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The questions posed i the correm stwdy are (1) whether, and (29 how, parnieipation within
Commassion expert committees and Council workimg parties of the Eurepean Unmion (ELD
affects the coordination behaviowr of the participants. Based on organiznional theory
argumens, the coordination role of the Ministry of Foreign Atfairs is arguably weakened by
institutional dynamics existing within Commission expent commitiees. The opposite is argued
to be the cise within Council working parties. Empiricallv. this siody is based on 160
questionmaires and 37 face-to=lace imerviews with Dunish, Norweeian. and Swedish domestic
government afficials avending EU committees. Secomdly, this study also imcludes answers from
4% oflicials at the permanenm represcatation to the EU of these three Scandinuvian countries.
Being excluded fmom attending Council working parties, Norwegian civil servants pariicipning
within Commission expert committees are shown to coordinate considerably less with the
Foreign minisery than their Dandsh amd Swedish counterpares. Moownhstanding these obser.
vations, s study also reveals how the coordination behavieur evoked by mtional civil
seevants reflects therr domestie institetion] atlibavons, In addnien o showing how ELY
committecs affect coordination hehoviour among the participants, the curremt analvsis also
shows how nesponses (o integration reguirements ane filtered - and even conditioned - by g
prior state of afbiies w the domestic lovel of governgnee,

Introduction

The European Union (EL) bureaueracy s made up of permanent Eurocrats
together with “travelling national civil servants™ (Nedergaard 1995, 26),
Van Schendelen (1996) estimates that about 30.000 domestic oflicials are
temporarily engaged in the administrative work of the EU per vear. The
Commission organized about 3500 committee meetings in 1989 and
approximately 64,000 person dayvs were spent on them. “Since about 1963 the
Commission’s own work has become dominated by that of these various
imtermediary committees of national representatives” (Coombes 1970, 243),
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Thus, ‘committees function as hybrids between EU governance and the
orgamsations represented’ (van Schendelen & Pedler 1998, 288).

Past and more recent literature on EU committees has in various ways
measured the degree of cross-level participation through EU committees
among national civil servants {e.g. Institut fir Europiische Politik 1989,
Wessels 1998). One question less frequently addressed is how such cross-
level participation affects the officials themselves — their identities. role
conceptions, and modes of acting. The current study tries to grapple with
this question through analysing how participation within EU committees
affects domestic coordination processes,

Past and contemporary literature pictures EU committee meetings as
gencrally business-like. depoliticized. consensual, and technocratic: empha-
sizing the “technocratic collusion” at the Community level (Dehousse 1997,
d8; Wessels 1998; 1999, 265). Current studies on EU committees largely
ignore the differentiated institutional character of the EU comminees,
paving heed to their commonality as a svmptom ol administrative n-
tegration and engrenage more broadly (Joerges & Never 1997: Neyer 1999).
The current study argues that the way EU commitiees are lormally organ-
ized may affect the coordination behaviour of the participants in particular
wavs, Thus. the coordination role ol the Minmistry of Foreign AHairs
IMFEFA) s arguably affected differently by the institutional dynamics within
Commission expert committees and Council working parties.

Studies of actual decision behaviour within domestic governance insti-
tutions show that the formal organization of the bureaucracy 15 important.
together with the professional background of the officials ( Liegreid & Olsen
1954; Egeberg 1999b). The formal build-up of the central governmental
apparatus is also logicully revealed 1o impact upon actual decision be-
haviour among government officials { Hammond 1956). This study basically
argues that we have o unpack the organizational structure of the EU
svstem in order o derive how domestic coordination processes are likely o
be affected by it In addition, we have 1o carve up the burcaucratic
machinery of the nation state in order o unravel the dual mstiutional
allilintions of domestic government oflicials, and ultimately 1o determine
how different organizational structures are likely 1o affect modes of policy
coordination, Organizational structures are seen as mobilizing particular
mades of hehaviour, identities. and role conceptions, Particular models of
humankind and particular models of society embedding social interaction
are perceived as moulded by particular principles of organizaton. Applving
organization theory suggests going bevond a narrow sid generis view ol
the EU system 1o provide an understanding of “the unlimliar with the help
of familiar conceptual Tenses” (Jonsson et al. 1998 320: ¢f. Stone Sweet &
Sandholtz 1995).

