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Abstract

This article examines the Europeanization of public administration in the Nordic 
countries, and explores the changes in central administration due to EU and European 
Economic Area (EEA)membership. The focus is on Sweden and Finland, which have 
recently joined the European Union, and Norway and Iceland, whose participation in 
European in te gra tion is based on the EEA agreement. The database is a survey con-
ducted in all min is te ri al departments and directorates in the Nordic countries. There 
are signifi cant differences in the adaptation patterns between EU members and EEA 
members, but also important differences between countries with the same form of 
affi liation to the EU. The adaptation pattern of the EEA mem ber ship of Norway and 
Iceland seems to follow a somewhat different path. To understand this, we have to 
add structural factors such as the size of the public administration. The institutional 
context of the domestic administrative tra di tion and strategy also has to be taken into 
account. 

Introduction

Europeanization implies that the integration process in the EU becomes more 
relevant and important as a factor leading to adaptation and change in do mes tic 
institutional and administrative arrangements (Olsen, 1996; Hanf and Soetend-

* This article is part of the research project ‘Representative Democracy, Reforms and Europanization’, 
funded by the Nordic Research Council (NOS-S) (see Jacobsson et al., 2001a, b, 2003). An earlier version 
of the paper was presented at the 18th EGOS Colloquium in Barcelona, 4–6 July 2002. We would like to 
thank Martin Marcussen, Morten Egeberg, Marjoleine H. Wik and two anonymous referees for help and 
comments.
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orp, 1998; Sverdrup, 2000). It refers to a process by which change occurs due to 
membership of or exposure to political and economic co-op er a tive institutions 
in the EU. The purpose of this article is to describe and dis cuss the effects of 
change in national affi liation with the EU on the struc ture and operation of 
central administrative bodies. The aim is to convey an un der stand ing of how 
the central administration is affected by the EU in its daily working. 

We are concerned with Europeanization at the national level, focusing on 
the impact of the EU on the domestic administrative apparatus and ask what 
happens to organized political units when they become part of a larger unit 
(Olsen, 1996, 1997; Bulmer and Burch, 1998; Hanf and Sotendorp, 1998; 
Sverdrup, 1998, 2000; Caporaso et al., 2001; Héritier, 2001). In spite of in-
 creas ing scholarly interest, the impact of European integration at the national 
level remains poorly understood (Knill and Lemkuhl, 1999). Thus, this ar ti cle 
addresses a general research question that is receiving increasing at ten tion in 
the literature, namely the impact of ‘Europe’ on domestic ad min is tra tive struc-
tures and behaviour. Specifi cally, it deals with domestic ad ap ta tion patterns 
of the central administrative apparatus in the four Nordic coun tries: Iceland, 
Finland, Norway and Sweden. The main questions are to what extent we can 
observe domestic administrative change and new ad min is tra tive be hav iour and 
practices under the impact of the EU; and, how we can explain the observed 
adaptation pattern (Knill, 2001).

I. Conceptual and Theoretical Elaborations

The research adopts a broad concept of administrative structures in clud ing a 
regular and stable pattern of interactions and practices, entailing both formal 
and informal, and internal and external structures, as well as the de ci sion-
making and access structures (March and Olsen, 1976). Changes in struc tur al 
arrangements are revealed by focusing on the following dimensions based on 
a survey of the administrative units: the extent to which the units are af fect ed 
by the EU; their participation in the EU network; the structural ar range ments 
between politicians and bureaucrats in EU matters; and implications for the 
formal and informal organizational structure. The different di men sions are 
surveyed in the empirical section. Europeanization of the administration con-
 cerns the degree and manner in which EU-initiated chang es affect particular 
dimensions of change in domestic public ad min is tra tion. Europeanization as 
used here focuses on changes in core domestic in sti tu tions of governance, un-
derstood as a consequence of European-level in sti tu tions and policies (Olsen, 
2002). European-level development is treated as the explanatory fac tor, and 
changes in the domestic administrative structure as the dependent variable. 
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Our argument is that we have to supplement the effect of Europeaniza-
tion with domestic context and strategies to understand the chang es in central 
gov ern ment in the period of increased integration in Europe (Goetz, 2001). 
Eu ro pe an-level development does not dictate specifi c forms of in sti tu tion al 
ad ap ta tion, but leaves considerable discretion to domestic actors and institu-
tions (Olsen, 2003). To understand the variations in the adaptation pat tern we 
will thus use a broad institutional perspective, focusing on external pressure 
from the EU, national strategies and institutional structures and proc ess es 
(Jacobsson et al., 2001a, 2003; Olsen, 1992). 

The fi rst set of factors represents a form of environmental determinism in 
which adaptation is traced primarily to pressure by the EU. The development 
of the EU plays a decisive role in what happens in the national ad min is tra tion. 
Regulations and structures within the EU impel changes in the domestic ad-
 min is tra tion. With an explanatory approach that emphasizes developments in 
the EU and the adaptation of the Member States, one central issue is what the 
formal system of affi liation looks like. How the pressure for change is ex pe -
ri enced may be expected to differ in Member States compared to non-members 
or countries not wishing to join. Even though the EU permits con sid er a ble 
variations in individual national arrangements, the form of af fi l i a tion appears 
to be of considerable signifi cance (Trondal, 1999). 

The general assumption is that adaptation will vary between members and 
non-members. Sweden and Finland became full members of the EU in 1995. 
The relationship of Iceland and Norway with the EU is gov erned by the agree-
 ment on the European Economic Area (EEA) dating from 1994. The EEA 
agreement is linked to pillar one in EU co-operation and fa cil i tates an internal 
market between the EEA countries and the EU, ensuring the free movement 
of capital, people, goods and services. At the same time, the EEA agreement 
goes beyond the free trade area and paves the way for par tic i pa tion in other 
areas such as environmental protection, statistics, ed u ca tion, re search, con-
 sum er affairs, social issues and technological de vel op ment (Ush er, 1998). As 
a consequence of the EEA agreement, Icelandic and Nor we gian legislation has 
to be aligned with EU legislation in a number of areas to en sure a con gru ent 
legal framework. According to the Ministry for Foreign Af fairs, Iceland adopts 
around 80 per cent of EU laws and regulations through the EEA agree ment 
(Thorhallsson, 2002).

The greater the importance of the form of the association, the greater the 
difference which may be expected to exist between Finland and Sweden, on 
the one hand, and Iceland and Norway on the other, especially in those areas 
not covered by the EEA agreement. Within the Norwegian and Icelandic ad-
 min is tra tions, it can be expected that the contact pattern, participation and 
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in fl u ence are better developed in relations with the Commission than the 
Coun cil (Egeberg and Trondal, 1997).

In addition to the effect of form of affi liation, we will discuss the im pli -
ca tions of the national context represented by the administrative tradition and 
strategy concerning European integration. Even for countries with similar forms 
of affi liation there will be different adaptation patterns in different do mes tic 
institutions due to national administrative traditions, cul ture and strat e gy. 

