Union – both about what kind
of political, economic and cultural community it is and may become, and also about the
mechanisms of integration (see for example Bulmer and Burch 1998, Caporaso 1996,
Caporaso, Cowles and Risse 1998, Eriksen and Fossum 2000, Hanf and Soetendorp
1998, Olsen 1997, Sverdrup 2000).

The driving forces in the integration process are according to neo-functionalists the
European Organisations, mainly the European Commission but also the Court (Haas 1968).
In this perspective integrative efforts in some areas may spillover to others, eventually
creating a less state-centred Europe. Nation-states have in these discussions been portrayed
as dysfunctional units: too big to solve some problems and too small to solve others.
Questions have been posed if the states will crumble away in the cross-pressure between, on
the one hand, forces in Brussels and, on the other hand, the increasingly important Europe of
Regions?

Simultaneously, the other major tradition in the discussion about European integration –
the liberal intergovernmentalism – claims that the states are as important as actors as before.
States or coalitions among states are launched as the main explanations of critical changes
(Milward 1992) and the European Union organisations are mainly seen as arenas or
instrument of states. States are in this perspective perceived as rational actors that first
balance the interests in their society to a national one, and then work to safeguard and protect
this interest in negotiations with other states, sometimes referred to as a two-level game
(Moravscik 1993, Putnam 1988). European integration is according to intergovernmentalists
a result of negotiations between states with well-defined and pre-determined interests. Thus,
there are heterogeneous ideas about the future of states to be picked up in this literature
about European integration. And to some extent this is a similar discussion as the one about
globalisation, in the way that the perspective on states is very simplistic.

This paper is about nation-states in the European north - Denmark, Finland, Norway and
Sweden - and the impact of European integration on the administrations in these states. We
are studying the response patterns or adaptation of the central administrative apparatus. The



theme of the paper is that states are transformed in this emerging European context. We do
not believe that European integration makes work and activities in these states insignificant,
but we believe that states, their administrations and their political life in general are
transformed in this new European context. What we will try to do in the paper is to describe
and make sense of the manner and extent to which the central administration has been
transformed as a consequence of European integration.

We do not see any withdrawal of or “hollowing out” of states, as has been a frequent
theme in the discussions about the future of the nation-state. States are neither totally
disciplined by the demands from the EU, nor can they freely choose how to adapt. And
states frequently are able to borrow ideas about “who to be”, “what to think” and “how to
organise” in their European environment. Although their possibilities for manoeuvring are
restricted, states have certain amount of leeway. European rules and ideas are important but
they are interpreted and translated in a setting where national traditions and strategies have a
role to play. And states are seldom coherent, but both the extent of and mechanisms of
transformation is different in different parts of the state administrations.

Ambitions concerning European integration imply that there are distributors of both ideas
and rules that may influence both the identities and activities of states. However these
influences are not always homogeneous, and they could be quite ambiguous. Sometimes, it
is not necessary at all to follow the rules and  - if they have to be followed - there are often a
wide range of alternative ways of translation or interpretation that may be used. As a
consequence, the mixture between European rules and ideas and the national systems may
look quite different in different states as well as in different parts of states. Traditions,
strategies, systems of conflicts in a state may in some instances mould the “external” rules
and ideas to the extent that the one may speak both about a nationalisation of Europe and an
europeanisation of the nation-state.

In speaking about transformation, we wish to avoid both the idealistic (states may freely
choose how to adapt) and the fatalistic notion (there is no choice whatsoever) about
European integration. Transformation means both continuity and change. Adjustment
impulses, which frequently arise, are interpreted and translated to make them compatible
with national administrative traditions and political strategies (Chrisensen and Lægreid
2001). By using the concepts of interpretation and translation, we, on the one hand, try to
catch the idea that we are dealing with wilful actors that strategically protect and safeguard
their interests. On the other hand, it is true that these strategies and interests simultaneously
develop in the same processes. The emerging transnational processes (where there are strong
relations between officials in different countries) make it possible both to pro-actively work
for national interests, but these are also processes where national interests are changed and
even created.

In this paper, we will outline some mechanisms by which the states are transformed.
First, we discuss the advent of a transnational administration where stable relationships
develop, in the form of contact networks, participation rights and actual participation in a



number of EU-organisations. Second, we discuss tendencies towards segmentation, where
some units remain more or less outside the influence of the EU, while others are strongly
engaged and affected in their day-to-day activities. Third, we discuss the consequences and
increased attempts in co-ordination, sometimes focused on a national interest and sometimes
on a state interest. Fourth, we discuss multiplier effects, that is the overlap and interplay
between the various relationships. And, fifthly, we will discuss why established forms of
organisation emerge as relatively robust, in spite of the fact that comprehensive changes are
taking place in the day-to-day administrative practice.

We will, thus, show how states are transformed, and we do this through an inductive,
comparative and detailed study about the adaptation of the Nordic state administrations.2
The Nordic area could be seen as a kind of pseudo-laboratory. On the one hand, there are
many similarities between the countries – small, open and culturally relatively homogeneous
- and it is reasonable to speak about a Nordic community (which also over the years has
become quite organised). However, we also have in connection to the European Union
distinct differences between the countries – we have one country that since long is a member
of the European Union (Denmark); we have two relatively recent full members (Sweden and
Finland) and we have one country with a “EU-light”- connection through the European
Economic Agreement (which states that Norway has access to the internal market). The
countries also differ in terms of administrative traditions as well as the strategies chosen in
relation to the EU.

The patterns of europeanisation

The adaptation of the central administration in the Nordic
countries have been studied along various dimensions of change:
changes in the formal structure, administrative capacity and the
distribution of functions; general embeddedness of EU; relations
within the administration, with the EU, with Norden, with interest
organisations and companies and with the political leadership as
expressed in contact networks, forms of contact, participation, co-
ordination and influence. In this section of the paper, we discuss the
most important patterns in the processes of europeanisation. We argue
that the adaptation patterns can be characterised as
transnationalisation. At the same time, however, there are also clear
elements of segmentation, multiplier effects and increased co-
ordination. Moreover, the administrative structure within which this

                                                
2   This study is based on a comparative survey undertaken in Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden
comprising all ministerial departments as well as departments in central agencies and directorates in 1998. A
total of 1323 units answered the questionnaire and the response rate varied from 86 percent in Norway to 77
percent in Finland. The survey data had also been analysed together with  more case-like studies about the
consequences of European integration on specific sectors and organisations.



adaptation has taken place is robust enough to allow change without
being fundamentally changed itself.

Transnationalisation

Transnationalisation means that EU affects the administration to a significant degree and has
a considerable effect on the majority of areas relevant to individual administrative units. At
the same time, significantly stable relationships develop, in the form of contact networks,
participation rights and actual participation in a number of EU-organisations. The Nordic
countries’ central administrations are not closed off to influence from Europe and it would
certainly be a mistake to maintain that stability and the status quo characterise the
development of their administrative structures. Transnational relations clearly extend beyond
the intergovernmental relationships channelled through the Foreign Ministry, extending both
to other ministries and further into the central administration to the directorates, central
agencies and authorities.

There is no doubt that the pattern revealed demonstrates a significant degree of
transnationalisation of the central administrative bodies in the Nordic countries. Links
between the EU and Nordic administrations involve such European organisations as the
European Commission and the experts and working groups who work under its auspices,
Commitology-committees, the Council of Ministers with its subordinate working groups,
and a number of other European organisations, such as the European Court, the European
Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee, the Regional Committee, and the
organisations of the EEA and EFTA. In addition there are other international organisations
and standardisation organisations such as CEN, CENELEC and ETSI.

At the same time, many of the European and international relationships, which the
administrative units are involved in, are characterised by weak and ambiguous political
mandates and signals from the political leadership. Those who appear in the
international arena frequently have a broad mandate and are able to exercise a
significant degree of initiative. The guidelines they follow generally have their origins in
their own organisation and in specialist and professional norms. This may increase the
risk of a network developing comprising bureaucrats and experts, who may then mould
the content of public policy without much control by popularly elected representatives.
This is most likely to occur in those areas, which require considerable expertise and
professional knowledge.

Segmentation

Segmentation means that some parts of the state administration is affected by the EU,
develop stable relationships and work with EU-matters in their everyday work, while others
still have a more national orientation. The Nordic states are segmented in their EU-work.
Even though most administrative units are significantly involved in transnational relations,



there are clear variations between the various parts of the administrative apparatus. While
some units remain more or less outside the influence of the EU, others are strongly engaged
and affected by the EU in their day-to-day activities. In the case of the ministries, this
depends largely on their areas of responsibility, with agriculture and fishing, two of the EUs
main areas of influence, most strongly affected by European co-operation. In general,
activities associated with the EU internal market and the four freedoms are those where
transnational relationships are most comprehensive.

The trend towards segmentation is also manifest in the strong interaction between
different indicators of administrative adjustment. For example, if organisational adaptation
has occurred in connection with the EU, then other kinds of adaptation are likely to have
taken place as well. Changes made along one dimension are likely to be passed on to other
dimensions of change. Thus, once major organisational adjustment has taken place, an
organisation can be said to become entwined with the EU. This implies that while some
organisations form their own specialised EU-units, establish collegial bodies for co-
operation, undertake changes in the delegation of responsibility, employ more staff, use
more resources for EU-training, have greater EU-skills, are more affected by the day-to-day
activities of the EU and observe a greater influence of the EU within their field, other units
are scarcely affected along the same dimensions. In turn, this implies that the various
dimensions of EU-adjustment support and strengthen each other. The consequence of this is
a dividing line in the administration between, on the one hand, ”EU-administration” with
high capacity and expertise, considerable time devoted to EU-matters and close fusion, and
on the other hand a more nationally oriented administration, which has a more remote
relationship to the EU along most dimensions.