Based upon 16O questionnaires and 47 Gee-to-face interviews with Danish,
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Norwegian. and Swedish government officials attending EU committees. the
current study shows that officials attending Council working parties wend 1o
coordinate inter-sectorally more frequently than officials auending
Commission expert commitiees. (For a more thorough discussion of the
concept of coordination, see note 1) It is possible to hypothesize that officials
attending Council working parties perceive the coordinating role of the
MEA as lairly strong. whereas officials attending Commission expert
committees tend to see the coordination role of the MFA as Fairly weak.”

By comparimg Norwegian., Swedish, and Damish officials attending EU
committees. this study aims 1o test this hvpothesis in countries with different
forms of affiliation towards the EU: Norway as a European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) member. alliliated to the EU through the European
Economic Arca (EEA) agreement, and Sweden and Denmark as fully-
fledged EU members. Hence. in order Lo test the robusiness of the assumed
relationship between EU committee aflilintion and domestic coordination
behaviour, the above hypothesis s studied under difterent condnions (EU
membership versus EEA membership). Moreover., Sweden and Denmark
are hoth included in this study because their length of EU membership
differs. On the assumption that officials who have participated for long
periods of time in EU committees are likely 1o be aflecied more strongly by
these commuittees, as far as their coordination behaviour is concerned. than
are neweomers in EU committees. both Swedish and Danish civil servants
are included m this study,

In the following section some theorctical reflections are addressed in
order 1o make different modes ol coordination intelligible from a multiple
institutional embeddedness point of view, Empirical dita are then provided
in the third section based on Danish. Norwegian, and Swedish ¢ivil servanis
participating within Commission expert committees (ECs) and “or Council
working parties {WPs). These data cover officials emploved within domestic
ministries and agencies, as well as oflicials at the permanent representation
o the EU of these Seandinavian countries, As suggested in the next section.
the coordination behaviour ol these oflicials 15 assumed w be atlected by
three mugor variables: (1) their EU committee allilianons, (21 the duration
and intensity of participation within these committees. and (3 their domestic
institutional afliliations,

A Theoretical Account of Multiple Institutional
Embeddedness

The study ol European integration and the “Eoropeantzation” of domestie
bureaueracics has 1o an increasing extent been influenced by organization
theory perspectives (e, Bulmer 1993 Cram 1997 Hix 1998 Olsen 1998
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Egeberg & Trondal 1999), Orgamizational theory has posed two major
questions in the literature: first, whether institutions matter, and second,
how institutions matier. This study goes beyond the question of whether
institutions do matter {Weaver & Rockman 1993), In order to understand
how organizational structures aflect coordination processes. some micro-
foundations based upon cognitive organization theory are added in the
following (cf. Trondal 1999a).

Domestic civil servants attending EU committees have multilevel institu-
tional affiliations. These officials are employed within domestic ministries
and agencies, but at the same time participate on EU committees. Further,
these officials have professional affiliations across different disciplines.
Hence, domestic decision makers tend 1o be affected by multiple, partially
contending, sets of information, premises, and considerations, reflecting
their muluple institutional embeddedness. One important research task has
to do with identifying the conditions under which decision behaviour is
affected by dilferent imstitutional afliliations. Studying government officials
who are members of government institutions at different levels of govern-
ance, it 1s possible to emphasize organizational linkages between government
institutions as one vital scope condition affecting modes of coordination at
the domestic level of governance. One central feature attached to multiple
institutional affiliations relates to the formal linkages between organizations,
and to the intensity and length of such linkages. In the following, these two
dimensions are discussed separately.

