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Preface

This book on Swedish politics and the European Union (EU) has been

produced in a time characterised by a democratic de�cit in Swedish

citizens’ knowledge about the EU at home. On 17 July 2014, the

Government decided to initiate an inquiry into the possibilities of

improving transparency, participation and in�uence concerning policy

issues within the EU and to investigate the level of knowledge Swedes

have about the EU and how this knowledge level could be impacted by

Swedish actors. Furthermore, the inquiry was to identify potential

measures to improve transparency and participation of Swedish citizens

in policy issues (Ju 2014:20). The main purpose was to ‘contribute to

democratic development in line with the democracy policy goal of

strengthening the individual’s capacity for in�uence’ (SOU 2016: 9).

Based on the premise that a well-functioning Swedish democracy

requires transparency, knowledge and the capacity for civic in�uence,

the inquiry emphasises that while more and more issues are being

discussed and decided at the European level and within the EU’s

institutions, the conditions required for Swedish citizens to be informed

on and in�uence policy issues decided on at the EU level have

worsened. There are several reasons for this growing Swedish

democratic de�cit. One such reason is that the EU is a complex political

project that can be di�cult to understand and exert in�uence over from

within. The inquiry, however, also points to deteriorating conditions in

Sweden for transparency and participation insofar as national channels

for demos are not su�ciently open, that the Swedish public

conversation is too limited in its depiction of policy at the European

level, and that the general knowledge among social groups regarding

EU institutions and policy issues at the European level is too low.

The inquiry points in particular to an extensive lack of knowledge in

Swedish society regarding the relationship between Swedish policy and

the EU. This lack of knowledge is identi�ed in those groups whose

public assignment is to act as channels for and disseminate knowledge

about democracy. The inquiry emphasises, inter alia, how politicians

and civil servants in Swedish municipalities have limited knowledge of



how municipal policy is linked to policy at the EU level, how journalists

need to expand their knowledge of how the EU is structured and

functions, and how the Swedish school system exhibits limited

knowledge about how Swedish democracy and the EU are

interconnected. Unfortunately, even political scientists at Swedish

universities and university colleges demonstrate insu�cient knowledge

in this regard.

This lack of knowledge among Swedish people concerning Swedish

policy and the EU is also a�ected by shifts of power and new functions

for the political institutions. Among other things, it is emphasised that

while the Swedish Government, at the expense of the Riksdag, has

gained increased legislative power in the areas decided on at the EU

level, information to the citizens has been limited, which has obstructed

transparency, in�uence and support for the legislative work. This also

applies to policy at the municipal level where the inquiry points to the

absence of debate and discussions with citizens about how

municipalities should act in matters that link the local to the European.

Another problem in terms of the democratic de�cit is the absence of a

public conversation about Sweden, Swedish policy and the EU.

It is emphasised that neither the media nor Swedish political parties

highlight how Swedish and European policies are intertwined or how

Swedish institutions and EU institutions are interconnected in a

common political system. Furthermore, there is no public conversation

about the actual political parties and divisions that exist within the EU,

but rather the picture provided is simpli�ed in terms of Sweden and the

EU without informing the citizen of the fact that there are major

divisions within Sweden regarding how policy should be designed at the

EU level.

This book is an attempt to contribute to a public conversation about

Swedish policy and the EU. It is our hope that this type of book will

ful�l an important function at schools and universities, but also for

politicians, civil servants and the media with regard to how Sweden and

Europe in general, and Swedish policy and the EU in particular, are

interwoven in one political system.
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1. Swedish Politics and the EU

An Introduction

Daniel Silander & Mats Öhlén

Studies on international dependency in the 1960s, the comprehensive

globalization literature of the 1990s and research on networks in the

2000s show that social sciences for a long time have focused on how

international politics in�uence national politics. This study uses this

tradition of studies as a basis on which to de�ne how the European

Union (EU) has impacted Sweden and Swedish politics. Sweden joined

the EU on 1 January 1995. The Swedish Government with Ingvar

Carlsson as prime minister applied for membership in the union on 1

July 1991. An agreement developed in March 1994 under Carl Bildt’s

government, and the outcome of the advisory referendum on 13

November 1994 made way for membership. For a long time after the

formal accession in 1995, political discussions continued among both

politicians and citizens as to whether it was right or wrong to become a

member and how membership could a�ect Sweden. However, a more

active Swedish disposition towards the EU was realised when Sweden

o�cially took over the presidency of the EU Council of Ministers in the

�rst half of 2001 (see Johansson 2002, Tallberg 2001). Today, about 25

years after accession, Swedish participation is strongly rooted in the

political establishment and among the majority of citizens (Standard

Eurobarometer 2014).

The aim of this anthology is to analyse what being a member of the

EU since 1995 means for Swedish politics. The purpose is to study what

changes to the organisation (form) and content (substance) of Swedish

policy have resulted from a more deeply ingrained membership. Based

on the assumption that Swedish policy is a part of multilevel

governance at a local, regional, national and European level, the focus is

on the interaction between Swedish national policy and the EU. The

study therefore partly analyses how Swedish policy is governed and

shaped, and partly how the content of the policy has changed in the

interplay between Swedish political institutions and the EU.