The European Union creates in this way a new division of tasks within the central
administration.  As a result of the study, we were able to construct an EU-segment,
comprising about 40% of the units in the central administration. These are units where the
EU is largely involved in the unit’s own administrative affairs and which simultaneously
have contact with EU-organisations on a monthly basis or more frequently. Within this
broad segment a core segment may be further isolated comprising 18 percent of units which
are particularly affected and involved. These are engaged to a considerable degree,
participating in monthly or more frequent meetings with the EU and devoting a considerable
amount of their working time to EU-related matters. In such a situation, where certain parts
of the administration are deeply involved in European matters while others have little
contact with the EU, there is a danger that EU-related activity may lead to a fragmentation of
the state administration. Certain parts of the central state apparatus have more contact with
organisations in the EU than with the other parts of their own national administration.

Co-ordination

It has been maintained that, particularly in smaller countries, increased integration in the EU
creates a greater need for national co-ordination or the formulation of a national interest in



order to protect a country’s interests in the EU – the need for ”uniting along the Swedish
line”  (Jacobsson 1993). In discussions in European committees and work groups,
administrators and politicians were (especially as new members) frequently asked “what
Sweden thinks…” or “what Finland thinks…”. And consequently they had to find out or
even create national strategies and positions to an extent that they had never done before.
Increased involvement in the EU has resulted in increased demands for co-ordination, and
led to certain endeavours in this direction within the central administration (Kassim, Peters
and Wright 2000).

One can speak about different forms of co-ordination. It can take place in the state
administration, and here a distinction can be drawn between vertical co-ordination within an
administrative area and horizontal co-ordination between ministries. Further, a distinction
can be drawn between internal co-ordination within the state administration and national co-
ordination, where also external interest organisations and companies are involved. It is
obvious that EU-adaptation has resulted in the establishment of various forms of collegial
co-ordination instruments more commonly known as special committees, co-ordinating
committees, EU-offices, EU-committees, etc. There is a considerable degree of co-operation
with regard to EU-matters, particularly vertical co-operation within the individual sectors.
But there has also been an increase in horizontal co-ordination between sectors and national
co-operation involving interest organisations and other affected parties in society. However,
this co-ordination first and foremost occurs between representatives of the various agencies,
and the political leadership is involved to only a small degree.

Our data suggest that the efforts to draw administrative units, politicians and interest
organisations in society into a national co-ordination process are most advanced in Denmark,
where it is easier to establish such a process as a matter of routine. In Finland, where the
administration is primarily responsible for co-ordination, it is more difficult to characterise
the results as national co-ordination. The same applies to Sweden, where co-ordination is
primarily sectorally based, but where it also involves the political leadership more than in the
other countries. In Norway, too, co-ordination is initially an administrative task, for example
through the ”position paper arrangement”  (Sætereng 2001).

We have isolated a co-ordination segment in the central administration involving every
sixth unit. These units agree that EU-matters have resulted in a need for increased co-
ordination within or between sectors, and at the same time participate in monthly collegial
co-ordinating bodies and have weekly contact with other state agencies in EU related
matters. One interesting result is that many units in the co-ordination segment are not
involved in the core segment (that is in the segment that is working the most with EU-
matters). Thus, a considerable proportion of the units in the transnational administration does
not play a central role in national co-ordinative activities. This raises the question of whether
the various channels overlap and reinforce each other or whether they emerge as alternative
or competing channels – something discussed in the following.



Multiplier effects

While segmentation, and to some extent co-ordination primarily concern internal
relationships within the state or between the state and the national interests of society, the
multiplier thesis focuses on the interplay between these and non-national relationships and
between the various non-national connections with a particular focus on relationships with
the EU (Pedersen 2001a). Indeed, the stronger the overlap and interplay between the various
external relationships, the more support for the multiplier hypothesis. Conversely, the more
isolated and protected the EU-channel becomes, the less support there is for this thesis.

In this study the multiplier hypothesis has received support in a number of instances. The
main pattern emerging is that units enjoying a close relationship with organisations within
the EU, through high-level contact, a high degree of travel and extensive participation in EU
bodies, are also largely involved with other international organisations and have well-
developed connections with the other Nordic countries and with national interest
organisations and companies. However, these are less integrated in the national co-
ordinating activity and in their relations with the political leadership. A considerable number
of units have close links with EU-organisations but without playing a central role in the
state’s co-ordinating activity or maintaining close connections with politicians. The
multiplier thesis is partly supported, since there is some but not strong overlap among the
units included in the core segment, co-ordinating segment and political segment. While there
is a  significant degree of integration between externally oriented relations, the links between
the internal co-ordinating relationships in the state and connections to the political leadership
are not as strong.

One interpretation is that there is a division of functions within the central
administration’s EU-related work, where some units are more externally oriented and are
concerned with ”up-stream activities” associated with influencing the decision-making
process within the EU, while others are more internally oriented and primarily concerned
with ”down-stream activities” associated with the implementation and enforcement of EU-
rules. The main picture, however, is that the different channels are supplementary,
something which is expressed when companies and interest organisations choose a ”by-
pass” strategy in addition to a ”go-through” strategy in their EU related work.3 The
transnational administration is not independent of the national administration but rather
forms a link between the state and society and their national, Nordic and European
counterparts.

                                                
3 A ”pass by”-strategy implies that companies and interest organisations do not work through the state
administration, but try to safeguard their interests directly visavi the European organisations (or that they work
together with their colleagues and competitors in European interest organisations). A ”go through”-strategy
implies that companies and interest organisations try to protect their interest in co-operation with the state
administration and thus work through the state (Pedersen and Pedersen 2000).



Continuity and change

The emergence of transnationalisation, segmentation, co-operation and multiplier effects
is indicative of a comprehensive pattern of change. It is important; however, to
emphasise that these adjustments have taken place within a relatively robust
administration model in the Nordic countries. Increased integration in Europe has
resulted in significant changes in informal structures, rules and in participation, contact
and co-ordination arrangements, but this has not resulted in fundamental changes in the
formal national arrangements. The national administrative apparatus in the respective
countries has not been subjected to a radical structural reorganisation following
increased integration in the EU. The Nordic countries continue to borrow models and
ideas mainly from one another. There is also considerable leeway for influencing
changes within the administration through national administrative policy and on the
basis of local, internal agency-specific initiatives.

EU-matters have been absorbed into the existing forms of national administration.
They are not concentrated in the Foreign Ministry but are normally handled by
specialised ministries and their subordinate directorates and bodies. Even though the
changes have been comprehensive, they have not caused any rift in the fundamental
forms of organisation. The adjustment of the administrative apparatus is revealed as a
combination of robustness and flexibility, and has succeeded in incorporating the new
tasks and challenges into the existing organisational forms. Rather than cut the coat to
suit the cloth and fine-tune the formal organisational structure to meet EU-requirements,
the Nordic countries have relied on established, broad organisational forms that have
proven flexible enough to allow fairly broad variations in administrative behaviour and
action (Olsen 1997).

The adjustments have challenged and modified existing models, but these models
have not been dismantled. The Swedish official position is that in relation to EU-matters
the traditional dualistic administrative model remains firm. However, this study shows
that in practice the process of Europeanisation has challenged it. The same applies to the
Danish/Norwegian ministerial system of administration with a ministry/directorate
model. The corporate forms of co-operation remain unscathed, even though these have
also been supplemented and challenged. The same can be said about Nordic co-
operation. Our material did not reveal any evidence of ”decorporatisation” or of
”reparliamentarianisation” of policy in EU-related matters, such as has been claimed in
other areas of political activity in the Nordic countries (Petersson 1998). This reinforces
the claim that adaptation occurs by combining robustness and flexibility.

One may speculate on why established forms of organisation and the traditional
administrative models emerge as robust, even though comprehensive changes are taking
place in the day-to-day administrative practices in a significant part of administration.
There is no doubt that this form permits large variations in practice, but the question is
how we may regard the dynamics of the relationship between form and practice. Does



the form include ”any form of practice” – so that both form and practice develop
independently of each other - or do the formal arrangements place constraints upon
which activities may be conducted within them, providing space for variations in
practice within given limits? Our interpretation concurs with the latter possibility. The
adaptation to Europe has to be considered in terms of both continuity and change.

Europeanisation: the main picture and some variations

What have we learned, then, about the consequences of European integration? The first
conclusion is that European Union has had profound influences. Towards the end of the
1990s, the central administrative apparatuses of the Nordic countries underwent considerable
changes. Even if there are variations in the level and intensity of changes, the belief that
European integration does not mean substantial changes in the national administrative
structure and practice (Page and Wouters 1995) receives little support. Likewise the notion
that yielding some sovereignty to the EU will result in the central administrative apparatus is
having eroded responsibility and significance. Rather, the administration has acquired new
functions and tasks and has been opened up to a wider setting. Central administrative bodies
are key organisations in the EU-activities of the various countries, and new groups of
European civil servants have emerged (Bergman and Damgaard 2000).