Principles of Qreanization

Different modes of policy coordination may reflect the basic organizing
principles underpinning institutional linkages between formal organiz-
ations, One may argue that the EU system of governance in general and the
web of EU committees and WPs in particular are organized according Lo
two basic general principles ol administrative life. Parallel to the sectoral
and spatial institutional build-up of the domestic political-administrative
apmtratus (scetor ministries and agencies versus foreign ministries), the EU
Commission and the preparatory experlt committees underlying it may he
seen as exhibiting sectoral and Tunctional principles.’ Conversely, the
Council of the European Union and the web of WPs organized under it may
be seen as exhibiting spatial and territorial principles of organization
(Egeberg & Trondal 1999). Notwithstanding several contending organizing
principles existing within the Commission and the Council o’ Ministers, it
is argucd here that the dominating and uppermost principles are those
mentioned above. Sectoral principles tend 1o bias and skew coordination
behaviour in sectoral directions. Bemng exposed to institutions organized by
sector, the organizational members are systematically exposed to sectoral
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information and stimuli. The area principle, on the other hand, is arguably
more likely to activate coordination behaviour that is more inter-sectoral in
character.

Coordination within and between government institutions may be either
wrilten or oral, or both. Oral coordination is arguably more likely when
only a few actors are involved in the process, or il the actors share some
fairly general interests, problems, or worldviews, Coordination through
wrilten documents 15 more likely when more actors are involved. where
more conflicting interests are to be accommodated, and when more prob-
lems and worldviews have to be taken into consideration. The first
scenario is more likely to materialize within, and between, government
institutions. Within government institutions officials tend to be fewer. and
the number of problems, solutions, and identities tend to be fewer and
more casily accommodated than in the inter-ministerial arena. This
argument may also be applied 1o EU institutions: the EU Commission is
sectorally organized. whereas the Council is organized according to an
area principle, implying that different seciors are more [requently
confronted. Thus, the use of written coordination documents is more likely
Lo dominate decision processes within the Council of Ministers than within
the EU Commission.

Taken together, government officials attending Commussion ECs are
likely to evoke intra-sectoral and oral modes of coordinating. whereas
oflicials participating within Council WPs are more likely 1o evoke inter-
sectoral and written modes of coordinating. Domestic civil servants
participating within both ECs and WPs are likely to evoke both these modes
of coordination. Owing o the EEA agreement. Norwegian civil servants
have access solely to Commission ECs, not to Council WPs. In the current
study, Sweden and Denmark represent countries having participatory rights
on both ECs and WPs, Thus, whereas inter-sectoral and written modes of
policy coordination are likely to take primacy among Swedish and Danish
oflicials, more intra-sectoral and oral modes of coordimation are hkely 1o be
evoked by Morwegian government officials. However, when emphasizing
how different organizational principles within different EU committees may
affect coordination behaviour differently. Swedish and Danish EC parti-
cipants are also likely 1o evoke intra-sectoral and oral modes of
coordination.

MNext, when studying government officials having multiple institutional
alliliations at different levels of governance. it is necessary to pay heed to how
these levels interact. Hence, we need to trace how administrative life 1s
formally organized at both levels of governance, and how each level of
governance is formally linked together. In the following it is argued that
coordination processes within domestic government institutions may be
allected by EU committees, conditional wpon: (1) the degree of compatbiliy
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in organizational structures across levels of governance. and (2) individual
and institutional seniority at both levels of governance.

Tnstiturional Conmperibiline

The impact from organizational principles that exist at difTerent levels of
governance may be conditioned by the degree of institutional compatibility
across these levels of governance (March & Olsen 1995: Knill & Lenschaw
1998: Coporaso ¢t al. 1999 Knill & Lehmkuhl 1999). The impact of insti-
tutional compatibility reflects the compatibility of cognitive shorteuts and
scripts being systematically presented to the decision makers, I argue that
institutional interpenetration - and thus the potential for domestic govern-
ment officials to be affected by institutional dynamics within EU institutions
- 15 more lkely 1o emerge if government apparatuses at cach level of
governance are rather similar, | have argued elsewhere that the Commission
ECs. on the one hand. and domestic-sector ministries and agencies, on the
other, are in general organized along the same sectoral lines. Similarly,
Council WPs and domestic Toreign ministries may be seen as organized
according 1o an area principle (Trondal 1999a), Thus, the coordination
behaviour chosen by government officials employed within sectoral
ministries and agencies is likely to reflect institutional dynamics within
Commission ECs more strongly than institutional dynamics within Council
WPs. The inverse relationship 1s hkely among oflicials emploved within the
MFA attending Commission ECs. Instead of studying officials from the
MEA, however, this study covers oflicials at the permanent representation
1o the EUL Permanent representations are formally organized under the
auspices of the MFA: thus they embody territorial principles of
organization. Officials at the permanent representation are more likely 1o
attend EU commitiees more exiensively than are oflicials in the domestic
MEAS,