To understand how Swedish policy is a�ected, the concepts of

Europeanisation, governance and policy processes are introduced (see

Chapter 2). The use of this conceptual framework allows for a deeper

understanding of how and why Swedish policy has changed. Swedish

policy refers to the following eleven ‘policy areas’: economic policy,

agricultural policy, environmental policy, social policy, education policy,

gender equality policy, asylum and migration policy, crime prevention

policy, foreign and security policy, neighbourhood policy and

development and aid policy. Every policy area has been scrutinised over

time, from the moment of EU membership until today.

Further discussion in this chapter provides a brief, overall picture of

what it means for Sweden to be part of the EU. Chapter 2 presents the

theoretical point of departure of the study, with a particular focus on

Europeanisation, governance and policy processes. These concepts

provide guidance in the individual analyses of policy areas that are

subsequently presented in Chapters 3–13. It is important to point out

that the various chapters take on an outside-in perspective, which

means that the organisation and content of the change to Swedish

policy is of interest. Sweden is also treated as a homogeneous actor in

relation to the EU, which means that the primary focus is on the

nation/state of Sweden rather than, for example, on regional or local

actors. Each chapter can be read separately and provides insight into a

speci�c policy area, but comparisons with other policy areas provide a

more comprehensive picture of the change to Swedish policy. In

conclusion, Chapter 14 therefore discusses the overall change to

Swedish policy that has resulted from EU membership.

Sweden, the EU and Competencies

The policy change of recent decades has shown strong tendencies

towards increased international cooperation. On the one hand,

according to the historically prevalent intergovernmental cooperation,

two or more states have agreed, by written treaty or verbally, to work

together within one or more policy areas but with retained sovereignty.

On the other hand, supranational cooperation has also emerged, which

means that the states have partially abandoned their sovereignty to a



supranational power and have become federal states with autonomy

within speci�c areas. In a global comparison of regional development,

these patterns have been most evident in Europe and throughout the

EU.

The EU wields real power within Swedish, European and global

policy. However, the EU is a complex project that constitutes a mix of

international and supranational cooperation. In a number of areas, the

EU has sovereignty over the member states, but in other areas, the

member states assume this sovereignty. In addition, some policy areas

are of no concern to the EU. The EU has therefore come to consist of

institutions representing various interests in Europe. It is a hybrid,

where some EU institutions represent the Union’s interests

(Commission), whereas others represent the member states (Council of

Ministers) and the individual citizens of the Union (European

Parliament).

In short, it should be emphasised that the Commission’s right of

initiative represents the Union’s interests and is a driving force in the

Union’s work. The Commission enforces and monitors EU law, the

budget and policy decisions that the Council of Ministers and the

European Parliament make. The Commission is also the Union’s face to

the rest of the world and is responsible for the establishment of

international agreements. The Council of Ministers is the decision-

making body and the legislative body of the Union, but it shares

responsibility with the European Parliament within a number of areas,

which have increased over time. In addition to adopting European

regulations and directives together with the Council of Ministers, the

European Parliament also approves the EU budget and controls the

Commission by approving or rejecting Commissioners during elections

to the Commission. Furthermore, the Court of Justice is responsible for

monitoring compliance with community law, but it also provides

interpretations of the law and settles legal disputes among member

states, institutions, companies and citizens of the Union (Nugent 2010,

Tallberg 2013).

For a long time, from the Maastricht Treaty in 1993 to the Lisbon

Treaty in 2009, the EU organisation could be described using a

metaphor of three pillars of cooperation areas. The �rst pillar was the



European Communities (EC); it constituted the old cooperation in

place since the 1950s but with the new addition of the Economic and

Monetary Union (EMU). The second pillar was the Common Foreign

and Security Policy (CFSP), which was an attempt to coordinate a

common foreign and security policy within the Union’s member states.

The third pillar included police and judicial cooperation in criminal

matters, as well as justice and home a�airs, but many of these were

subsequently moved to the �rst pillar.

Cooperation in the �rst pillar was largely supranational, which meant

that supranational institutions steered policy by using decisions with a

quali�ed majority, through the Commission’s legislative competence

and the direct e�ect of the EC law at the time. Large parts of these

areas were developed over decades following the creation of the

European Coal and Steel Community in the 1950s, but in the 1990s,

new areas were also added to the cooperation within the European

Monetary Union (EMU). The other two pillars were

intergovernmental, which meant that the member states were formally

independent in their decision-making and that di�erent states made

and implemented decisions unanimously. These areas were also newer

within the Union cooperation or were areas where a deeper integration

had historically proved di�cult to realise. Therefore, the decision-

making mechanism was intergovernmental, and each state retained the

right not to participate (Nugent 2010, McCormick 2014).