One set of non-European factors comprises national strategies and con-
 scious choices made by the political leadership. Organizational decision-mak-
 ers choose structure, and change is driven by intention and deliberate design. 
Structure follows strategy (Chandler, 1962). Based on this perspective, much 
of what is observed can be explained largely in terms of national strategies. 
There is either less emphasis on the EU as an autonomous force or, it is claimed, 
adaptation takes place because of deliberate actions. One important fac tor 
in this context is the dominant attitude to the EU in the different countries. 
Na tion al policies and strategies enforce variations, ranging from Norway’s 
‘No’ to full membership, to Iceland – the only non-applying Nordic country 
– and further to Sweden’s reservations about EMU, and fi nally to Finland’s 
rel a tive ly enthusiastic attitude to the EU. In remaining aloof from major aspects 
of integration, Norway stands out as the most negative nation in this re spect. 
In two national referendums (1972 and 1994), its citizens rejected mem ber ship 
of the EU, and the government in power at the time of our data col lec tion was 
a minority ‘No to EU’ government. Finland’s strategy, on the other hand, has 
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 Eu ro pe an’ as soon as 
possible. Unlike Sweden, Finland has entered the EU with few as pi ra tions of 
changing the Union to fi t its own image. The dominant strategy in the Nordic 
countries of adopting a positive attitude towards eco nom ic in te gra tion, free 
trade and intergovernmental co-operation, but being sceptical about political 
integration and supranational features, is thus strong est in Norway and Iceland, 
and weakest in Finland. 

One aspect of the domestic administrative context is the strategy of an tic i-
 pa tion and autonomous adjustment within the domestic administrations to Eu-
ropean integration (Sverdrup, 2000). If the adaptation is primarily a proc ess of 
anticipation it will occur at an early stage. Countries that aspire for membership 
of the EU will adapt a defi ned policy and reorganize their in sti tu tions before 
the change of form of affi liation (Scharpf, 1999). Countries without aspira-
tion to membership, like Iceland, might not have a strategic adaptation before 
changing form of affi liation, and might handle EU matters in an incremental 
and pragmatic case-by-case approach. The implication could be a more radical 
change in policy areas after the form of affi liation has changed. 
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Another set of contextual non-European factors is domestic institutional 
structures and processes. The argument is that administrative culture, his tor i cal 
links and structures constrain the changes that occur. Fre quent ly, proc ess es are 
analysed from this point of view as path dependent (Krasner, 1988). Actual 
operation and adaptation of the administrative ap pa ra tus depends upon routines, 
established practices, resources, capacity and size of the structural arrange-
ments. Administrative traditions, institutional tra jec to ries and par tic u lar i ties 
of national administrative regimes will affect adaptation to the EU.

 In this approach, adaptation can be seen as a result of the national tradition 
of international interaction. Countries that have experienced a high degree of 
interaction in international co-operation will adapt more easily to increased 
integration in Europe than countries that have limited international ex pe ri enc e, 
like Iceland. In contrast to the other Nordic countries, Iceland has not been 
very active on the international arena, and has thus a weaker tradition in co-
operation and participation in international organizations.

The effect of one particular structural feature should also be particularly 
emphasized – the size of domestic public administration. The assumption is 
that small countries with limited capacity will adapt to the EU differently from 
countries with a greater capacity in their public administration. Iceland, with its 
small administration, has fewer administrative units and thus less spe cial i za tion, 
indicating that the scope of each unit will be broader. From the point of view 
of personnel, this will probably lead to more contact and higher par tic i pa tion 
and embeddedness than in larger and more specialized civil serv ic es.

II. Research Design and Data Basis

Traditionally, comparative studies of the Nordic countries have often failed 
because of a lack of variation in either the dependent or the independent var-
 i a bles (Anckar, 1993). This is not the case when focusing on the consequences 
of Europeanization. Having two new members of the Union and two non-
Member States presents us with the unique possibility of a quasi-ex per i men tal 
design, al low ing for signifi cant variations in potentially important in de pend ent 
var i a bles at the same time as the dependent variable response pattern might 
show considerable variation. By studying the four Nordic countries, we include 
countries that share a cultural and geographic region as well as many features 
of parliamentary government, and the time of changing their form of affi lia-
tion to the EU. They differ, however, in their formal re la tion ship to the EU, 
the size of their administration, and the national context rep re sent ed by the 
administrative tradition and strategy on European integration (Bergman and 
Damgaard, 2000). We therefore have a system design which implies that the 
cases are similar on as many dimensions as possible except for the explana-
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tory variables of theoretical interest and the dependent var i a bles, which are 
the response patterns.

The data basis of this article is a comparative survey undertaken in Fin land, 
Iceland, Norway and Sweden, comprising all ministerial departments as well 
as departments in central agencies and directorates. The survey was con duct ed 
in 1999–2000 in Iceland and 1998 in the other countries. We describe the 
response pattern by asking each individual department about its own ex pe -
ri enc es with EU/EEA cases. By using a standardized questionnaire with fi xed 
response alternatives, the same questions were put to equivalent populations 
in the different countries (Jacobsson et al., 2001a). Ap ply ing this systematic 
data collection in four countries, the study is based on a com par a tive approach 
rather than on a comparable design (Derlien, 1992). The aim is primarily to 
present an overview, a cross section of the central ad min is tra tion’s European 
alignment in the Nordic countries as experienced in 1998–2000. EU-related 
concerns, questions or tasks are interpreted broad ly, re fer ring to various aspects 
of participation and assistance in EU work. 

The survey forms were answered either by the head of department, an oth er 
person in a senior position, an EU/EEA co-ordinator, or someone else in the 
unit with a reasonable knowledge of EU/EEA-related work. The re spond ents 
were asked to answer on behalf of the unit and not on behalf of themselves. 
This systematic standardized data collection should make it easy to replicate 
the data. A total of 1060 units in the four countries replied to the ques tion naire: 
331 in Norway, 90 in Iceland, 381 in Sweden, and 258 in Fin land. Twenty-fi ve 
per cent of the units were in ministries and 75 per cent in directorates. This 
proportion does not vary markedly across the four coun tries. The response level 
was 86 per cent in Norway, 72 per cent in Iceland, 83 per cent in Swe den, and 
77 per cent in Finland. 

III. The Administration’s Adaptation Pattern Towards the EU

Effects of EU/EEA Membership

The fi ndings of the analysis indicate that a greater number of departments in 
Iceland, Sweden and Finland are signifi cantly affected by EEA mem ber ship 
and EU integration than in Norway (Table 1). Firstly, a higher per cent age of 
departments in these three states are affected in issues connected with the 
in ter nal market than in Norway. Secondly, around one-fi fth of the Icelandic 
re spond ents state that their department’s activities are signifi cantly affected by 
justice and police co-operation. This is similar to Sweden and Finland. On the 
other hand, Norway stands out with only 9 per cent of re spond ents stating that 
co-operation in the EU on justice and home affaires affect their de part ments. 
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Thirdly, Iceland is most affected by co-operation in the sec ond pil lar of the 
EU on foreign and security matters.