Secondly, europeanisation is too a large extent an administrative process. The interface
with the political leadership is relatively undeveloped in EU-matters. Co-ordination is
increasing but is dominated by the civil service. Civil servants have acquired a central place
in the administration of the EU, while politicians and political organisations have become
more passive. Generally, there are quite weak and ambiguous political mandates and signal
from the politicians. Most of the affected administrative units had a reactive relationship
with the EU.4 We have described a transnational but reactive administration in respect of the
EU and a passive political leadership in its relationship with the administration. The
administration reacts to EU-initiatives and pursues these, but without any notable
involvement by politicians. Sweden is an exception with more contacts between the
administration and the political leadership. This may be explained both by the design of the
co-ordination-system as well as the design of the general control system.5

Thirdly, changes are continuous. The adaptation of the central administration to the EU
has not occurred solely in connection with changes in the forms of association but has
subsequently continued in later years, gathering considerable momentum. The majority of
the respondents consider that more major changes occurred in laws and regulations as a

                                                
4   In spite of the considerable contact with and intensive participation in Brussels, the level of conflict is low and
influence in Brussels is limited. This applies particularly to the Council of Ministers, but also to the EU-Commission,
where only one third of the units concerned stated that they had been successful in getting their viewpoint and aims
accepted.
5  Even if the Swedish and Finnish units have more contacts with the political leadership, this does not mean however
that they know better than for instance the Danish units (with less contacts) what the minister wants.



consequence of the EU during the first four years following the changes in the form of
association than in connection with the actual process of membership entry or association
with the EEA. Nearly three out of four units stated that in 1998 they were more affected by
the EU than four years previously. One indication of this is that travel abroad in connection
with EU/EEA matters has increased considerably compared with the previous four years.
The end result is increased transnationalisation.

The fourth point is that although European integration has had considerable
consequences, this does not mean that the changes to which the administration has been
subjected in recent years may be regarded solely as a reflection of this. They may also be
traced back to traditions and routines as well as to an active administrative policy that is part
of the Nordic governments’ modernisation programmes for the public sector and also to
more internally motivated processes in the individual departments and sectors (Lægreid and
Pedersen 1999, Olsen 1992). Nevertheless, this study provides a basis for questioning the
relative significance of an active national administration policy compared to the more
pragmatic adaptation necessitated externally by closer integration in the EU. Our
interpretation is that the significance of administrative policy for adaptation and change in
the central administration should possibly be somewhat reduced in favour of the significance
of the europeanisation of problems and solutions.

Variations between countries

We have also revealed significant variations between countries, administrative levels and
sectors. There are clear variations between these countries regarding the adaptation of the
administration to the EU. One pattern that emerges repeatedly is that Norway is
experiencing the least change, while Finland and Sweden are the countries where EU-related
adaptation of the central administration is greatest. Denmark is in an intermediate position.

The Norwegian administration is especially affected by the EU through the EEA-
agreement, particularly with respect to the internal market. A rapid implementation of EEA-
rules occurred. Nevertheless, as expected, adjustment to the EU has been weaker than in
Sweden and Finland. The Norwegian central administration is not excluded from Europe,
but its administration is less involved in European co-operation. The increase in the degree
to which the EU has exerted its influence is far less than in the new member countries, and
much less time is devoted to EU-matters. Participation and contact networks with EU-
organisations are far less developed. This applies to the Commission- system, and
particularly to the Council-system. Norwegian bureaucrats travel far less frequently to
Brussels than their colleagues from the other Nordic countries. The impression that Norway
compensates for non-membership of the EU through increased informal contacts and
adaptation does not find much support in this study. The central administration in Norway
also has weaker contacts with the government and political leadership. Politicians are less
directly involved in EU/EEA matters than in the other countries. Moreover, Norway does



not compensate for being a non-member by having more international contacts outside the
EU than the other Nordic countries.

There are significant differences between the new member countries and Denmark.  This
is not surprising, given that Denmark is an EU-veteran, while the new members are still
experiencing the effects of initial adaptation. The Danish central administration has a
different point of departure than Sweden and Finland, insofar as the country has adapted to
the EU over a 25-year period. Its relationship to the EU is largely perceived as part and
parcel of day-to-day administrative business, something which may present difficulties in
distinguishing between EU-related activities and other tasks (Sidentopf and Ziller 1988). The
largest formal and structural changes in the Danish administration occurred when Denmark
joined the EU, while later adjustments have mainly been incremental (von Dosenrode 1998).
At the same time, Denmark has been hesitant and sceptical about political integration, as
evidenced by its rejection of the Maastricht agreement by popular vote in 1992 and
subsequent reservations regarding EU citizenship, economic and monetary union, defence
policy and judicial and internal conditions  (Miles 1996). The public debate in Denmark on
the country’s relationship with the EU has been long and intensive, something, which may
have affected the impact of Europe on the central administration. The Danish position is,
however, somewhat contradictory. In spite of a ”euro-sceptical” attitude towards the EU in
Denmark, the country is nevertheless a well-adjusted EU-member in its day-to-day activities
and emerges as one of the countries that  has been most adroit in implementing EU
legislation (Pedersen 2000).

Sweden and Finland are currently going through a period of consolidation where they
appear as active parties in the adjustment process. The contrast to the pre-membership period
is revealed as far more dramatic than in Denmark, where EU-related tasks have become
routine to a much greater degree. While Sweden and Finland are now facing adaptation
effects stemming from their recent accession, Denmark’s adaptation can be seen much more
as an effect of an established EU-country. The Danish administration has, for instance,
developed more formal co-ordinating mechanisms and well-established procedures both
within the administration and in relation to interest organisations. It appears more proactive
than Norway and Sweden and reports greater levels of achievement for its own position in
Brussels. Another feature, which distinguishes Denmark from the other countries, is the
central role of the Foreign Ministry in EU matters.

Even though the Finnish administration may be slightly ahead of Sweden in adapting to
the EU, we found no dramatic difference, unlike some other scholars and observers (Raunio
and Wiberg 2000a, von Sydow 1999). The fact that Sweden and Finland distinguish
themselves from the other Nordic countries in this respect may be an indication that the
East-Nordic administrative model is appearing in a new version. The Swedish and Finnish
administrations are becoming more involved in a steadily more integrated Europe, while the
administrative bodies in Norway are less integrated. Sweden and Finland are experiencing a
significant cultural collision between their national administrative cultures and norms and



the practices and working methods of the EU. This cultural conflict is more pronounced in
Finland than in the other Nordic countries and is to a greater extent met by attempts in the
administration to obtain models and ideas from the EU concerning the manner in which
activities are to be carried out.

There are, however, some interesting differences between Sweden and Finland. One trend
observable in the Finnish administration is that EU work is only weakly linked to the
political level and is dominated by the administration. Finnish EU activity is carried out to a
larger degree within a pragmatic, closed and technocratic culture operating in a central
administrative apparatus with a large degree of autonomy. By contrast, the Swedish working
manner is more public and involves greater participation by the government and the political
leadership. One reason for this is that the democratic process was strongly emphasised in the
Swedish administrative-political discussion concerning the EU. In Finland, the emphasis
was more on having an efficient bureaucracy. Denmark’s style is also less public, in keeping
with the decision-making culture of the EU. Thus for Danish units it has not become more
difficult to take into consideration public access to EU matters. Generally little importance is
attached to public information compared to the other Nordic countries. The Danish practice
of the public awareness principle has gradually adjusted to become more compatible with
the political style of the EU (Grønbeck-Jensen 1998).

Another interesting difference between Sweden and Finland is that while in Finland,
Nordic relations play a minor role, the idea of Nordic co-operation has a strong footing in
Sweden. Finnish units try to a lesser degree than those in other countries to exercise common
influence over EU bodies together with the other Nordic countries. They also have a
narrower orientation within Norden and look more to countries outside Norden and to EU
and other international organisations to find models for their own organisations. A somewhat
surprising finding is that units in Denmark, despite 25 years of membership in the EU, look
less than the other Nordic countries to the EU to find models for (re) organising their own
working methods and administrative structures. The general picture is that Nordic co-
operation is still strong.

In contrast to Finland, contact with the political leadership in Sweden is regarded as
political control. Finnish administrative units operate largely independently of politicians,
but at the same time Finland emerges as the nation where co-ordination of EU activities is
strongest: intra-sectoral co-ordination has increased far more in Finland than in Sweden on
this point. The fact that the adaptation of the Finnish administration has been most in line
with the EU may stem from the fact that Finland was to take over the role of chairman of the
EU in the summer of 1999 and was therefore under more pressure to conform. Furthermore,
in contrast to Sweden and Denmark, Finland has an EU-strategy, which is more amenable to
adaptation and integration. Hence, Finland is the only Nordic member of the EMU.



Variations between administrative levels

In the Nordic countries, a distinction may be made between two levels of central
administration. The inner central administration consists of those units which are most
closely associated with the political leadership and which have a cabinet minister or other
ministers as their leader. In Denmark and Finland these are the ministries, but in Norway and
Sweden these are termed departement, and in Sweden they are organised under the common
designation of Regeringskansliet (Chancellery). The outer band of the central administration
is the central civil service comprising the direktorater (Norway, Denmark), styrelser
(Denmark) and centrala myndigheter (Sweden, Finland). In principle there is an important
difference between the dual Swedish system and the monistic Danish/Norwegian one. In
Sweden there is an organisational bifurcation between the ministries and the central
agencies, which are subordinate to the cabinet as a collective body rather than to individual
ministries. Denmark and Norway, on the other hand, have a purely ministerial government
where the outer bands are subordinate to the minister himself, who can be held responsible
for all decisions made in these secondary bodies. The Finnish system falls somewhere
between these two models. Our findings suggest that many of the differences found between
administrative levels traverse national boundaries, an indication that the principal differences
between the administrative levels in Sweden and the other Nordic countries are less manifest
in practice.