The supranationality within the former �rst pillar’s policy areas has

made the EU a unique international cooperation forum in comparison

with other regional organisations/cooperations. This supranationality

means that membership entails the transfer of decision-making rights

to the supranational institutions of the EU. Membership also entails

limited sovereignty insofar as membership has required the

implementation of the EU’s regulations, particularly EU law. EU law is

directly applicable to the member states and has constituted a part of

the national law in each member state. In the event of con�icting EU

law and national law, the former takes precedence, and Swedish courts

are required to apply EU law. For citizens and organised actors, this

entails the right to appeal to the Court of Justice to examine the rulings

of national courts. The previous cooperation areas within pillars two



and three lacked these supranational mechanisms. No legal obligation

existed regarding the transfer of decision-making authority.

Furthermore, member states (within the cooperation areas in pillars

two and three) were not required to implement legal rules (Hettne &

Bergström 2014, Gröning & Zetterquist 2010). On 13 December 2007,

the EU’s heads of state and government signed the Lisbon Treaty in

Lisbon, Portugal. The treaty o�cially entered into e�ect on 1 December

2009 and modi�ed the aforementioned pillar structure of policy areas

and responsibilities. Some important examples of changes are that the

former intergovernmental cooperation in pillar two that concerned

foreign and security policy was intensi�ed between the member states

via the Union, creating the position of high representative of the Union

for foreign a�airs and security policy, and through the establishment of

the European External Action Service. Furthermore, the previous

rotating presidency of the European Council was replaced with a

permanent presidency for 2.5 years. Additional important reforms

included a strengthening of the European Parliament’s power in

legislative processes, giving it the same status as the Council of

Ministers within an increasing number of areas. Another major

transformation that the Lisbon Treaty sparked is that the pillar

structure discussed above was replaced when the EU became a single

legal entity. Previously, after the Maastricht Treaty, each pillar

constituted its own legal entity with the right to ratify new

international agreements. Through the new treaty, the Union’s powers

were clari�ed in Articles 2 to 6 of the Treaty, by way of a division into

three categories of decision-making competencies. These categories

highlighted the party under whose responsibility a policy area falls, be it

the individual member state or the Union. Within Sweden’s so-called

competence catalogue, the policy areas were divided into three

categories for the EU: exclusive competence, shared competence and supporting

competence (Gröning & Zetterquist 2010, McCormick 2014).

The �rst category of exclusive competence (or assigned power) refers to

the Union’s exclusive right to legislate and institutionalise legally

binding acts, in which the role of the individual member state is only to

implement the Union’s decisions. The member states assign this

exclusive competence to the Union, which means that the Union’s laws



and regulations come into being after the member states have jointly

decided to give exclusive competence to the Union. The exclusive

competence gives the Union the right to initiate and implement

legislation for all of the member states, but the Commission must have

a basis in one or more articles of the treaty to institute any binding

legislation. The European Parliament and the Council of Ministers

scrutinize the Commission’s legislative work, which ensures that the

Commission’s legislative work is, in fact, based on the treaties. It is also

the role of the Court of Justice to examine whether acts are based on

the treaties, and if not, to annul them.

The second category of shared competence emphasises that each

individual member state has the right to institutionalise legislation if

the Union has not previously done so within the area. This means, in

practice, that both the individual member state and the Union have the

right to legislate and institutionalise binding legal agreements. If the

individual member state has regulations within an area, the Union must

not legislate in a manner that undermines or prevents the country’s act

from being applied.

The third category of supporting competence emphasises that the Union

has only a supporting role in relation to individual member states’

legislative processes through providing advice and coordination. The

Union may not act in a way that forces member states to harmonise

laws and regulations, as such an in�uence would imply that the Union

is restricting the competence of the individual member state (regarding

competencies, see European Commission, European Union).

These three categories of competencies illustrate how di�erent policy

areas can be included under various types of competencies, thus

regulating the extent to which the individual member state or the

Union has the main power to formulate regulations and directives.

However, it should be emphasised that the policy areas that are not

explicitly regulated in the EU treaties are entirely beyond the EU’s

decision-making power, and if new policy areas fall under the EU’s

competencies, all member states must approve this by ratifying

amendments to the existing treaties, which requires unanimity. A single

exception to this is the so-called Flexibility Clause (Article 352 of

TFEU), which allows the EU to make decisions within a policy area



where the treaty does not confer power on the EU. However, this is

done only in cases where such action is required to achieve the overall

objectives that the treaty sets for the speci�c policy area. However, the

Council of Ministers must agree on such a necessary action of the EU,

and the European Parliament must approve it.

The above division of competencies is the o�cial design of the EU’s

structure as it exists today. However, it should be emphasised that

Swedish policy and that of the EU are rarely entirely designed based on

the competence under which the issue formally resides. First, even if the

EU has exclusive competencies within an area, member states are

involved in the legislative process, as they have ministers on the

Council of Ministers approving regulations and directives. In addition,

the European Parliament has members from each country, who

together with the Council of Ministers make proposals, amendments

and decisions. In addition, the various member states should implement

the Commission’s initiated proposals, following a decision to do so.