Table 2 further demonstrates that the Icelandic administration seems to be 
more affected by European integration than the Norwegian administration, but 
less so than Sweden and Finland. Full membership of the EU has clearly had 
greater consequences for the administration of the respective countries than 
EEA membership in the period 1994–98 and 1999–2000.

The overall assessment of respondents indicates that departments in Ice land 
have been more affected than those in Norway on issues related to all three 
pillars of the EU. This response may be due to the small size of the Icelandic 
administration with consequentially fewer departments and less spe cial i za tion, 
resulting in a relatively greater effect on each department com pared to the big-
ger and more specialized central administration in the other countries. Another 
explanation of this is the limited adaptation of the Ice lan dic ad min is tra tion prior 
to EEA membership, manifested in the important changes the administration 
has made as a result of the EEA agreement in the last few years. Activities re-
lated to EEA membership are becoming in creas ing ly relevant. This is refl ected 
in the higher priority which EEA issues are given within the administration. 

Table 1: % Considering that the EU/EEA Agreement Sig nifi   cant ly Affects the De part -
ment’s Area of Competence, According to the Three-pillar Structure

                                                     Norway      Iceland       Sweden      Finland

Internal market (pillar 1)                                48              55               58               61
Foreign and security policy 
  (pillar 2)                                                         5               14                 8                 9
Justice and police co-operation, 
  home affairs (pillar 3)                                    9               21               17               22

Table 2: Degree to which the Department is Considered to be Affected by EU/EEA 
Policies and Regulations (%)

      Norway          Iceland       Sweden       Finland

The department is much more  18 30 52 51
  affected than the previous
  four years 
The over all consequences on  31 64 57 57
  the policy area have been fairly    
  large/very large
The over all consequences on the  41 70 5 57
  policy area have been fairly 
  positive/very positive                                       
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All ministries now have experts in Eu ro pe an af fairs, and all have offi cials in 
the Icelandic embassy in Brus sels. 

One general observation is that, when the overall consequences of EU/EEA 
customization are under review, the four countries reveal that they are gen er al ly 
large and positive, but with a signifi cant variation between them. Moreover, on 
occasions Iceland has more in common with EU Mem ber States than Norway, 
and is even more affected by European integration than Sweden and Finland. 
For instance, the survey indicates that the overall consequences of EU/EEA 
integration on the departments’ area of com pe tence are greater than in the three 
other states. Further, Icelandic respondents fi nd that the over all consequences 
of European integration on their de part ment’s areas of com pe tence have been 
more positive than is the case of their counterparts in Swe den, Finland and 
Norway. 

Participation in EU/EEA Networks

Table 3 indicates that departments in Sweden and Finland participate in EU 
bodies more frequently and contact them more often than departments in Ice land 
and Norway. The form of association can explain this difference. The lack of 
access to a considerable part of the EU decision-making processes explains the 
limited participation of Iceland and Norway compared to that of Sweden and 
Finland. An important difference between EU membership and EEA member-
ship is that a country with full membership of the EU has access to all the EU 
bodies. Participation by the EEA countries is primarily re strict ed, however, to 
preparatory and implementation committees con nect ed with the Commission 

Table 3: Departmental Staff who have had Contact with or Participated in the Fol low ing 
EU Bodies at Least Once a Month during the Last Year (%)

                                                     Norway       Iceland      Sweden       Finland

Contact:                                                                                                                       
  The Commission/Directorate-General         21              18               43               40
  Expert committee in the Commission         14              23               31               36
  Comitology committee                                  5               11               14               15
  The Council, Coreper/working groups          1                 2               23               18
  Governments in EU countries other 
     than the Nordic countries                          12                6               25               28

Participation:                                                                                                               
  Preparatory/expert committee in the 
     Commission                                                7               18               21               26
  Comitology Committee                                 2                 7               11                 7
  Coreper/working group in the Council
     /Coreper                                                      0                 2               17               17



355

© Blackwell Publishing Ltd 2004

EUROPEANIZATION IN THE NORDIC STATES

system and comitology committees up until the fi nal stage of procedures in the 
committees. Norway and Iceland have very limited access to other EU bod-
ies. Thus, their contact with the Council, the European Par lia ment, the Court 
of Justice and the Court of First Instance and other EU bod ies, except for the 
Commission, is almost non-existent. 

Iceland and Norway are more active within the Commission than in other 
EU bodies, but they are not as active as Sweden and Finland. It is interesting 
to note that the EEA states have signifi cantly less contact with the Commission 
compared to EU states, even though they have formal access to its com mit tees. 
Similarly, they do not participate in the Com mis sion’s committees to the same 
extent as EU Member States. This em pha siz es that EU membership has placed 
a greater burden on Member States than the EEA agreement. 

Table 3 also indicates that departments in Norway have twice as many con-
tacts with EU governments other than Nordic governments compared to Iceland. 
However, the con tacts are limited compared to the contacts that de part ments 
in Sweden and Finland have with these governments. EU mem ber ship seems 
to result in more contact with other EU governments.

The limited contacts that departments in Iceland have with governments 
in Europe, other than the Nordic governments, can be explained by the fact 
that Iceland has always placed great emphasis on strong links with the Nordic 
coun tries, and it focuses mainly on Nordic co-operation. Nordic co-operation 
has been Iceland’s bridge to Europe, and has also been an important pool of 
in for ma tion on European affairs. Iceland has also placed great emphasis on 
strong relations with the US because of the bilateral defence treaty. Another im-
portant factor which explains why Iceland has limited contact with gov ern ments 
in EU countries outside Scandinavia, is the small size of the ad min is tra tion 
which limits its capacity to increase contacts with governments in EU countries. 
Iceland, for in stance, has embassies in only eight of the 15 EU Member States, 
of which three are located in the Nordic states. By com par i son, Norway has 
embassies in 14 EU countries.

The Administration and Politicians

Departments in Sweden and Finland have more contact with the gov ern ment 
and political leadership of ministries than in Norway and Iceland (Table 4). 
The form of association probably provides an explanation for this. De part ments 
of EU Member States need to have more contact with the political lead er ship 
than departments in the EEA states. Iceland and Norway do not have access 
to the Council where ministers take an active part in decision-making, and the 
EEA decision-making framework does not include ministers in day-to-day 
decision-making. Thus, the handling of European affairs is more in the hands 
of civil servants in the EEA states than in the EU states. 
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Table 4 also demonstrates considerable differences between Norway and 
Iceland, i.e. 47 per cent of departments in Norway never have contact with the 
political leadership, while the same level is only 25 per cent in Iceland.