This study shows, firstly, that the adaptation of the administration to Europe does not
occur only within the inner administration but also within the directorates and central
agencies. In Denmark, for example, the agencies play an important part in special
committees. Hence EU adaptation is not undertaken primarily among the staff most closely
associated with the political leadership but is also practised to a considerable extent among
the outer and more autonomous central agencies. Concerning matters associated with the
internal market -the area where the central administration is most tightly interwoven with the
EU - the directorates are affected just as much as the ministries. This supports the
transnational thesis, which assumes well-developed relations with the EU in these outer-
band organisations and not just at the peak of the administrative hierarchy.

Secondly, there are clear variations between administrative levels – though not necessarily
those that might have been expected - based on differences between the East- and West-
Nordic administrative models. Even though the ministry units have, relatively speaking,
more training and a greater number of EU-related positions, the greater part of the increase
in new positions has occurred in the outer central administration, since there are far more
units at this level. EU-membership has had a particularly significant effect in Sweden at the
ministry level. This may be associated with the fact that the Regeringskansliet shows some
reservations about delegating matters to the central agencies, and this uncertainty may in part
be related to the Swedish administrative model. While the Swedish ministries have
particularly close ties with the political leadership, the Swedish central agencies have no less
contact with the political leadership than their Danish and Norwegian counterparts.



Moreover, this contact is more informal than in Denmark and Norway, something which is
quite surprising in the light of the differences between the East- Nordic and West-Nordic
models.

Variations between sectors

Concerning the variations between sectors, a distinction is made between, on the one hand,
the ministerial area associated with the old integration areas in the EU within Pillar One, the
internal market and the four freedoms, and on the other hand, the new areas incorporated
into the welfare state, foreign affairs and security, and judicial and police co-operation. This
implies that the ministerial areas most affected are to be found in the commercial or trade
ministries, the agricultural and fisheries sector and also transport. Over 60 percent of the
offices in the agriculture and fisheries administration can be characterised as EU
administration, i.e. they are very largely affected by the EU within this special area and have
contact with EU-bodies every month or more frequently. The foreign policy administration
has not experienced major changes as a result of adaptation to EU-related activity. This
suggests that the time be now past when the Foreign Ministry was the superior co-ordinating
ministry through which all  international contacts and connections were channelled. Within
the EU area, the trade and commercial ministries emerge as an equally important channel for
foreign affairs. European matters are to a large degree rooted in the specialist ministries and
the role of the Foreign Ministry has been reduced, even though it remains relatively strong in
the core segment and has closer contacts with the political leadership than many other
ministries.

The agriculture and fisheries sector emerges as the area where the largest personnel and
organisational adaptations have been made to the EU. No other ministerial area spends more
time on EU-related matters and none reports greater effects of EU integration within their
area. This is also the area where contact and participation have been most developed with
both EU-bodies and interest organisations. They engage in extensive co-ordinating activity
and receive many, relatively precise signals from the political leadership, which frequently
becomes involved in EU-matters. The extent to which these are affected is seen particularly
in the changes that have been made to laws and regulations, a sphere of activity, which has
experienced considerable growth in recent years. By contrast with the agricultural
administration, the transports sector largely functions without signals from the political
leadership. This may be partly because the transport sector has a well-developed system of
contacts with the standardisation organisations, which are of little concern to politicians. The
effects of the EU upon the environmental, energy and commercial sectors reflect well-
developed connections with interest organisations and private companies and also to some
extent with various EU bodies. These sectors are largely engaged in co-ordination tasks and
have considerable contact with the political leadership.

The other side of the picture is that EU adaptation has had only a limited effect on
changes in organisational forms, skills, personnel resources or the division of responsibility



within the areas of defence and justice. The defence sector spends less time than any other
ministerial area on EU-related matters, experiences the least effects of the EU within its own
field, and has a weakly developed contact and participation network with EU organisations
as well as weakly developed co-ordinating activities. Together with areas covering the
church, education, research and culture, defence is one of the least affected areas. Justice is
also a relatively peripheral area in an EU context, reflected in the limited degree to which co-
ordinating practices can be observed. The EU has had little role to play in the changes that
have occurred within this ministerial area, and there have been few changes in the
distribution of functions regarding EU matters.

In summary, it can be stated that these variations between sectors largely complement the
thesis about segmentation. In all, the main pattern revealed is that variations in the adaptation
of the administration to the EU cannot be traced back to a single dimension; rather, there is a
complex interplay between countries, sectoral variations and differences in the
administrational level.

Theoretical explanations of transformation
In the previous sections we have characterised in what ways European integrative efforts
have had an impact in the organising and work procedures of the Nordic state
administrations. In this section, we will try to account for these observed changes. We will
use four broad theoretical perspectives.

The first is an environmental-determinist, in which adaptation is traced primarily to
external pressure from the EU. Here, we expected the response of the administration to be
influenced mainly by the form and length of association with the EU. The second
perspective, the historical-institutional one, looks at how administrative traditions and the
particularities of national administrative regimes determine modes of adaptation to the EU.
A broad distinction is drawn between the East-Nordic and West-Nordic administrative
models. The third perspective focuses on national political strategies and conscious choices
made by the political leadership. According to this perspective, national EU-strategies, as
expressed in the organisation of the national co-ordinating apparatus in EU-matters and
national administration policy, will be important explanatory factors. Fourthly, we discuss a
translating or transformative perspective, which combines elements of the other
perspectives. Here, national strategies as well as administrative structures and traditions
influence how external demands are interpreted and translated and shape perceptions of
which problems are relevant and what constitutes good solutions.

Form and length of association; pressure from the
EU

One plausible conclusion is that the form of association that Nordic countries have with the
EU is important for the pattern of adjustment that takes place, even if it is not in itself
decisive for the changes that emerge. Even though the EU permits considerable variation in



individual national arrangements, formal association appears to be of considerable
significance (Trondal 1999). Thus, the extent and level of adaptation to the EU is less in
Norway than in the three member countries. Association with the EEA results in much less
co-ordination than association with the EU. This study does not support the view that the
Norwegian administration has undergone excessive adaptation in order to reduce uncertainty
and increase legitimacy (Sverdrup 1998:150). There are significant differences in adaptation
to the EU between the new members, Sweden and Finland, and the new EEA-country,
Norway, regarding contact with the Commission and the General Directorates. At the same
time, Norway’s participation in commitology committees (i.e., the bodies concerned with
formulating administrative legislation in the EU) is on a similar level to Denmark’s. A
relatively high level of participation in these committees may be seen as a form of
compensation for absence in the Council. The Norwegian delegation to Brussels may
function as a lobby organisation for Norway in those EU bodies where Norway is not
represented (Jeppestøl 1999). Thus, while one might have expected the non-EU member
Norway to score lower than Sweden and Finland on most indicators of change, a more
surprising finding is the Norwegian administration’s high level of adaptation to the EU.

However, it is not only the form of association that is of significance. Length of
membership is also important, as is indicated by the general differences between Denmark,
on the one hand, and Sweden and Finland on the other. Becoming a member in the 1990s
required more dynamic administrative adaptation than earlier accession to the EU. In an
effort to catch up with established EU-members, new members tended to engage in a high
level of activity in the areas of contacts, participation, co-ordination and expertise. Even
though the field of co-ordination has undergone considerable development and expansion
within the EU since the mid-1990s, the established member country, Denmark, is still
experiencing a lower level of adjustment and adaptation than the central administrations in
Finland and Sweden. One obvious explanation for this is that the day-to-day running of the
Danish central administration, after 25 years of membership, has become integrated into the
EU in a quite different manner than in the other two countries. The changes, which do occur,
are perceived as less dramatic in Denmark than in Sweden and Finland, for whom almost
any degree of integration of their administrations in the EU is new.

Another way in which the form of association is significant is that the traditional core
tasks of the EU linked to the historical areas of integration, namely, the inner market and the
four freedoms, clearly emerge as those parts of the administrative system that are most
affected and where the greatest adaptations have been made in all countries, something
shown by segmentation. There is no determinism in the manner in which these changes in
the organisation and working manner of the administration is undertaken. Rather, it is the
product of interplay between external demands and national adaptation. Those policy areas
where the EU has the greatest ambitions and the best-developed and established
organisations and bodies of rules are also those areas where national administration activities
must make the most effort to adapt. The redistribution of resources in the EU system occurs
first and foremost in agriculture and structural funds, resulting in strong transnational



relations within the agricultural, industrial and commercial sectors. These are also the areas
where the EEA-Agreement is of greatest relevance. Nevertheless, the EUs organisational
principles do not affect the domestic co-ordination pattern in a simple and straight- forward
manner. It is not the case, for example, that Norway – which is associated with the
Commission through its sector logic rather than with the Council through its area logic – has
a more developed vertical sectoral co-ordination than the other countries. This illustrates the
point that the link between the demands of the EU and national adaptation cannot be
described in terms of simple determinism.

The boundary between membership and non-membership is, however, not absolute, as
Norway’s intermediate position as an EEA-member illustrates. There are also differences
between the various forms of membership, as observed in the many exceptions pertaining to
Denmark, particularly in areas outside Pillar One. To a certain extent, the question of
membership is more of a continuum than a dichotomy (Trondal 2001). Even though the
formal forms of association and the length of association are of significance, the differences
between Norway and the member countries are nevertheless not so wide as to suggest the
interpretation that non-members follow a far more radical line than members regarding
adaptation within the national administrative apparatus (Sverdrup 2000, Wessels and
Rometsch 1996). Even if they are important, the form and length of association are not the
only elements, which may explain variations in administrative adaptation.