Legislation is therefore often broad in the form of directives concerning

targets to be achieved. Each member state is subsequently required to

respond to it and shape it to implement nationally.

Second, even if the EU does not have competencies regarding a

member state’s policy area development, it has been found that new

Swedish laws and ordinances have increasingly come to refer to

regulations and directives at the EU level. Furthermore, it has been

emphasised that the EU’s adopted legislation is largely implemented at

the regional and local levels in Sweden and that the EU in�uences an

extensive number of policy issues raised at the municipal council’s table

in Swedish policy, either in temporary projects or via EU legislation and

rules (Sveriges riksdag, Swedish Parliament 2009).

As the complexity of the political process has increased with EU

membership, Swedish political control and governance have been

hampered. For Sweden, this has meant that it has become increasingly

important to identify a national position at an early stage in the

preparation and decision-making process, to demonstrate a uniform

and well-organised policy and to �nd allies at the negotiating table so as

to leave Sweden’s mark on the political agenda. In addition to this

formal structure, a very important informal structure of lobbying



consists of negotiations and pressure from the member states’

governments, parliaments and committees of institutions and

politicians. These informal structures may also comprise contact with

Commissioners and members of the European Parliament to in�uence

what proposals are put forward and how these are formulated. Thus, in

all decision-making processes within the EU are a formal and informal

path of in�uence, where the formal pathways are visible, whereas

hierarchical structures and the informal ones are more invisible and

network based (Tallberg 2013, Blomgren & Berggren 2005).

Today, 1,200 Swedes are estimated to work within the EU, including

politicians as well as civil servants. In addition to around 120 employees

at the EU Representation in Brussels and an EU ambassador, an

extensive sta� of civil servants also exist within the Commission.

Furthermore, there are politicians and/or civil servants within the

European Council, the Commission, the Council of Ministers, the

Court of Justice, the European Parliament, the Court of Auditors, the

European Committee of the Regions and the European Economic and

Social Committee. Our foremost Swedish representative vis-à-vis the

EU is, of course, our prime minister, and under the prime minister are

all of the Swedish ministers responsible for managing the EU issues

within each policy area, which means interpreting and following the

applicable EU regulations in the area, as well as coordinating the policy

area in relation to Swedish structures. These ministers also represent

Sweden within their particular a�air areas before the Council of

Ministers (Sveriges riksdag, Swedish Parliament a, b).

The prime minister’s state secretary is the chairman of the

coordinating group for EU relations, which consists of all state

secretaries. The coordinating group is responsible for the coordination

of EU matters within the government o�ces and is the channel to the

ministries. The ministries have their own EU-coordination functions

for the internal organisation and for cooperation with other relevant

ministries. Many EU matters naturally also concern multiple ministries,

which requires a committee in consultation with all of the relevant

ministries (Blomgren & Berggren 2005). EU membership saw the

establishment of the Committee on European Union A�airs, which

represents all parliamentary parties. The Committee has an advisory



function and is an information channel between the Riksdag and the

coordinating group for EU relations in the government o�ces. The

coordinating group is required to consult the committee on EU matters.

The coordinating group informs the committee of what matters should

be discussed in the Council of Ministers, and a joint discussion is had

on the government’s proposed position. The Committee on European

Union A�airs can also convene a meeting to in�uence what issues

should end up on the EU agenda and be discussed within the Council

of Ministers (Blomgren & Berggren 2005).

Against this background, the next chapter introduces the theoretical

departure points of the anthology. These then form the basis of the

book’s analysis of changes to the Swedish policy areas from 1995 until

today.
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2. Europeanisation, Governance and

Policy Processes

Mats Öhlén & Daniel Silander

There is no doubt that EU membership has in�uenced Sweden’s

political system. Three examples may su�ce to illustrate this. First, the

full set of EU regulations (acquis communautaire) was incorporated into

Swedish legislation once membership was in place. Second, Swedish

actors on various levels became potential receivers of European Union

(EU) funds. Third, Sweden’s external relations were either completely

subordinated to the EU (as in the area of trade) or coordinated by it (as

in foreign and security policy). The relevant question, however, is in

what way the country’s political system has been in�uenced, and to what

extent.

What does it mean to say that Sweden’s political system has been

in�uenced by EU membership? A clari�cation is necessary here. In

political science, it is customary to di�erentiate between politics, policy,

and the polity. Politics involves what is usually referred to as the

political game, which mostly relates to party politics and party

organisations. Policy concerns the making of concrete political

decisions and their implementation. The polity, �nally, comprises the

organisation of the state in terms of government and public

administration. The focus of this book is on the second and third of

these: policy and the polity. Thus, we are interested in how EU

membership has a�ected the Swedish political system in terms of its

content (i.e., its outcomes), and in terms of its form (i.e., its

organisation). This book is not concerned, however, with how the

country’s party system and political parties have been in�uenced in

terms of organisation, strategy, or cleavages.