Table 5 indicates that a considerable number of civil servants in Sweden 
and Finland fi nd that tight deadlines on EU issues make it diffi cult to present 
cases to the government and political leadership. This is much less the case in 
Iceland and Norway. The different decision-making frameworks between the 
EU and the EEA may explain this. EU Member States are directly involved in 
decision-making processes, while EEA members can be active only in com-
 mit tees in the Commission and in EEA institutions. Norway and Iceland do 
not experience the pressure of more effective decision-making in the Council 
to the same extent as the others. Departments in EU Member States have to 
respond without delay to new developments in the Council. The EEA states 
frequently have more time to respond. For example, it usually takes a long time 
for a proposal to go through all the relevant decision-making levels with in the 

Table 4: How Frequently have Executives in the Department had Contact with the 
Cabinet/Political Leadership of the Ministries in Connection with EU/EEA Related 
Work During the Last Year? (%)

                                 Norway   Iceland           Sweden    Finland

Every week or more            10                     15                     22                     22
Every month                       10                     11                     15                     10
A few times                         33                     49                     37                     29
Never                                  47                     25                     25                     39

Table 5: % in Agreement with the Following Statements on the Character of EU/EEA 
Work Concerning the Department’s Area of Com pe tence in the Last Year 

                                                   Norway      Iceland         Sweden       Finland

Tight deadlines makes it diffi cult to  18 26 46 39
present cases to the political lead er ship 

The political leadership has become more  9 7 23 20
directly involved in the work of the 
Department since EU/EEA membership 

Politicians interfere more in EU/EEA  6 3 12 14
related cases than other cases in the 
Department 

Employees in the Department have  10 18 18 27
greater infl uence in EU/EEA cases than 
in other cases compared with politicians           
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Commission, while the EEA Joint Committee meets to decide on new EEA 
legislation only when the EU Council has taken its fi nal decision.

There is also some difference between EU Member States and EEA mem-
 bers in the extent to which the government and political lead er ship have be come 
more directly involved in departments’ work con cern ing the EU. There is very 
limited direct interference in Norway and Ice land, while around 20 per cent of 
respondents in Sweden and Finland argue that the gov ern ment and the political 
leadership have become more directly involved in the de part ments’ work on 
EU issues. This may be ex plained by the structure of the EEA agreement. The 
EEA framework does not include min is ters in the decision-making system to 
the same extent as in the EU. EEA cases are left in the hands of civil servants, 
and politicians are largely absent from the formal EEA decision-making system. 
On the other hand, par tic i pa tion in European integration seems not to lead to 
greater in volve ment by pol i ti cians in the work of the vast majority of depart-
ments. This is further con fi rmed by the fi ndings that indicate that politicians 
interfere only to a limited extent more in EU/EEA affairs than other matters. 

Civil servants have somewhat more infl uence compared to politicians in 
EU/EEA cases than in other cases. The fi nding that Iceland ranks the same as 
Sweden may indicate that politicians in Iceland tend to be less involved in deci-
sion-making in EEA affairs than in other affairs. A further pos si ble ex pla na tion 
for the difference between Norway and Iceland might be the his tor i cal ly greater 
involvement of politicians in Iceland in the daily work of the administration, 
which is diffi cult to carry out within the EEA decision-mak ing framework.

Structural and Cultural Implications of EU/EEA Membership

When it comes to the organization and structural development of public ad-
 min is tra tion with regard to EU matters, it has been emphasized that coun tries 
within both the EU and EEA do not have to follow any particular stand ard. 
How they respond to the demands, responsibilities and opportunities is most ly 
in their own hands (Page and Wouters, 1995; Veggeland, 1999). Nev er the less 
it is obvious that European integration is a demanding task that puts pressure 
on the service capacity of public administration.

An indicator of the adaptation of central public administration to EU/EEA 
integration is the allocation of personnel resources to handle the tasks related 
to EU/EEA work. In all four Nordic countries more personnel resources have 
been allocated, the increase being largest in Finland and smallest in Norway 
(Table 6). 

In accordance with other countries, adaptation to the EU in the Nordic coun-
tries has taken place within the established administrative framework (Bulmer 
and Bursch, 1998; Hanf and Soetendorp, 1998; Harmsen, 1999). But there is a 
tendency for EU/EEA-related work in all four countries to be some what special-
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ized. This specialization takes place through EU/EEA co-ordinating positions 
rather than through separate units. While 8 per cent of the de part ments have a 
particular unit within the department han dling EU-related cas es, 27 per cent 
also have a special position. Iceland has the highest ratio of spe cial ized units, 
while Norway scores highest in the number of po si tions. 

As emphasized above, there has been no radical change in the struc tur al 
confi guration of the public administration unit: rather, development can be 
characterized as a kind of gradual adaptation. The overall results in di cate that 
European integration is not having any radical effect on the pre vail ing form of 
public administration in the Nordic countries. The changes, however, fi nd more 
favour in the bureaucratic part of the ad min is tra tion than in the political part.

An important premise for making an impact in the European setting is a 
wider organizational coherence, both horizontally between dif fer ent public au-
thorities, and vertically between the levels of administration, i.e. mu nic i pal i ties 
and the state (Jacobsson et al., 2001a). This coherence is supported in both 
directions, especially between the two EU countries. In this respect the data 
from Iceland (Table 7) reveal that the horizontal contact between ad min is tra tive 
units is developed to a less er degree, indicating that EU boundary-spanning 
activities are less spe cial ized in the small Icelandic administration. 

Paradoxically, Iceland scores highest in relations and contacts between 
departments and the Brussels delegation, which can probably be explained by 
the fact that the representatives from each ministry in the gov ern ment in the 
delegation play a key role in EU/EEA co-ordination in Iceland.

Table 6: In General, has the Department Increased the Number of Em ploy ees to be 
Able to Handle EU/EEA-Related Cases in the Last Four or Five years? (%)

                                                     Norway        Iceland       Sweden Finland

No                                                      77              69              68              61

Yes, 1–2 employees                           16              18              18              21

Yes, more than 2 employees                7              13              14              18

Table 7: % of the Department’s Staff Having had Contact with Other De part ments, 
Local Authorities or National Representatives on EU Cases and Matters at Least Once 
a Month During the Last Year

                                                                  Norway      Iceland       Sweden        Finland

Other domestic administrative units              42              33               61               66

Local government within the country            12              13               18               27

National representatives in Brussels              23              35               34               30
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When it comes to national and vertical co-ordination, results from Ice land 
and Norway reveal a similar pattern, and support the idea that there is indeed a 
difference in adjustment to EU/EEA integration based on the formal struc ture 
of the association (Table 8). The countries differ, however, in the hor i zon tal 
co-ordination pattern. One explanation for this could be that there was little 
horizontal co-ordination on European issues before Iceland subscribed to the 
EEA treaty.