Administrative models and historic legacy

In this study we have shown that differences exist between the dualistic East-Nordic model
adopted by Sweden and the more monistic West-Nordic model with ministerial governance
that characterises Denmark and Norway. However, these differences may be more a
question of form and rhetoric than of practice. For example, it is not the case that there are
significantly fewer administrative units in the central administrations of Norway and
Denmark than in Sweden. In spite of the important dualistic element, which implies that
Sweden should have small ministries; they are not that much smaller than in the other
Nordic countries.

In line with our expectations, we find a much closer and integrated contact network
between the ministries and the political leadership in Sweden than in Denmark and Norway.
There is a close co-operation between the political leadership and the units in
regeringskansliet. But the Swedish central agencies have no less well-developed contacts
with the political leadership than in Norway and Denmark. The vertical co-ordination
regarding EU matters is not stronger in Denmark and Norway than in Sweden. Whether
these differences are the consequence of special relations in EU-matters or whether these are
an expression of a wider gulf between formal arrangements and practice (Jacobsson 1984) is
still an open question. What can be stated, however, is that the clear differences that emerge
between Sweden and Denmark/Norway do not correspond with traditional ideas about what
characterises the East-Nordic and West-Nordic models.



One interpretation is that the East-Nordic model, with its clear formal differences between
the Regeringskansliet and the central agencies, results in the development of closer, yet less
formal contacts in EU-matters. By contrast, the West-Nordic model largely leads to formal
contacts between the administrative levels. Although the central agencies are supposed to be
independent under the Swedish model, the Swedish central agencies have just as close
informal contacts and more explicit guiding signals from the political leadership than the
central administrations of the other countries. Even though the Swedish model continues to
thrive both formally and rhetorically, there is nevertheless reason to question certain aspects
of this model.

The historical legacy is visible, inasmuch as EU-activity is integrated into established
organisational forms. Further, procedures whereby interest organisations and other affected
parties are integrated into the decision-making process through routine participation in
different corporate bodies, is an well-assimilated part of the Nordic tradition. New
organisational methods through collegial internal bodies come as a supplement, not as an
alternative to the traditional organisational structure and correspond otherwise to the general
tendency towards broader collegial organisational forms within the state administration
(Christensen and Egeberg 1998).

One interpretation of this is that national administrative tradition and administrative
models are relatively well adjusted to the EUs profile and demands, and it is therefore
relatively easy to incorporate the new into the old. Even though changes have been
comprehensive, they have nevertheless been largely in accordance with national traditions.
Similar findings have been made in the U.K. (Bulmer and Burch 1998). The formal
arrangements are, however, not immutable and do not permit all forms of practice. Even
though it is officially maintained that the administrative models are fixed, our data show that
the Swedish dualistic model, in particular, is closer to the European model of ministerial
governance than one would expect given its formal characteristics. It is not the case that a
greater proportion of EU-matters is assigned to the central agencies in Sweden than in the
other countries, or that these agencies are less controlled than the corresponding
organisations in the other Nordic countries.

The organisation of EU-work and national strategies

National administrative policies stipulate a variation, ranging from Norway’s ”No” to full
membership to Denmark’s many exceptions, Sweden’s reservations about EMU and
Finland’s relative EU enthusiasm. The Norwegian strategy has been to combine its position
as an outsider with the closest possible co-operation with the EU and its member countries, a
strategy which corresponds well with the country’s traditionally positive attitude to free trade
and intergovernmental political co-operation and scepticism towards political integration and
supra-national obligations (Olsen 2001). During the period when this survey was conducted,
Norway had a ”No to the EU” government, something which quite possibly contributed to
weakening political pressure for close co-operation with EU which was the strategy of the



former Labour government following the popular rejection vote in 1994. The Norwegian
strategy was essentially to delegate adaptation to the EU to bureaucrats and experts and
allow EU-matters to become an integrated part of the administration’s everyday work. The
collegial co-ordinating committees based on the Danish pattern, which were established with
a view to EU-membership, continued to exist even after Norway rejected EU membership,
but they had less of a central co-ordinating function than intended (Sætereng 2001). In
contrast to the Danish parliament, the Storting was also assigned a more modest advisory
role in EU matters (Nordby 2000). The relatively modest scope and depth of Norwegian
adaptation to the EU, as it emerges in our material, must also be seen in the light of the
considerable opposition to the EU among the citizens, which restricted the latitude accorded
to the political leadership and consequently to the civil service. The adaptation strategy
Norway adopted vis-à-vis the EU was only partly successful. This no doubt had something
to do with the limitations imposed by links with the EEA but also reflected the changing
importance attached to EU-matters by different governments.6

Denmark has adopted a positive strategy towards economic integration as expressed
through the four freedoms and the internal market, but it remains sceptical about political
integration and the development of the EU in a supranational federal direction. Six
referendums have considerably restricted the latitude of the central administration. Although
an EU member, Denmark has been granted exceptional status in a number of areas. It is this
hesitance towards many aspects of EU-policy that places the Danish central administration
in an intermediate position between Norway on the one hand and Sweden and Finland on
the other. At the same time, Denmark’s co-ordination of EU-matters is relatively centralised.
This is seen in the relatively strong position of the parliament through the EU-Committee, in
the central role of the Foreign Ministry in national co-ordinating committees, and also in the
fact that interest organisations are given increasingly integrated participation rights in the
same committees. This has helped to make forms of contact in EU matters in Denmark more
formal than in Sweden or Finland, where the national co-ordination systems are structured in
a different way. These trends in co-operation result in Denmark having a relatively strong
system of national mandates in EU-matters, something which possibly contributes to
stronger domestic support for the Danish position. This may also be one reason why the
Danish administration has a more proactive attitude and has achieved a greater degree of
success than the administrations of the other Nordic countries. It would not be true to say,
however, that the co-ordination of EU-matters in Denmark has recently become more
extensive, since co-ordination activity was already at a higher level than in the other Nordic
countries and co-operation is concentrated in a smaller number of units in Denmark. A
somewhat more centralised strategy than in Norway corresponds well to the general Danish
                                                
6   One factor that may explain why Norway consistently emerges with the fewest changes and adaptations along the
dimensions studied is its relatively cautious administrative policy. Whereas in the other Nordic countries the
momentum for reforms was co-ordinated by stronger cabinets or co-ordinating ministries, in Norway it came mainly
from sectoral ministries. The tradition of being a reluctant reformer with a segmented administration policy (Olsen
1996) may have affected Norway’s adaptation to the EU.



administration policy, in which the Ministry of Finance plays a stronger role in co-ordinating
activities than in Norway (Lægreid and Pedersen 1999).

In Sweden, there is also relatively strong opposition to the EU among the population. This
manifests itself particularly in the Swedes’ rejection of EMU. As a new EU member-country
however, Sweden has adopted a largely proactive stance - i.e. it has made an active attempt
to change the organisation and working methods of the EU to bring them more into line with
the Swedish administrative tradition. One example is its endeavours to increase the level of
openness and public visibility of EU-procedures and decision-making processes. EU-work
in Sweden has become largely politicised. Regarding the level of EU co-ordination, Sweden
has adopted a different strategy to Denmark and Norway. Sweden does not have the same
system of permanent collegial co-ordinating committees and has largely left decisions about
how co-ordination should proceed to the individual ministries. This has produced a ‘looser’
and more informal network of advisory groups. Generally speaking, much of the co-
ordination in Sweden is carried out informally. At the same time, the Office of the Prime
Minister has been placed above the Foreign Ministry with respect to co-ordination, and the
role of Riksdagen is more modest than that of its Danish counterpart. According to our data,
the difference between the Danish Folketing and the national assemblies of the other
countries is not as great as previous studies suggested (Norten 1996, Rometsch and Wessels
1996). One indication of this is that the Danish units report a higher level of success in
getting their viewpoints and intentions accepted in the Folketing than the Norwegian
Storting or the Swedish Riksdag. Contact with companies is also somewhat more developed
in Sweden, reflecting the differences in the commercial and industrial structure in the
different countries. The main impression is that the administration and the government have
extensive and deep relationships with the EU and take a fairly proactive approach even
though this seems to produce limited success.7

Finland’s strategy towards the EU must be regarded in the light of the loosening of ties
with Russia following the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union.
Even though there is significant EU-scepticism in Finland, the new foreign policy situation
has led to a powerful re-orientation towards the EU within the civil service and at the
political level. The Finnish strategy has largely been that of the ”model pupil”, motivated by
a desire to be accepted as an equal and full member of the EU and to be regarded as a ”good
European” as soon as possible. Contrary to Sweden, Finland has entered the EU with very
few ambitions to change the Union to fit its own image. Also, at the time the survey was

                                                
7   The Swedish strategy towards the EU can also be seen in relation to Swedish administrative policy, which has
incorporated New Public Management (NPM) models for many years, coupled with elements of structural devolution,
privatisation and management by objectives and results. While NPM – with its focus on market competition,
management orientation and cost efficiency – may be said to be well in line with the EU as a new liberal market
development venture, the comprehensive role of informal co-ordination, both at cabinet level and between the cabinet
and central agencies, suggests that EU co-ordination has largely occurred alongside these other forms of control and
co-ordination. For Sweden, Europeanisation constitutes a challenge both to administrative models and to
administrative policy, but as yet Europeanisation has not led to any profound discussion concerning the organisation
of the civil service.



being conducted, the Finnish central administration was preparing itself both
organisationally and psychologically for assuming the EU presidency, even though this was
a year prior to the inauguration. The organisation of Finnish EU co-ordination lies
somewhere between Denmark/Norway and Sweden. Even though a number of collegial co-
ordinating committees exist, Finnish co-ordination is more informal in character than in
Denmark or Norway. One expression of this is the government’s ”tête-à-tête,” where
bureaucrats and members of the government meet once a week for a free and open
discussion of current matters (Selovuori 1999). This implies that the Finnish civil service
engages in comprehensive co-ordination while at the same time appearing to have
considerable autonomy with regard to the political leadership. However, one should
remember that the positions of senior civil servants in the Finnish central administration are
political appointments, which contributes to politicising the Finnish bureaucracy. While
Sweden emerges as strongly politicised concerning co-ordination, Finland is far more
bureaucracy-centred. But this does not necessarily suggest that the Finnish civil service is
unresponsive to political signals.8

In summary, it may be said that there is a relationship between national strategies as
expressed in the formulation of administrative policy as the basis for EU activity and the
actual adaptation that occurs within the central administration. Those countries, which have
introduced the most drastic administrative reforms, are the very countries, which have
engaged in the most comprehensive adaptation to the EU. Conversely, Norway, which has
been a hesitant administrative reformer, also emerges as a cautious adapter to the EU
compared with the other countries. Further, the business of EU activities is clearly revealed
in the actual adaptation to the EU as expressed, among other things, in the Swedish
arrangement of governmental prerogatives and the Danish mandates in the Folketing,
resulting in different co-ordinating activity and content in transnational relations.