In this chapter, we introduce two central concepts for our book –

Europeanisation and governance – before concluding with a section on

policy processes. These concepts are vital for understanding how and

why a member state of the EU – in this case Sweden – is in�uenced by



its membership therein. In�uence of a more technical type (e.g., a new

regulatory framework for farmers) is relatively easy to identify, but

gradual and subtle changes in terms of organisation and policy content

are more di�cult to pinpoint. We need more precise concepts if we are

to understand the dynamics in the relationship between Sweden and

the EU. By utilizing these concepts, we can add a theoretical aspect to

the discussion on the consequences of EU membership. We hope

thereby to provide a starting point from which various policy areas can

be compared, and to contribute to a wider discussion on the

consequences of EU membership for Swedish politics.

Europeanisation

Europeanisation relates speci�cally to a process whereby EU

institutions and political arrangements, both formally and informally,

in�uence their counterparts at the national level within the member

states. Studies on this question emerged already in the 1970s, but it was

in the 1990s that the theme became popular among academics. This

likely re�ected the creation of a political union in 1993, with the Treaty

of Maastricht, and the intense integration process that followed. The

main focus of studies in this area has been on explaining the processes

involved, and on tracing signi�cant variations amongst member states

and amongst policy areas when it comes to the consequences of

Europeanisation (Pollack 2010: 37). One central claim made in the

literature is that the level of Europeanisation is likely the product of

two factors: (1) how well demands from the Union mesh with existing

institutions, rules, norms, and practices at the national level; and (2)

how strongly di�erent variables at the national level – such as the

number of veto points or the resistance of national institutions to

change – intervene (Cowles et al. 2001). The pressure to change will be

weaker when there is a good �t between the EU level and the national

level with regard to rules and institutions. Conversely, the pressure for

change at the national level will be stronger when national institutions

di�er signi�cantly from their counterparts at the level of the Union.

However, the match between the two levels is not a constant. On the

contrary, it varies over time and (especially) between di�erent policy



areas. Our aim in this book is to clarify this variation in the case of one

particular member state: Sweden.

Demands and expectations for national adaptation as a consequence

of EU membership take various forms (Tallberg et al. 2010: 17). On the

one hand they may be formal, as when legislation and guidelines result

in juridical demands for the adaptation of national rules and

institutions. When a country joins the Union, for example, it must

adopt the full framework of EU rules (acquis communautaire). The EU

also adopts new treaties, new rules, and new targets over time, which in

turn creates new demands and expectations for national adaptation. On

the other hand, the pressure for national change has a more informal

character when norms, ideas, and practices established at the Union

level slowly in�uence national political systems. An example of this can

be seen in the increasingly strong position of the governments of the

member states, re�ecting the role that they play in representing the

latter in EU negotiations. Another example of such informal pressure is

evident in the changes which national governments have made in their

administrative organisation.

In the theoretical literature, the division into formal and informal

demands for national change has been linked to two di�erent logics of

Europeanisation: the logic of consequences, and the logic of

appropriateness (March & Olsen 1989, Börzel & Risse 2007). The logic

of consequences is based on the assumption that actors are rational and

that their preferences are �xed. In the context of the EU, this may apply

to situations where actors try to link new proposals to the most suitable

(from their perspective) paragraph in the treaties. For example, the

European Commission might formulate a proposal in such a way as to

link it clearly to a treaty paragraph, thereby positioning the proposal

within a policy area over which the member states have limited

in�uence once the proposal is approved. The logic of appropriateness,

by contrast, involves an entirely di�erent view on actors, opening up for

a broader view on their preferences. Rooted in the social-constructivist

tradition, it portrays the ideas, interests, and aims of actors as dynamic

rather than static – as changing over time and according to context.

Compared to the rationalist tradition, moreover, this approach entails a

broader view on institutions – as involving rules and routines that



de�ne which actions are appropriate in each speci�c situation (March &

Olsen 1989: 21). In this tradition, furthermore, rules, norms, and values

are viewed as independent variables. Thus, through the behavioural

expectations that they bear, institutions exert in�uence over the actors

involved. They reward behaviour seen as appropriate, and they punish

behaviour seen as inappropriate. In this way, they in�uence both actors

and decisions.