When the results from Iceland are compared to the data from Norway, 
Sweden and Finland the overall impression is that Iceland does not stand out 
in the Nordic pattern, although the country has a profi le of its own (Table 9). 
The importance of political evaluations falls between Sweden and Norway, 
and the emphasis on expert and professional evaluations in Iceland is the same 
as in Norway and Sweden. Finland scores high on professional evaluation and 
low on political evaluation. 

Iceland stands out when it comes to the weight on signals from interest 
groups and stakeholders. This indicates that the different types of stakehold-
ers, both for and against increased European integration, have a stronger voice 
and more bargaining power in Iceland than in the other Nordic countries. The 
relative size of the public administration sector in Iceland compared to the 
other countries may also result in capacity problems and a greater reliance on 
information from interest groups. There are close ties between the gov ern ment 
and different interest groups, and short communication lines between all the 
parties involved. The focus on ef fi  cien cy is considered to be of signifi cant 
importance in Iceland, which puts Iceland second highest and in between 
Sweden and Norway. 

Table 8: To What Degree has EU/EEA Work Infl uenced the De part ment’s Co-or di -
na tion with Authorities in Other Sectors and Within own De part ment dur ing the Last 
Year? % Agreeing with the Statement 

      Norway      Iceland        Sweden       Finland

EU/EEA work has increased the                   33              49               38               69 
co-ordination between the 
department and governmental 
authorities in other sectors                                 

EU/EEA work has increased                         47              44               58               67 
co-ordination between the 
section and other au thor i ties 
within own de part men tal area                            

It has become more normal to                       27              32               46               65
formulate a common national 
standpoint with in the section’s 
area of com pe tence                                            
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VII. The Administration’s Degree of Formalism 

The situation in Iceland is unique compared to the other three Nor dic coun tries 
when it comes to the guidance and the infl uence that the public ad min is tra tion 
employees have to take into account and with which they have to com ply. 
The results from Iceland indicate that the employees responsible for han dling 
EEA/EU work are acting from a very autonomous base, which can part ly be 
ex plained by the small number of employees in public administration in gen-
 er al, and partly by the small number of people in each department in par tic u lar 
re spon si ble for EEA/EU matters.

When looking at the extent of precise guidelines in handling individual 
cases in international EEA/EU relations in the department in question, Ice land 
stands out with only 14 per cent, the next lowest being 43 per cent in Norway. 
Iceland and Norway are similar when the question is on guidance from a higher-
ranking level, but the two countries report considerable lower percentage than 
Sweden and especially Finland. Precise guidelines from a political level are 
measured very low in Iceland. A similar pattern is revealed when looking at 
written guidelines. 

Previous fi ndings indicate that offi cial instructions to, and guidelines for, 
national offi cials taking part in EU negotiations vary according to the im por -
tance of the issue and the size of the state administration. Offi cials in the smaller 
EU states have some room for manœuvre if the state regards an issue as not 
being of high importance. On the other hand, they receive strict in struc tions in 
negotiations concerning their state’s vital interests. In struc tions to negotiators 
from the larger states are always fairly strict (Thorhallsson, 2000). The small 
size of the Icelandic administration probably contributes sig nifi   cant ly to the 
autonomy of offi cials in dealing with EU/EEA affairs. Fur ther more, this limited 
guidance seems to indicate that in Iceland, and prob a bly in Norway and even 
Finland, the assignment of handling EEA/EU re la tions is mainly in the hands 
of public servants and not politicians.

Table 9: Emphasis on Different Factors when Executing EU/EEA Work, % Ac cord ing 
the Different Factors Signifi cant Importance 

                     Norway       Iceland       Sweden      Finland

Political evaluations from 
government/ministries                                   46              38               36               25

Expert/professional evaluations                     67              68               69               39

Views of stakeholder and interest groups      19              42               33               27

Cost–benefi t evaluations, productivity          16              23               29               13



361

© Blackwell Publishing Ltd 2004

EUROPEANIZATION IN THE NORDIC STATES

IV. Discussion

In general, there are two different expectations of the impact of Eu ro pe an i za tion 
on domestic change. First, we argue that the form of as so ci a tion for dif fer ent 
countries will produce different response patterns. Second, we also argue that 
domestic factors like size of administration, experience with in ter na tion al 
co-operation and the anticipation of Europeanization will affect do mes tic 
adaptation behaviour. 

The comparison of the four Nordic countries indicates a mixed pic ture 
of response patterns. The domestic impact of the EU varies not only from 
one coun try to the next but also across different dimensions of change. This 
re view has shown, fi rst of all, that the Nordic countries’ central administra-
tions are not closed to infl uence from Europe. Stability and the status quo do 
not char ac ter iz e the development of the administration. The pattern that has 
emerged does not display a unique Nordic administrative regime where the 
ad min is tra tive bodies appear with great autonomy in relation to the EU. One 
in ter pre ta tion of this is that EU requirements for change have remained with in 
the range of feasible options determined by domestic administrative tradition 
(Knill, 2001). There is an adaptation to the EU along all dimensions of change 
but dif fer ent in scope and scale. 

The basic formal forms of administration in the Nordic countries have 
not, however, been radically altered as a consequence of EU adjustment, even 
though the activities and networks developed within the formal struc tures have 
changed signifi cantly as a result of increased integration (Lægreid, 2001). EU 
adjustment in the Nordic countries leads to signifi cant changes in in for mal 

Table 10: Which Guidance Signals are Given when Employees in the Section Meet in 
International Fora in Connection with EU/EEA Work? (%)

      Norway       Iceland       Sweden       Finland

Precise guidance signals in each 
  individual case                                                                                                          
– from the department                                   43              14               49               47
– from a higher-ranking level                        14              14               23               31 
  of administration                                              
– from a political level                                  10                4               28               11
  (government, minister)                                    

Written guidance                                                                                                        
– from the department                                   21              11               32               24
– from a higher-ranking level                        20              18               23               27
  of administration                                              
– from a political level                                  17                8               24               15
  (government, minister)                                    
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structure, rules and regulations, participation networks and contact pat terns, 
at the same time as the formal structures of organization remain fairly stable 
and robust. This implies that institutional continuity and changes go together 
(Eising and Kohler-Koch, 1999). One interpretation of this is that the formal 
administration structures are relatively broad categories that allow fairly large 
variations in actual behaviour (Olsen, 2003).

Domestic adaptation to the EU takes place in the context of re forms run by 
an active national administrative policy and local agency-spe cifi  c initiatives, 
and co-evolves in mutual processes that develop in tran sna tion al networks 
(Jacobsson et al., 2001a, 2003). Thus, it might be diffi cult to isolate the effect 
of the EU on administrative changes. In spite of this, a plausible conclusion 
from this survey is that membership matters, but does not determine the ad ap -
ta tion pattern. Even if the EU permits sig nifi   cant leeway in the adjustment of 
domestic arrangements in the light of ex ist ing national structural features and 
constellations, it is fair to say that pressure on national administrative bodies 
asserted by the EU is stronger along some dimensions for Member States than 
for the EEA countries Nor way, and (to a lesser degree) Iceland.