Translation and transformation: a more complex model

EU-related adaptation within the state administration cannot be traced back to a single
explanatory factor or one basic perspective. The changes which take place in an
administration as a consequence of increased integration in the EU are neither purely an
adjustment to pressure and demands emanating from the EU nor solely the result of a
conscious national strategy or of historic legacy and administrative traditions. Instead,
they reflect a complex interplay between external pressure, national strategies and
choices and particular path dependencies that can be traced through the administrative
history of each country (Christensen and Lægreid 2001, Campbell and Pedersen 2001,
Olsen 1992). EU-integration is significant, but its significance is not as simple as is often
claimed in the literature on Europeanisation (Goetz 2000). With this in mind, we can go
                                                
8    In Finland there are also clear parallels between the formulation of administrative policy and the intensity of
adaptation to the EU. In the same manner as in Sweden, Finland has operated a relatively intensive NPM-inspired
administrative policy. An extensive administrative reform process is related to comprehensive adaptation towards the
EU.



back and think about the perspectives on states that we outlined in the beginning of the
paper.

It is obvious that the administrative apparatus in each country cannot be regarded as a
consummate actor with a large degree of homogeneity such as is maintained, for
example, by intergovernmentalists (Moravcsik 1993). The strong segmentation shows
that the differences between sectors and administrative levels in certain cases can be just
as important as the differences between countries. EU-activity does not only pay heeds
to national borders but also to sectoral limits and organisational boundaries, something,
which is a central feature of transnational administration. The bifurcation between, on
the one hand, European and, on the other hand, a national interest is doubtful. Identities
as well as loyalties and activities are created in processes, which traverse national
boundaries. The transnational administration to some extent is both national and
European.

The “state as coherent and rational actor”- paradigm is not supported, but this does
definitely not mean that states are becoming obsolete, and eventually will wither away.
States are still important as organisations, but they must - as all organisations - be
understood in relation to a wider environment of organisations, rules and ideas. States as
organisations use to be described as regulating, autonomous and co-ordinated, but what
we see in this study is that they are also regulated, transnational and segmented
(Jacobsson 1999). States issue rules, but they are also created by European rules and
ideas. States still produce national strategies, but these strategies are also created in
transnational processes. States present themselves as monoliths, “we-are-speaking-with-
one-voice”-actors, but in practice different parts of states also act loosely coupled form
others.

We propose a more complex model of states, which include the idea that some parts
of states may be less co-ordinated and more transnational than others. There are no clear
distinctions between what may be considered European and what may be considered
national and there is interplay between structural constraints and conscious actors.
Adjustment impulses, which frequently arise through increased integration, are
translated and edited to make them compatible with national administrative traditions
and political strategies (Sahlin-Andersson 1996). A transformative perspective of this
type implies that we must combine “internal” and “external” factors in order to
understand why EU adaptation varies in content, depth and intensity in the Nordic
countries. Demands from the EU are often ambiguous, unclear and multifarious and they
are filtered, interpreted and modified in different ways (Christensen and Lægreid 2001):
both by the national political-administrative history, culture, tradition and decision-
making style but also by national administrative policies and EU-strategies.

Transnationalisation is also a double process. Influences also travel from the north,
and the Nordic countries have been influential in the discussions about environment,
public openness, employment and enlargement. A transformative perspective of this



kind is critical of the idealistic notion that individual states may freely choose their
method of adaptation to the EU and that actors have a complete overview and power
over reform processes with respect to the EU. It is equally critical; however, of the
fatalistic notion that development cannot be influenced at all, that there is no choice
whatsoever and that therefore states are obliged to adapt to the external demands of the
EU. Rather, this transformative perspective offers an intermediate position where
political leaders have a certain amount of leeway regarding their own choices and
strategies, while their possibilities for manoeuvring are restricted by environmental
constraints and national administrative structures and traditions and their attitudes and
actions are formed and moulded in transnational relations. Problems and solutions are
interpreted, edited, modified and revealed within a process of complex institutional
change. This transformative perspective adds complexity to the understanding of
adaptation to the EU in the national administrative apparatus. This may make the
presentation less elegant but hopefully more realistic (Christensen and Lægreid 2001).

Pressure from the EU may have considerable effects if it is strong, consistent and
tightly woven into the administrative structure and working methods of the country in
question and if it receives active support from the political-administrative leadership.
Conversely, if it is ambiguous, inconsistent and only tenuously linked with the
administration’s day-to-day work, and, furthermore, if it encounters opposition or only
negligible support from the national political administrative leadership, its impact on the
national administrative apparatus may be marginal. These are extreme positions. As
illustrated in this study, adaptation to the EU in practice is more complex, inconsistent
and vague in its execution. The EUs demands are not always clear and consistent.
National traditions and structural arrangements represent broad categories which permit
correspondingly broad variations in the pattern of adaptation, and there are frequently
conflicts and opposing views among national actors about how the strategy for
adaptation to the EU should be organised and what its content should be. This results in
administrative units discovering values and solutions in transnational relations.

These divergent development trends are apparent in the different response patterns of
the individual countries as expressed in variations in the intensity of change and in broad
and converging development trends in events where the response pattern is either similar
across national borders or proceeds in the same direction. This corresponds with the
pluralistic approach, which allows for different co-ordination models within the national
administrative EU adjustment process (Spanou 1998). Increased integration within the
EU generates changes in the administration’s structure and working manner, although
the pressure for adjustment varies from country to country, depending on the form and
length of association with the EU and the degree of correspondence between what is
occurring in the EU and the traditions and institutional structures of the country in
question (Julippe and Caporaso 1999). It is our interpretation that the administrative
adaptation that increased EU integration requires is generally perceived as falling within



acceptable and reasonable limits as far as the administrative traditions of the individual
countries are concerned (Knill 1999). At the same time, the transnational relations that
emerge from this adaptation process must be regarded as something new, which cannot
be wholly traced back either to national structures, or to demands from the EU.

European integration efforts produce a tendency towards homogenisation and
convergence. Simultaneously, these demands may be experienced differently depending
on how long a country has been a member. Norway, with one foot in the door and one
outside, will naturally experience pressure from the EU along some dimensions more
than others will. Similarities between the countries can also partly be understood as the
product of a learning process. For a long time countries have borrowed from one another
and learned from each other’s experiences and among the Nordic countries this
borrowing has been extensive. Danish co-ordination patterns have been copied by
Norway and formed the inspiration for corresponding arrangements in Finland. One
implication of this is that the effect of Europeanisation not only occurs via a vertical
logic through an adjustment process downwards from the EU, but also via a horizontal
logic incorporating learning and model-borrowing across national boundaries (Goetz
2000). At the same time, national political and administrative structures, decision-
making styles, traditions and culture will provide restrictions as well as models with
respect to external demands and contribute to divergence and variation in the responses
of the various countries.

One important admission must be made, however: namely, that the growth of the EU-
segments in administrations and transnational administrations have helped to eliminate
the differences between internal national factors and external European guidelines. This
may imply that parts of the administration have closer transnational links than national.
Transnational processes create new identities, loyalties and strategies, and translations,
modifications and adaptations occur transnationally. In certain respects this is a
challenge both to the national and to what is genuinely European. By regarding
administrative adaptation purely as a meeting between external pressure and national
constraints and strategies, we lose important aspects of the processes. In the last section,
we will discuss some implications of the expansion of a transnational administration.

The expansion of a transnational administration and its
implications

Transnationalisation implies that parts of the administration are deeply involved in
processes where questions are raised, initiatives taken and decisions gradually shaped.
These transnational processes are largely the provinces of the civil servant.
Transnationalisation has made especially large inroads into those segments of the
administration where EU ambitions are strongest. Everyday business has, for an
increasing number of civil servants, become European in texture. Which problems are
relevant, what are good solutions, how questions should be defined and what is



reasonable and necessary is now defined through interaction between European
organisations and between the administrations of different nations. Loyalties and
identities may increasingly be moulded by these cross-border processes, even when
national identity is relatively robust and strong (Egeberg 1999). We also know that
representatives from business enterprises and interest organisations are parties to such
processes.