Thus, the Europeanisation of national politics and policy may be both

direct and indirect (see Vink & Graziano 2007). Direct e�ects are the

result of speci�c demands from the EU – e.g., for new regulations in the

area of agriculture. Indirect e�ects, by contrast, do not derive directly

from EU decisions, but they still arise as a consequence of Union

membership. Organisational changes in the public administration of

member states – for the sake of a better �t with o�cial EU policy areas

– are an example. The Swedish constitution mentions nothing about

EU in�uence on the country’s public administration, but pressures to

adapt are in fact heavy. Ministries are continually reviewing how to

coordinate their management of EU-related issues with various interest

groups and with other agencies. They usually do this during an early

phase of the decision-making process, thereby simplifying the

formulation of Swedish opinions before negotiations are conducted in

the Council, as well as – at a later stage – before the EU’s directives are

implemented in Sweden (Beckman & Johansson 2002). Furthermore,

public administration in Sweden is linked – as it is in all member states

– to the policy process at the Union level. This generates further

informal pressures to adapt. Most notably, Swedish public servants

participate in various expert groups and in the so-called ‘comitology

committees’. The role of the expert groups is primarily to provide

advice as the Commission prepares new proposals. The task of the

‘comitology committees’ is to assist the Commission in implementing

new EU legislation – in other words, to help it ensure that all of the

member states enforce the new rules. Taken together, these elements

point to an informal and indirect Europeanisation of Swedish public

administration, at both the organisational and the individual level.

Some clari�cations are in order where informal and indirect

Europeanisation is concerned. For one thing, Europeanisation does not



necessarily mean convergence, i.e., the shaping of all member states

along the same lines by EU legislation and institutions. The relevant

thing is the response of the actors – how they adapt to changes in the

political context in which they work. Their adaptive responses may take

di�erent forms in di�erent member states, as well as in di�erent policy

areas within a single member state. It is furthermore often di�cult,

methodologically speaking, to assess the impact of the Union on

national political systems – whether for change or for continuity.

Europeanisation is only one of several factors in�uencing political

processes at the national level. Economic globalisation, intensi�ed

urbanisation, an ageing population, a transformed media landscape, a

transformation in the values of the population – these are just a few of

the factors that may strongly in�uence national political development.

Governance and Multilevel Governance

Governance can be described as a distinctive form of government. It is

carried out through organised networks of public and private actors,

which steer public policy towards common aims (Rhodes 1996: 660). In

fact, governance can be regarded as the opposite of ‘government’,

inasmuch as it lacks a clear single power centre.

It is in the EU, without any doubt, that we �nd the most visible

instance of governance today. As compared with traditional

international organisations, the EU involves cooperation of more

advanced and institutionalised kind, for its member states have

delegated their sovereignty to joint institutions in several areas. Yet the

EU is far from being a traditional state, inasmuch as its member states

have kept their sovereignty in many areas; moreover, they exert

in�uence in areas which fall under the Union’s own competence,

through their involvement in the Council and in the various bodies that

support the Commission. The EU is thus a unique hybrid – part state,

part international organisation (see chapter 1). This demands a new

theoretical framework. Earlier accounts of the EU have tended to use

models and concepts from established theories. Neofunctionalism and

liberal intergovernmentalism, for example, theorize integration in

terms of concepts within international relations. Theories of the EU as



a political system proceed on the basis of models from comparative

politics. The governance perspective, by contrast, portrays the EU as a

unique fusion between a state-like system and an international

organisation, in which ‘governing without government’ takes place.

The governance perspective is not one single theory about the EU or

European integration, but rather a cluster of theories with the same

general focus. According to Hix (1998), it has four characteristics. First,

it portrays the Union’s governing processes as non-hierarchical,

wherein public and private actors operating in networks devote

substantial time and energy to deliberation and problem-solving. These

actors are expected to abide by both formal and informal norms and

rules. Second, according to this viewpoint, the governing processes of

the Union are so unusual that traditional concepts do not su�ce for

analysing them. A new set of terms and concepts is thus essential. Third,

scholars in this vein devote special attention to a speci�c type of policy

process – one with a heavy stress on ‘deliberation’ and ‘persuasion’ –

which is thought to characterise the EU in particular. In this model,

actors adapt their goals and preferences to the needs of the process, and

they put a stronger stress on good argument than on negotiating

strength. Fourth, there is a tendency among these researchers to pay

considerable attention to normative issues, such as the Union’s

democratic de�cit or its less than complete legitimacy. According to the

governance perspective, then, the EU holds the potential for a new

model of democracy which does not copy the national type. This new

model is built instead on discussion and persuasion, along lines

envisioned in theories of deliberative democracy (see Joerges 2001, for

example).

Our focus so far has been on the broad governance perspective, and on

the view of EU politics that it entails. A more speci�c view zeroes in on

the built-in multilevel logic of the EU system. Traditional research on

the Union has tended to focus on its central institutions in Brussels,

Luxembourg, and Strasbourg; however, these institutions do not exist

in a vacuum. Most of the actors that prepare and administer EU

legislation are actually situated in the member states. For them, the

European dimension is just another policy level, not a separate activity.

In fact, a large portion of EU policy is prepared and implemented by



national o�cials who spend hardly any time in Brussels. They are

politicians, civil servants, or experts who spend most of their time as

national decision-makers. They spend a great deal of their time trying

to assess how the EU in�uences their primary activities at home, and

how they can apply its legislation in their daily work. At a reasonable

guess, some 80 percent of their daily work on EU matters is coloured by

domestic concerns (Wallace et al. 2010: 9). This may seem paradoxical.