There are signifi cant differences along some dimensions between new mem-
bers and EEA members even if the boundaries of the EU are both in ter nal ly and 
externally fragmented (Sverdrup, 2000). Becoming a member of the EU in the 
1990s resulted in strong pressure for administrative adjustment. Membership 
leads to hectic activity in order to catch up with the established Member States 
in areas such as contact, participation, co-ordination and com pe tence. There 
is, however, no automatic element in the adjustment proc ess es, and how and 
how far membership matters differ from country to coun try.

Through the EEA agreement, Icelandic and Norwegian ad min is tra tion is 
greatly affected by the EU, especially on the internal market. Nev er the less, 
EU adjustment in the Norwegian central administration is clear ly weaker than 
in the EU countries of Sweden and Finland, and also weaker than in Iceland 
along some dimensions. The Norwegian central administration is by no means 
excluded from Europe, but is clearly less embedded in European co-op er a tion 
than the Member States. The growing impact of the EU has been smaller in 
the Norwegian central administration than in the new Member States, and less 
time is spent on Europeanization cases in Norway than in Finland and Sweden 
(Jacobsson et al., 2001b). Participatory and contact net works with the Com-
mission are less developed in Norway. The Norwegian central ad min is tra tion 
also has weaker signals from the government and the political leadership. In 
comparison with the other countries, politicians have become less directly in-
volved in EU/EEA work. The feeling of being heard in EU institutions is also 
weaker in Norway than in the Member States. All in all, however, it is more 
surprising to fi nd that the Norwegian central ad min is tra tion, and even more 
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so the Icelandic, is as ‘adjusted’ or strong ly adapted to the EU as it is without 
being a Member State even though Norway scores lower than Sweden and 
Finland along most of the indicators of change.

The handling of EEA affairs within the Icelandic administration is slowly 
changing one particular feature which has distinguished it from other Nordic 
administrations. This can be illustrated by the observation that the development 
of the ad min is tra tion has been mould ed by a lack of regulation of working 
procedures. The handling of individual issues has traditionally been much 
less cohesive than in other states in west ern Europe. Politicians have strongly 
infl uenced the handling of individual cases and have not hesitated to in ter vene 
in the day-to-day work of offi cials (Thorhallsson, 2002). The close working 
relationship between civil servants and politicians means that the civil servants 
in Iceland contact the gov ern ment and leading politicians in ministries more 
frequently than their coun ter parts in Norway. On the other hand, Icelandic 
politicians seem to interfere to a very limited degree in the work of the EEA af-
fairs administration. Icelandic civil serv ants have also greater infl uence in EEA 
cases than in other cases compared to politicians. Furthermore, the Icelandic 
administration has had to increase its number of staff to a greater extent than 
Norway in order to handle EEA af fairs. The infl uence of EEA membership 
shows less emphasis on po lit i cal evaluations by the government and ministers 
in Iceland than in Nor way, and the Icelandic administration prioritizes the views 
of stakeholders and interest groups, effi ciency and transparency to a greater 
extent. Finally, Icelandic offi cials are less likely to receive precise signals and 
written guid ance from politicians when working on EEA cases internation-
ally than their counterparts in Norway. As a result, the EEA agreement has 
strengthened the position of offi cials in Iceland and limited the traditionally 
strong role of min is ters in the day-to-day work of the administration. 

To explain why, on occasions, Iceland appears to be more affected by 
EU/EEA integration than Norway, and in some cases as affected by Euro-
pean integration as Finland and Sweden, we have to add factors related to the 
ad min is tra tive context represented by national strategies and the domestic 
in sti tu tion al structure and processes.

Firstly, the adaptation of the Icelandic administration to European in te -
gra tion took place at a later stage than other Nordic states. Thus, the Icelandic 
administration was not as prepared for EEA membership as the Norwegian 
administration, and had some diffi culty in dealing with EEA affairs in the fi rst 
years of membership. Strategic adaptation within the Ice lan dic ad min is tra tion 
prior to EEA membership did not take place, and Ice lan dic pol i ti cians did 
not initiate any formal mechanism in order to adjust the ad min is tra tion to the 
new environment. As a result, adaptation to membership has large ly oc curred 
through a case-by-case approach in the handling of EU matters, and it has 
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taken the administration some years to adjust to mem ber ship. However, the 
administration has slowly gone through important chang es and seems at present 
fully capable of dealing with EEA affairs (Thorhallsson, 2002).

Secondly, there was a fundamental change in a number of policy areas 
in Iceland following EEA membership. These policy areas had not followed 
changes in the Nordic states in the 1980s and the early 1990s, and as a con se -
quence the EEA agreement had a considerable effect on the administration. 
The workload increased considerably and ministries and their institutions had 
to oversee radical changes in policy areas such as competition, fi nance, tel e -
com mu ni ca tion and consumer affairs.

Thirdly, Norway, Sweden and Finland have traditionally been more active 
internationally than Iceland. Iceland started to take a more active role in a 
number of international institutions, such as Nato, the UN, EU and the World 
Trade Organization only in the last four to fi ve years. This internationaliza-
tion of the Icelandic administration has to be seen in the light of an increased 
awareness in Iceland of limited infl uence within the EEA. Moreover, experts’ 
knowledge of Eu ro pe an affairs was rather limited in Iceland in the early 1990s 
(Thorhallsson, 2002). Icelandic experts in international affairs focused mainly 
on Nordic and EFTA co-operation, Nato affairs and the bilateral defence agree-
ment be tween Iceland and the US. Thus, the increased participation of Iceland 
in Eu ro pe an affairs in the mid- and late 1990s seems to have had a greater 
con se quence for the Icelandic administration than for Norway. This coincides 
with the fi nding that the administrative competence of the new EU Member 
States Sweden and Finland had a considerably greater effect than the EEA 
Member States in this period. 

Fourthly, size has an effect. One indicator of the small size of the Icelandic 
public administration is that the number of people work ing in the Foreign 
Service in Iceland is 150 compared to 1150 in Norway, 1500 in Sweden and 
1642 in Finland (Thorhallsson, 2002). The fact that the number of de part ments 
in the Icelandic central public administration is one-third of that in Norwegian 
administration – which is the smallest of the other three countries – affects 
the response pattern. Fewer departments mean wid er responsibilities and less 
specialization, and thus tighter contact and in volve ment in Icelandic depart-
ments than the more specialized de part ments of other Nordic coun tries. Even 
if the Icelandic departments that are strongly affected by increased integration 
in the EU are few in absolute numbers, their relative share is large. Due to low 
capacity the Icelandic de part ments have to act more generally and handle a 
broader range of issues than their counterparts in the other Nordic countries. 
The result is that the Icelandic administration as a whole reports relatively 
more involvement in EU matters than the Norwegian, not because there are 
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more Icelandic bu reau crats dealing with the European agenda, but because of 
their smaller numbers.