The growth of a transnational administration - i.e. an administration with strong
contacts to other countries’ administrations and to EU and other international
organisations - may come about without an especially clear or precise political mandate.
Those involved frequently base their activities on the rules of professional conduct of
their own administration (Fjær 2000). We consider that an accelerating
transnationalisation increases the risk of a network of bureaucrats and experts becoming
established who shape public policy without elected representatives having much
opportunity to influence the content of that policy. This may occur particularly in areas
where technical and professional expertise is considered important. Although various
countries have attempted to respond to this danger by strengthening co-ordination, the
political leadership actually has quite limited exposure to day-to-day EU business.

It is not that the administration deliberately attempts to exclude politicians from
participation in EU matter – on the contrary, bureaucrats may seek stronger political
guidance and clearer instructions from politicians in order to avoid being encumbered
with sensitive EU decisions (Raunio and Wiberg 2000a, Veggeland 1999) - but there is
still a danger that politicians will have problems providing these guidance and
instructions. Processes largely divorced from politics shape the administration’s image
of the world, and it gives high priority to professional expertise.9 Our study indicates
that bureaucrats in the central administration have more ability and capacity, are better
informed and integrated and appear to be more effective in EU-matters than the political
leadership.  This is particularly the case in Norway, where the country’s EEA associate
status means that Norwegian politicians are particularly absent from the EU decision-
making process.

In practice the rift between what national politicians must take responsibility for and
what they are able to control continues to widen (Jacobsson 1999). In some respects, EU
seems to be bureaucrats’ paradise, where officials and civil servants are the central
participants in the formulation of policies. Bureaucrats on an autonomous basis, without
any particularly precise or strong political control largely operate the national EU-
related agenda. It is our interpretation that demand for control by the bureaucrats
exceeds what the politicians can supply, since politicians are frequently ‘hangers-on’ in
the administration of EU questions. There is clearly a danger that if the administration is

                                                
9    In EU matters 58 percent of units attach very great importance to professional evaluation, while the
corresponding proportion for political evaluation is 36 percent. This suggests that the administration’s position
has been strengthened through European integration efforts.



not controlled it will become increasingly dominant and politicians will have to take
responsibility for matters over which they have less and less control.

The dynamics we have described point in the direction of increased power for experts.
Almost half the units in the Nordic central administrations consider EU matters to be so
complicated that they must be left to professionals and experts. In modern society there
is a widespread belief that ‘someone knows best,’ be it economists, lawyers, engineers
or others defined as qualified. Sometimes it is argued that in some distant past, it was
possible for the individual, both in principle and in practice, to ”ignore the
pronouncements of priests, sages, and sorcerers, and get on with the routines of daily
activities. But this is not the case in the modern world in respect of expert knowledge”
(Giddens 1990, p. 84). It is manifest that the administration largely regards EU-tasks as
an arena for the experts.

Increased confidence in expertise is associated with transnationalisation. Problems,
solutions and actors travel more and further than before. Groups of experts who
determine their own agendas are emerging across national boundaries. Their expert
jargon is frequently derived from science, even though this link may, in practice, be
quite weak (Meyer 1997). In the literature on international organisations such groups
have been termed ”epistemic communities,” defined by Haas (1990) as ”composed of
professionals...who share a commitment to a common causal model and a common set
of political values. They are united by a belief in the truth of their model and by a
commitment to translate this truth into public policy, in the conviction that human
welfare will be enhanced as a result” (Haas 1990, p. 41).

It is an accepted belief among civil servants that erroneous decisions result from
failure to pay heed to available expertise (Haas 1990). According to Haas, the solution is
to be found, among other places, in science, where scientific language can function as a
”transideological and transcultural significant system” (Haas 1990, p. 46). However, it is
naive to consider those demands on expertise and science in such an uncritical manner.
We consider the main problem to be not whether expertise has been granted sufficient
place but quite the opposite – namely that European integration has become far too
technocratic and expert-dominated. One aspect of this is the issue of standardisation,
which has been so important in establishing the internal market.10

                                                
10     The process of standardisation is transnational and constructed around experts and their knowledge
(Brunsson and Jacobsson 2000, Tamm Hallström 1996, Vad 1998). Even though standards are always adopted
voluntarily in principle, in practice countries that fail to adopt them are then obliged to show that a directive is
being followed. A large number of regulatory questions are related to health, the environment and safety
(Middelthon 2000), but regulation occurs elsewhere too. Standardisation organisations are composed of experts
expected to produce regulations which are universally satisfactory. Among the units within the central
administration apparatus, more than a half were affected in one way or another by standardisation and 18
percent were affected to a large degree. Increased technological input and bureaucratisation of policies are an
intrinsic part of EU business, making it difficult for politicians to keep up with a bureaucracy that represents
continuity and specific expertise in its field.



Politicians are also very much absent from the daily EU activities of the
administration, where the administration calls the tune. In Norway, where the
administration attaches considerable importance to political evaluation, there are few
units which have contact with the political leadership over EU related questions. In
Finland also, EU activity has strengthened the position of the administration, but at the
same time it appears that there is little difficulty in keeping the politicians at a distance.
Politicians are involved in EU matters to the greatest extent in Sweden, while in
Denmark their involvement is less and the level of conflicts is possibly even lower than
in the other Nordic countries. Even here it is possible that politicians are becoming
increasingly obliged to accept proposals and solutions adopted at the transnational level.

This may be far too pessimistic a picture of politicians’ scope. An absence of conflict
could equally mean that an administration that is able to anticipate the will of politicians
can act autonomously, and that this is the reason why fewer conflicts are observed.
Politicians have also become largely transnational. The member countries’ sectoral
ministers meet regularly and determine their own agenda. How this is connected to the
work of the administration is a matter for discussion. Is policy ultimately the work of
civil servants and experts, or do civil servants and experts carry out their work on the
basis of guidelines and decisions formulated and issued by politicians?  Or do these
processes occur in parallel without the need for any close inter-connection? In order to
answer these questions, it would be necessary to incorporate politicians more closely in
the analysis.

It should be noted that there is no simple solution to the democratic problem - for
example, by stipulating more precise and long-term control. We have seen that
politicians may become involved in processes and activities that pass as control, without
actually having that much influence. Irrespective of how much importance is attached to
national control and co-ordination, there is a risk that transnationalisation and
segmentation will weaken the effect of such strategies. In Sweden, where the rationalist
control model has been strongest, we observe a recurrent use of control signals.
However, the influence of the civil service is as high in Sweden as elsewhere. Political
control can essentially become something of a ritual. In Denmark, the administration is
as informed about what ministers want as they are in Sweden, despite the fact that
interaction is more frequent in Sweden. The question of how politicians are to cope with
the danger of expert control is a difficult one. It requires discretion and cannot be tackled
using over-simplified solutions.

The emerging domination of transnational expertise and the problems this raises for
politicians also affects the role of parliament. In spite of the problems politicians in
government encounter in entering into the decision-making processes, they nevertheless
have numerous personal contacts in Europe. The problem is greater for the parliaments,
which, as a result of the EU, risk relegation into an even more subordinate position
(Raunio and Wiberg 2000b). In the Nordic countries attempts have been made to



integrate the popularly elected bodies into the decision-making process by a variety of
means, especially in Denmark. But generally speaking parliaments do not play a
particularly important role in the administration of EU functions.

A further problem for democracy is the rift between the very positive attitude to the
EU of the various administrations and the deep scepticism of the Nordic populations.
There are few administrative units that consider the EU to have had negative
consequences. While there are doubtless many reasons why the administrations see great
value in European integration, one contributory factor may be that increased
embeddedness and transnational interaction may enhance identity and feelings of
loyalty. It is natural that transnational civil servants come to see the world in a new light
and possibly in a different one to the populations of their countries. From a democratic
point of view, such a rift between the people and their public servants is a matter of no
small concern.



References:
Bergman, T. and E. Damgaard, (eds.), 2000, Delegation and Accountability in European Integration.

London: Frank Cass.

Brunsson, N. and B. Jacobsson et al., 2000, A World of Standards. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bulmer, S. and M. Burch, 1998, Organizing for Europe: Whitehall, the British State and European
Union. Public Administration 76(4): 601-28.

Campbell, J.L. and Pedersen, O.K., (eds.), 2001, The Second Movement in Institutional Analysis:
Neoliberalism in Perspective. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Christensen, T. and M. Egeberg, 1997, Sentraladministrasjonen – en oversikt over trekk ved
departementer og direktorater. In T. Christensen and M. Egeberg, (eds.) Forvaltningskunnskap.
Oslo: Tano Aschehoug.

Christensen, T. and P. Lægreid, 2001, A Transformative Perspective on Administrative Reforms. In T.
Christensen and P. Lægreid (eds.) New Public Management. The Transformation of Ideas and
Practice. Aldershot: Ashgate.

DiMaggio, P. and W. Powell, 1991, The Iron Cage Revisted: Institutional Isomorphism and Collective
Rationality. In W. Powell and P. DiMaggio (eds.) The New Institutionalism in Organizational
Analysis. Chicago: the University of Chicago Press.

Egeberg, M., 1999, Transcending Intergovernmantalism? Identity and Role Perceptions of National
Officials in EU-Decision Making. Journal of European Public Policy 6:456-474.

Eising, R. and Kohler-Koch, B., 1999, Governance in the European Union: a Comparative Aessment.
In B. Kohler-Koch and R. Eising (eds.) The Transformation of Governance in the European Union.
London: Routledge.

Eriksen, E.O. and J.E. Fossum (eds.), 2000, Democracy in the European Union. London: Routledge.

Esmark, A., 2001, Mod en transnational forvaltning. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen
(eds.) Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets
forlag.

Fjær, S., 2000, Integrasjon og faglig fellesskap. Europeiseringsprosesser i narkotikapolitikken i
Danmark, Nederland og Sverige. Bergen: Institutt for administrasjon og organisasjonsvitenskap.
Report no. 74.