On the face of it, it seems unreasonable that 80 percent of national

legislation should derive from the Union, even as 80 percent of the

political context in which national decision-makers carry out their work

re�ects domestic problems and demands. But this is exactly how the

Union works. For this reason, the EU is best portrayed as a kind of

fusion or amalgam between the two levels of governance. Decisions and

competencies sought at the national level get compiled into European

rules, which are then implemented nationally.

While the main focus of this book is on the European and national

levels, it must be stressed that there are additional levels as well. All of

the member states have various local and regional sub-levels, the

competence of which is conditioned in varying degrees by EU rules and

decisions. Many decision-makers at these levels have direct contact

from time to time with the institutions of the Union. In Sweden,

moreover, a decentralisation process took place in the 1980s and 1990s,

which had signi�cant consequences for the relationship between the

state and the municipalities. Traditionally, the central government in

Sweden directed the doings of the municipalities by issuing formal

mandates to them; now, however, it generally seeks dialogue and

coordination with them. This process began in the 1990s, with the

explicit goal of strengthening the link between political institutions and

the various actors associated with them. One example of this can be

seen in the ‘region reform’ carried out in two prominent regions in the

south of Sweden: Skåne and Västra Götaland. In these two regions, so-

called ‘growth agreements’ were concluded. In consultation with local

and regional business groups, political bodies in each region prepared

plans for the economic development of the region and its municipalities

(Pierre 2010: 263). A parallel tendency is the broad globalisation trend

of recent decades, which has further weakened the role of the Swedish



state. In several policy areas, including those where the EU is active,

there are broad transnational consultations and agreements. These

processes vary greatly in both range and signi�cance, but they form part

of a continuum of decision-making which includes several levels: local,

regional, national, European (EU), and global (see Figure 2.1.). Many

actors, moreover, are active on several di�erent levels, and the way in

which a given political issue develops often re�ects a choice between

these levels.

Today, the governance perspective has established itself in the

academic literature to the extent that its main assumptions about how

politics works – especially at the level of the Union – are generally

accepted. However, this new model is not uncontroversial or without

critics. In its treatment of political accountability, for instance, it may

be less than clear. Blomgren & Bergman (2005) argue there is

something modern and seductive about this new trend, with its

concepts of governance, policy networks, multilevel governance, and

the like. But it has an aura of being so complex and advanced as to



render traditional methods for measuring democratic aspects like

openness and accountability unusable. The authors of this book agree

with this critique. If we proceed on the assumption that policy is

increasingly shaped in processes without transparency or a clear power

centre, then it is obvious that power is becoming blurrier and less

visible. This in turn leads to di�culties when it comes to holding those

in power accountable. The lobbyists and network actors involved in EU

policy-making are generally unknown to the public, both in Sweden

and in other member states. Accordingly, Blomgren & Bergman argue,

the legitimacy of political processes within systems marked by

governance is insu�cient for handling politically delicate matters (like

the redistribution of resources). This reminds us of the vital role that

traditional institutions play in guaranteeing democracy and

transparency. They are central for promoting social trust, and they set

out clear frameworks for the exercise of political power (Pierre 2010:

263). When we analyse the impact of EU membership on Sweden,

therefore, we must confront the problems of weak accountability and

insu�cient transparency head on.

Policy Processes in the EU

The term ‘policy’ has no direct equivalent in the Swedish language, and

as in several other countries it has been integrated into the Swedish

conceptual toolbox. To simplify the matter somewhat, a policy can be

de�ned as a broad political goal within a certain area. Rather than being

a single decision, it consists of a package of strategies and decisions on

various levels (Hill 2005: 6–7). A policy process, in turn, comprises the

whole pattern whereby policy is created, implemented, and evaluated.

To a great extent, the research on policy processes is about

understanding the dynamics in the di�erent phases of the policy

process, and how these are linked together. The traditional distinction

between the sphere of politics and that of public administration is not

so prominent here. In the research on policy processes, actors from both

the political domain and the civil service feature explicitly. Our aim in

this book is to advance the discussion on the consequences of EU

membership for the organisation and content of politics in Sweden.



What are the di�erent phases of a policy process? The research on this

point is not unequivocal, but in broad terms they can be described as:

(1) agenda-setting; (2) policy formulation; (3) decision-making; (4)

implementation; and (5) evaluation (Buonnano & Nugent 2013: 101;

Young 2010: 47).

Such ‘sequence-thinking’ around the policy process (see Figure 2.2)

has been criticised for picturing it according to an abstract model of

how the process should work, instead of how it works in reality. More

speci�cally, researchers have criticised the approach for giving the

impression of a rational process with a clear starting and ending point,

in which each phase causes the next. In reality, the di�erent phases

often overlap or even melt together (Hill 2005: 135, Sabatier 1999: 7).