The size of the Icelandic administration made it diffi cult to cope with the 
EEA burden during the fi rst years of membership. The ad min is tra tion had to 
increase its number of staff to a greater extent than other ad min is tra tions. The 
result has been a rapid expansion of the Ministry for For eign Affairs and the 
requirement of expert knowledge in EU affairs has led to the hiring of highly 
qualifi ed young people in all ministries. As a result, EEA membership led to 
the swift internationalization of the small Icelandic ad min is tra tion. The sur vey 
illustrates these drastic changes in the administration. 

Furthermore, the small Icelandic administration has had to prioritize in order 
to cope with EEA membership. It has also granted its offi cials au ton o my and 
fl exibility in their dealings with EEA issues. EEA cases are dealt with in an 
informal manner in order to implement EEA laws and regulations in time and in 
an attempt to follow and infl uence decisions made within the EEA framework 
(Thorhallsson and Ellertsdóttir, 2001). This coincides with pre vi ous fi ndings 
which indicate that the working procedures of small ad min is tra tions dealing 
with the EU decision-making system are characterized by prioritization, infor-
mality, fl exibility and autonomy of of fi  cials (Thorhallsson, 2000).

Even though the Finnish administration is possibly one step ahead of Swe den 
in its adjustment to the EU, this study shows that there are no dramatic differ-
ences in how Swedish and Finnish bureaucrats have mastered this ad just ment, 
a fi nding which goes partly against other descriptions (Raunio and Wiberg, 
1999). However, there are also some interesting differences be tween Sweden 
and Finland. A trend can be seen in which the Finnish ad min is tra tion’s EU work 
is more loosely coupled to the political level and slightly more characterized 
by an administrative and bureaucratic dominance. Finn ish EU work takes place 
within a more pragmatic, closed, technocratic cul ture in a central administrative 
apparatus with great autonomy, whereas the Swedish working method is more 
characterized by greater public ac count a bil i ty and participation by the govern-
ment and the political leadership. The Finnish administration’s appearance as 
the most EU-adjusted overall, can also be seen in relation to the extra pressure 
for adjustment connected with Fin land’s taking over the EU Presidency in the 
summer of 1999. Fin land, in con trast to Sweden, has also had a more fl exible 
and integrative EU pol i cy. This is expressed, among other things, through 
Finland being the only Nordic coun try that is a member of EMU.

Summing up, these data show varied developmental traits in adjustment 
to the EU in the Nor dic central administrative apparatus. This coincides with 
a pluralistic approach, which allows for various models in the national ad-
 min is tra tion’s EU adjustment (Spanou, 1998). There are changes in do mes tic 
struc tures generated by European policy and institutional changes, but the 
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ad ap ta tion pressure varies from state to state depending on the form of as-
 so ci a tion with the EU, and also on the domestic administrative context and 
struc tur al fea tures. 

Conclusion

The empirical and analytical discussion in this article leads to the fol low ing 
conclusions. First, the Europeanization process has signifi cant con se quenc es 
for the central administration’s modus operandi in the Nordic coun tries. Ad ap -
ta tion and change are more typical than persistence and stability. Civil serv-
 ants have become indispensable in European affairs (Bergman and Damgaard, 
2000). Second, the domestic impact of the EU on national ad min is tra tions 
varies across the different dimensions of change. The impacts are greater on 
the emergence of external networks than on the internal or gan i za tion struc ture. 
Third, the impact of the EU varies from country to country. This is gen er al ly 
greater on Member States than on non-Member States, which implies that the 
extent to which EU applies pressure for domestic change varies with the form 
of affi liation. Fourth, adaptation is restricted by the institutional con text of 
national administrative traditions. 

The typical pattern of change is incremental rather than being a fun da men tal 
departure from existing arrangements at the domestic level. But the adaptation 
pattern varies in a complicated way. When studying the impact of Europeaniza-
tion on domestic ar range ments, it implies that we have to take account of the 
‘living institutions’ (Olsen, 2001) both within the states and between the states 
and the EU, and not just the formal legal ar range ments. One implication of this 
is that the effect of Europeanization occurs not only 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, 
2001). Furthermore, there are also mu tu al ly dependent processes going not only 
from the EU to the individual country but also in the other direction (Jacobsson 
et al., 2001b). EU-related ad ap ta tion within the state administration cannot be 
traced back to a single ex plan a to ry factor or basic perspective. The changes 
that take place in an ad min is tra tion as a consequence of increased integration 
in the EU are not purely a result of the form of affi liation. Different features 
of national actors also have to be taken into account, such as the size of the 
administration, the national EU strategy of autonomous adaptation to the EU, 
the administration’s in de pend ence from political leaders and ex pe ri enc es in 
international co-operation within the public administration. 

To obtain a better understanding of adaptations in the national ad min is tra tive 
apparatus, it is necessary to address the complex interplay between form of af-
fi liation, strategies and particular path de pend en cies that can be traced through 
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the administrative history of each country (Christensen and Lægreid, 2001; 
Jacobsson et al., 2001a). EU integration is signifi cant, but its sig nifi   cance is not 
as simple as is often claimed in the literature on Europeanization (Goetz, 2001). 
This implies that both formal struc tures and actors need to be considered when 
studying the impact of Eu ro pe an i za tion on domestic ad min is tra tions. Within the 
in sti tu tion al con straints there is room for both manœuvrability, and deliberate 
choices and stra te gic ac tions through active policy-making. To obtain a more 
com pre hen sive un der stand ing of the ad ap ta tion processes there is a need to 
specify the agents who behave and are acted upon, and who is responding. But 
it is also nec es sary to supplement the out side-in perspective with a more open 
approach al low ing for interplay be tween domestic and supranational entities 
and to take into account that adaptation might go through stable periods and 
signifi cant phases, as shown in this ar ti cle.

Correspondence:
Per Lægreid
Department of Administration and Organization Theory
University of Bergen
Christiegt 17
N-5015 Bergen, Norway
email: per.lagreid@aorg.uib.n

References

Anckar, D. (1993) ‘Comparative Research in the Nordic Countries: Overcoming Et-
nicentrism’. Scandinavian Political Studies, Vol.16, No. 2, pp. 107–26.

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

Bulmer, S. and Bursch, M. (1998) ‘Organizing for Europe: Whitehall, the British State 
and European Union’. Public Administration, Vol. 76, No. 4, pp. 601–28.