Giddens, A., 1990, The Consequences of Modernity. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Goetz, K.H., 2000, European Integration and National Executives: A Cause in Search of an Effect?.
West European Politcs, 23(4):211-231.

Grønbeck-Jensen, 1998, The Scandinavian Tradition of Open Government and the European Union:
Problems of Compatibility? Journal of European Public Policy, 5(1):185-199.

Haas, E.B., 1990, When Knowledge is Power. Three Models of Change in Organizations. Berkely:
University of California Press.

Harmsen, R., 1999, The Europeanization of National Adminsitration: A Comparative Study of France
and the Netherlands. Governance, 11(1):81-114.



Jacobsson, B., 1984, Hur styrs förvaltningen? Myt och verklighet kring departementets styrning av
ämbetsverken. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Jacobsson, B., 1993, Europeisering av förvaltningen. Statsvetenskapelig Tidskrift, 96:113-137.

Jacobsson, B., 1999,Europeisering och statens omvandling. In K. Goldmann et al. Politikens
internationalisering. Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Jacobsson, B., 2001, Relationer till den politiska ledningen. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K.
Pedersen (eds.)  Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og
Økonomforbundets forlag.

Jacobsson, B., P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen (eds.), 2001a, Europaveje. EU i de nordiske
centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag.

Jacobsson, B., P. Lægreid and Ove K. Pedersen, 2001b, Europisering och de nordiska
statsförvaltningarna. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen (eds.), Europaveje. EU i de
nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag.

Jacobsson, B., P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen, 2001c, Ulike veger til Europa. In B. Jacobsson, P.
Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen (eds.) Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København:
Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag.

Jeppestøl, G., 1999, Lobbyvirksomhet – et nødvendig onde? En studie av norsk statlig lobbyvirksomhet
i EU: Utstrekning, begrunnelse og utfordring». Bergen: Institutt for administrasjon og
organisasjonsvitenskap, Thesis.

Jupille, J. and J.A. Caporaso, 1999, Institutionalism and the European Union: Beyond International
Relations and Comparative Politics. In N.W. Polsby, (ed.) Annual Review of Political Science, Vol.
2. Palo Alto: Annual Reviews.

Kassim, H., B.G. Peters and V. Wright; 2000, The National Co-ordination of EU Policy.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kjaer, P. and O.K. Pedersen, 2001, Translating Neoliberal Ideas. Neoliberalism in a Negotiated
Economy. In Campbell, J.L. and Pedersen, O.K., (eds),  The Second Movement in Institutional
Analysis: Neoliberalism in Perspective. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Knill, C., 1999, The Transformation of National Administrations in Europe: Patterns of Change and
Percistence. Habilationsschrift. FernUniversität.

Larsen, G., 2001, Nordiske og internasjonale relasjoner. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K.
Pedersen (eds.)  Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist og
Økonomforbundets forlag.

Lægreid, P., 2001a, Organisasjonsformer: Robusthet og fleksibilitet. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and
O.K. Pedersen (eds.) Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist og
Økonomforbundets forlag.

Lægreid, P., 2001b, Innvevd og segmentert. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen, eds.
Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets
forlag.

Lægreid, P. and O.K. Pedersen (eds.), 1999, Fra vekst til omstilling i staten. Organisationsforandringer
i tre nordiske lande. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag.



March, J.G. and J.P. Olsen, 1989, Rediscovering Institutions. The Organizational Basis of Politics.
New York: The Free Press.

Meyer, J.M., 1997, Cultural Conditions for Standardization, paper presented at Scancor/Score seminar
Arild, Sweden, 18-22 september.

Middelthon, H., 2000, Europeiseing av arbeidstilsynet, velvillig eller motvillig tilpasning? En studie av
de norske og svenske arbiedstilsynet 1992-97». Bergen: LOS-senteret, report 0004.

Miles, L., 1996, The European Union and the Nordic Countries. London: Routledge.

Moravcsik, A., 1993, Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal Intergovernmental
Approach, Journal of Common Market Studies, 31(4):473-524.

Norton, P., 1996, National Parliaments and the European Union. London: Frank Cass.

Nordby, T., 2000, I politikkens sentrum. Variasjoner i Stortingets makt 1814-2000. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget.

Olsen, J.P.; 1992, Analyzing Institutional Dynamics. Staatswissenchaften und Staatspraxis, 3(2):247-
271.

Olsen, J.P., 1996, Norway: Slow Learner, or Another Triumph of the Tortoise?, In J.P. Olsen and B.G.
Peters (eds.) Lessons form Experinece. Oslo: Scandinavian University Press.

Olsen, J.P., 1997, Institutional Design in Democratic Contexts. The Journal of Political Philosophy,
5(3):203-229.

Olsen, J.P., 2001, Omfordeling av makt i Europa. Oslo: ARENA, Working Paper 01/3.

Page, E. and L. Wouters, 1995, The Europeanization of National Bureaucracies.»In J. Pierre, eds.
Bureaucracy in the Modern State. Aldershot: Edwars Elgar.

Pedersen, T., 2000, Denmark. In H. Kassim, B.G. Peters and V. Wright (eds.) The National Co-
ordination of EU Policy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pedersen, O.K. (ed.), 2001a, Fra Slottshomen til Bruxells. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets
forlag.

Pedersen, O.K.; 2001b, Interesseorganisationer og europeisk integration. In B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid
and O.K. Pedersen (eds.) Europaveje. EU i de nordiske central-forvaltninger.
København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets forlag.

Pedersen, O.K. and D. Pedersen, 2000, The Europeanizaton of Local Interests in Denmark: The
Strategic Choice – to «Go Through» vs. «By-Pass» National Institutions». In J. Gidlund and M.
Jernec (eds.) Local and regional Governance in Europe. Aldershot: Edward Elgar.

Petersson, O., 1998, Nordisk politik. Stockholm: Nordstedts Juridik.

Raunio, M. And M. Wiberg; 2000a, Building Elite Consensus: Parliamentary Accountability in
Finland. In T. Bergman and E. Damgaaard (eds.)  Delegation and Accountability in European
Integration. London: Frank Cass.

Raunio, M. and M. Wiberg, 2000b, Parliaments’ Adaptation to the European Union», in P. Esaiasson
and K. Heidar, eds. Beyond Westminister and Congres. The Nordic Experience. Columbus: Ohio
State University Press.

Risse-Kappen, T., 1995, Bringing Transnational Relations Back In: Introduction. In T. Risse-Kappen
(eds.) Bringing Transnational Relations Back In. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



Sahlin-Andersson, K., 1996, Imitating by Editing Success: The Construction of Organization Fields. In
B. Czarniawska and G. Sevon (eds.) Translating Organizational Change. New York: de Gruyter.

Selovuori, J., 1999, Makt och byråkrati i Finland. Helsingfors: Edita.

Sidentopf, H. and J. Ziller, 1988, Making European Politics Work. The Implementation of Community
Leglislation in the Member States. London: Sage.

Spanou, C., 1998, European Integration in Administrative Terms: A Framework for Analysis and the
Greek Case. Journal of European Public Policy, 5(3):467-84.

Sundström, G., 2001, Relationer i staten», in B. Jacobsson, P. Lægreid and O.K. Pedersen (eds.)
Europaveje. EU i de nordiske centralforvaltninger. København: Jurist- og Økonomforbundets
forlag.

Sverdrup, U., 1998, Norway: An Adaptive Non-Menber. In K. Hanf and B. Soetendorp (eds.) Adapting
to European Union. London: Longman.

Sverdrup, U., 2000, Ambiguity and Adaptation. Europeanization of Adminsitrative Institutions as
Loosely Coupled Processes. Oslo: ARENA, Report 8/2000.

Sætereng, T.R., 2001, Et felles nasjonalt standpunkt? En studie av rammenotatsordningens effenkter på
koordineringen av EU/EØS-saker i norsk sentralforvaltning. Bergen: LOS-senteret,  Report 0104.

Tamm Hallström, K., 2000, Kampen för auktoritet. Standardiseringsorganisationer i arbete.
Stockholm: Ekonomiska Forskningsinstitutet. Thesis.

Trondal, J., 1999, Europeisering av sentraladministrative organer. Norsk Statsvitenskapelig Tidsskrift,
15(1):40-74.
Trondal, J., 2000, Multiple Institutional Embeddedness in Europe. The Case of Danish, Norwegian

and Swedish Officials. Scandinavian Political Studies, 23(4):311-341.

Trondal, J., 2001, Beyond the EU Membership - Non-Membeship Dichotomy. Oslo: ARENA,
Working Paper 0115.

Vad, T., 1998, Europeanization of Standardisation. European Institution Building and National
Percistence in the Area of Tecnical Standardisation. København: Institutt for statskundskab. PH.d
Thesis.

Veggeland, F., 1999, Delegering, læring og politisk kontroll i EØS-arbeidet: Norsk deltakelse i EU-
komiteer på veterinær- og næringsmiddelområdet». Internasjonal Politikk, 58(1):81-112.

von Dosenrode, S.Z., 1998, Denmark: The Testing of a Hesitant Membership. In K. Hanf and B.
Soetendorp (eds). Adapting to European Integration. London: Longman.

von Sydow, E., 1999, När Luther kom till Bryssel. Sveriges första år i EU. Stockholm: Bokförlaget
Arena.

Wessels, W. and D. Rometsch, 1996, Conslution: European Union and National Institutions. In D.
Rometsch and W. Wessels (eds.) The European Union and the Member States. Manchester:
Manchester University Press.