Instead, therefore, the metaphor of a ‘cycle’ has become increasingly

common among analysts of policy processes (see, e.g., Howlet et al.

2009; Parsons 1995). This tackles the critique mentioned above, since it

portrays the policy process as a dynamic circular �ow without a clear

starting or ending point (see Figure 2.3). However, the critique

regarding an overlap or fusion between di�erent phases remains (see

Kingdon 2003: 205). Nevertheless, the latter critique does not rule out

the model as an analytical point of departure. Instead it cautions

against relying on the model too heavily, due to the excessively simple

and cut-and-dried way it portrays the policy process.



A short presentation of each phase of the policy process now follows.

Note that the EU provides the point of departure here, as our main

focus is on the institutions of the Union in conjunction with the

member states. Agenda-setting is primarily about putting a certain issue

on the political agenda. In this phase, there is considerable scope for

various actors or ‘policy entrepreneurs’ to exercise in�uence. These may

be interest groups, political parties, administrative agencies, or

individual politicians. The type of actors involved depends on the issue,

inasmuch as the Union has di�erent competencies in di�erent policy

areas. On issues where the EU has exclusive or shared competence, the

European Commission plays a prominent role, in view of its exclusive

right to formulate proposals for new legislation. Here the e�orts of

policy entrepreneurs are focused mainly on getting the Commission to

pay more attention to their speci�c issue, or on persuading it to view

their issue in a particular way. By contrast, on issues where the EU has

merely a coordinating role – as in relation to the common foreign and

security policy – it is domestic policy entrepreneurs that have the key

role.

When an issue is �nally on the agenda, the phase of policy formulation

begins. Realistic options are identi�ed, and concrete proposals prepared.

This phase is integrated with the agenda-setting phase in part, since the

actors that seek to put an issue on the agenda usually have a concrete

proposal for addressing it. At this stage of the process, however, the

central actors are clearly fewer in number, being limited to a quite



narrow circle of key actors around the Commission (Buonanno &

Nugent 2013: 105).

Then, once a proposal has been presented, the decision-making phase

begins. Now the matter is less complicated: the proposal is either

accepted or rejected. As mentioned in chapter 1, there is great variation

between di�erent policy areas when it comes to procedures for

decision-making. All decisions on the common foreign and security

policy, for example, require unanimity in the Council. By contrast, a

majority in both the Council and the European Parliament su�ces for

market regulation and environmental issues (a quali�ed majority in the

Council, a simple one in the Parliament). There are also various

combinations, where the procedures employed fall somewhere between

these two extremes.

In the implementation phase, the object is mainly to make sure the new

legislation is realised in the member states. This phase is particularly

important in the EU, because the di�culty of reaching agreement in

the decision-making phase often has the consequence that vaguely

worded compromises are adopted. This in turn results in many

situations where di�erent interpretations are possible about how the

legislation is to be implemented. Formally speaking, the Commission is

responsible for ensuring that all legislation is implemented; however,

the concrete enforcement of new rules and directives lies in the hands of

the administration of each member state. Moreover, the

implementation process is prepared through the so-called ‘comito logy

system’, in which representatives from the member states keep a

watchful eye on the Commission, in order to ensure that the process

does not exceed the boundaries set out in the legislation. As a result,

civil servants at the national level have a stronger role in the phase of

implementation than they do in that of agenda-setting or of policy

formulation (Young 2010: 50).

In the last phase, �nally, the e�ectiveness of the policy is evaluated. If

the policy implemented does not solve the problems it was created to

address, there is usually pressure for further action, or for an altogether

di�erent strategy. The evaluation of policies is especially problematic at

the level of the Union. There are two main explanations for this. First,

the distance between the body which formulates proposals (the



Commission) and the actors that implement them (primarily the

administrative agencies of the member states) is huge. Second, the

feedback often taken for granted at the national level – from political

parties, interest groups, critical citizens, and above all scrutinising

media – is weak or non-existent at the EU level. The �rst problem has

been solved to a degree through the comitology system, but the second

can only be addressed over a long period – perhaps a very long period –

during which the requisite institutions are built up.

It should be noted that the policy process within the EU takes

di�erent forms in di�erent policy areas. In part this is a consequence of

certain di�erences between the member states that existed earlier, and

which to some degree persist. In this regard, political actors have shown

impressive creativity in adapting working procedures, decision-making

processes, and constellations of actors to the needs of the di�erent

policy areas. Over time, then, �ve di�erent models for policy-making

have evolved. Their unique traits are displayed in Table 2.1 below.



The �rst model for how EU-based policy should be formulated was the

so-called community method, for which the common agricultural policy

became a kind of template. The most notable feature of this model is

the dominant position of the Commission throughout the process. The

main logic consists in ‘locking-in’ the agricultural interest groups, by

o�ering them better conditions through Union policies. This in turn

guarantees support for the dominant position of the Commission.

Nationally based organs then serve as subordinate agents for the

common policy. The role of elected politicians – whether at the national