Casporaso, J., Cowles, M.G. and Risse, T. (2001) Transforming Europe. Europeaniza-
 tion and Domestic Change (Ithaca: Cornell University Press).

Chandler, A. (1962) Strategy and Structure (Cambridge MA:MIT Press).
Christensen, T. and Lægreid, P. (eds) (2001) New Public Management. The Trans for -

ma tion of Ideas and Practice (Aldershot: Ashgate).
Derlien, H.-U. (1992) ‘Observations on the State of Comparative Administration 

Research in Europe – rather Comparable than Comparative.’ Governance, Vol. 5, 
No. 3, pp. 279–311.

Egeberg, M. and Trondal, J. (1997) ‘Differentiated Integration in Europe’. Journal of 
Common Market Studies, Vol. 77, No. 1, pp. 155–70.

Egeberg, M., Eising, R. and Kohler-Koch, B. (1999) ‘Governance in the European 
Union.’ In Kohler-Koch, B. and Eising, R. (eds) The Transformation of Gov ern ance 
in the European Union (London: Routledge).



368

© Blackwell Publishing Ltd 2004

PER LÆGREID, RUNOLFUR SMARI STEINTHORSSON AND BALDUR THORHALLSSON

Goetz, K.H. (2001) ‘European Integration and National Executives: A Cause in Search 
of an Effect?’. In Goetz, K.H. and Hix, S. (eds) Europeanized Politics? European 
Integration and National Political Systems (London: Frank Cass).

Hanf, K. and Soetendorp, B. (eds) (1998) Adapting to European Integration (Harlow: 
Longman).

Harmsen, R. (1999) ‘The Europeanization of National Administrations: A Com par a tive 
Study of France and the Netherlands’. Governance, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 81–114.

Héritier, A. et al. (2001) Differential Europe. The European Union Impact on National 
Policymaking (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefi eld).

Jacobsson, B., Lægreid, P. and Pedersen, O.K. (eds) (2001a) Europaveje. EU i de nor-
diske centralforvaltninger (Copenhagen: Jurist- og økonomforbundets forlag).

Jacobsson, B., Lægreid, P. and Pedersen, O.K. (2001b).’Divergent Roads to Europe’. 
In Ståhlberg, K. (ed.) The Nordic Countries and Europe II. Social Sciences (Co-
penhagen: Nordic Council of Ministers), NORD 2001:23. 

Jacobsson, B., Lægreid, P. and Pedersen, O.K. (2003) Europeanization and Tran sna -
tion al States (London: Routledge).

Knill, C. (1998) ‘European Policies: The Impact of National Administrative Tra di tions’. 
Journal of Public Policy, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 1–28.

Knill, C. (2001) The Europeanization of National Administration: Pattern of In sti tu -
tion al Change and Adaptation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press). 

Knill, C. and Lenschow, A. (1998) ‘Coping with Europe: The Impact of British and 
German Administration on the Implementation of EU Environmental Policy’. 
Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 595–614.

Krasner, S. (1988) ‘Sovereignty. An Institutional Perspective’. Comparative Po lit i cal 
Studies, Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 66–94.

Lægreid, P. (2001) ‘Organisasjonsformer: Robusthet og fl eksibilitet’. In Jacobsson, 
B., Lægreid, P. and Pedersen, O.K. (ed.) Europaveje. EU I de nordiske cen tral for -
valt nin ger (Copenhagen: Jurist- og økonomforbundets forlag).

March, J.G. and Olsen, J.P. (eds) (1976) Ambiguity and Choice in Organizations 
(Bergen: Scandinavian University Press).

Olsen, J.P. (1992) ‘Analyzing Institutional Dynamics’. Staatswissenschaften und 
Staatspraxis, Vol. 3, No. 2, pp. 247–71.

Olsen, J.P. (1996) ‘Europeanization and Nation-State Dynamics’. In Gustavsson, S. 
and Lewin, L. (eds) The Future of the Nation State (London: Routledge).

Olsen, J.P. (1997) ‘European Challenges to the Nation State’. In Steuenberg, B. and 
van Vught, F. (eds) Political Institutions and Public Policy (Dordrecht: Klu w er).

Olsen, J.P. (2001) ‘Organizing European Institutions of Governance … a Prel ude to 
an Institutional Account of Political Integration’. In Wallace, H. (ed.) In ter lock ing 
Dimensions of European Integration (Basingstoke: Palgrave).

Olsen, J.P. (2002) ‘The Many Faces of Europeanization’. Journal of Common Market 
Studies, Vol. 40, No. 5, pp. 921–52.

Olsen, J.P. (2003) ‘Towards a European Administrative Space?’. Journal of Eu ro pe an 
Public Policy, Vol. 10, No. 4, pp. 506–31.

Page, E. and Wouters, L. (1995) ‘The Europeanization of National Bureaucracies?’. In 
Pierre, J. (ed.) Bureaucracy in the Modern State (Aldershot: Edward Elgar). 



369

© Blackwell Publishing Ltd 2004

EUROPEANIZATION IN THE NORDIC STATES

Raunio, T. and Wiberg, M. (1999) ‘Strengthened Parliamentary Accountability: The 
Impact of EU on Finnish Politics’. Paper presented at the NOPSA Conference, 
Uppsala 19–21 August.

Scharpf, F. (1999) Governing in Europe. Effective and Democratic? (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press).

Spanou, C. (1998) ‘European Integration in Administrative Terms: A Framework for 
Analysis and the Greek Case’. Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 5, No. 3, 
pp. 467–84.

Sverdrup, U. (1998) ‘Norway: An Adaptive Non-Member’. In Hanf, K. and Soe ten d orp, 
B. (eds).

Sverdrup, U. (2000) ‘Ambiguity and Adaptation. Europeanization of Ad min is tra tive 
In sti tu tions as Loosely Coupled Processes’. Oslo, Arena Report 8/2000.

Thorhallsson, B (2002) ‘Consequences of a Small Administration. The Case of Iceland’. 
Current Politics and Economics of Europe, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 61–76.

Thorhallson, B. (2000) The Role of Small States in the European Union (Aldershot: 
Ashgate).

Thorhallsson, B. and Ellertsdóttir, E. (2001b) ‘Crisis Management in Iceland: The 
Response of Iceland to a Proposal by the European Commission to Ban Fish Meal 
in Animal Feed’. Paper presented at a seminar on Crisis Management Research at 
the Swedish National Defence College, 24 November.

Trondal, J. (1999) ‘Europeisering av sentraladministrative organer’. Norsk Stats vitens-
ka pelig Tidsskrift, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 40–74.

Usher, J.A. (1998) EC Institutions and Legislation (Harlow: Longman).
Veggeland F. (1999) ‘Institutionelle tilpasninger til europeiske integrasjon. En gjen-

nomgang av forskning om europeisering av nasjonale institusjoner’. Norsk Stats-
vitenskapelig Tidsskrift, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 3–39.