This article considers several primary institutional alliliations. Maost
important are civil servants who are employed within domestic minisiries
and agencics. Ceteris paribns, owing 1o the vertical despecialized minisiry
ageney structure in Norway, Sweden. and Denmark. [ argue that govern-
ment officials emploved at the agency level are more likely to evoke intra-
sectoral modes of coordination than are officials employed at the ministry
level. Conversely, officials at the ministry level are more likely 10 evoke
territorial and inter-sectoral modes of coordimating. Further. ollicials at the
permanent representations 1o the EU are hikely 10 evoke iter-sectoral
mades of coordination more frequently than are officials within the “home
administration’, Le. oflicials employved within domestic ministries and agen-
cies. Morcover, most permanent representations are mternally organized
into sectoral and diplomatic realms, Inter-sectoral modes of coordination
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are arguably more likely to be enacted among officials in the latter than in
the former institutional realms. This is due to the fact that differemt
organizational principles are uppermost within different realms at the
permanent representations {Trondal 199%a). Further, officials in top-rank
positions are more likely to enact inter-sectoral modes of coordination than
officials in medium-rank positions. Finally. officials are likely to be pre-
socialized from professional training even before entering the domestic
bureaucracy. except before entering EU committees. The current study con-
siders lawvers. economists, social scientists. and officials with more tech-
nical training. such as biology. physics, chemistry. etc. Generally. | argue
that law. economics, and social sciences are more cross-sectoral in character
than are technical disciplines. Thus, intra-sectoral modes of coordination
are likely 1o accompany training in technical disciplines. whereas more
inter-sectoral modes of coordination may accompany training in law.
cconomics, and the various social sciences.

Owerationt annd fnrensity of Cross-Level Parricipation

Protracied and intensive purticipation within EU committees and working
parties may add 1w the effect ol (1) organizational principles and (2)
institutional compatibility. Ceteris paribus, senior participants within EU
institutions are more likely to be affected by the institutional dyvnamics
dominating these committees than are oflicials who are newcomers 1o the
EU arena (Bevers 1998), Duration and intensity of attending ELUN ¢com-
mittees may arguably affect the extent 1o which the participants are atfected
by the organizational principles underpinning these committees. Theoretic-
allv. seniority and intensity of participation within EU commitices may
allect ways of acting through cognitive processes whereby civil servants are
systematically exposed o particular sets of information. The impact from
particular organizational principles may be further strengthened by inten-
sive and protracted exposure 1o these principles (Lindberg 1963, 287).
Hence. individual seniority at the EU level is likely to condition the extent 1o
which domestic coordination  processes are affected by institntional
dynamics withm EU committees. Individual seniority has 1o do with lengtlh
ol service within particular institutions. These propositions are ccreris
paribus in character.? Furthermore, within each nation state. different
government institutions have participated at the EU level for different
periods of time, Institutional seniority has o do with the length of time one
imstitution has interacted with another. Henee, officials emploved within
government institutions who are senior participants i the EU arena are
more likely 1o become BEuropeamized when it comes to therr coordination
behaviour than are oflicials within institutions who are newcomers o the
European arena. Simnbacly, oflicials from old EU member states are hikely 1o
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be Europeanized more easily than officials from new member states (Beyers
1998). Therefore. individual and institutional seniority at the EU level may
impinge upon the extent to which processes of Europeanization may occur.

To sum up the main arguments put forward in this section, the following
propositions may be highlighied, Inter-sectoral modes of coordination are
most likely 1o be evoked among domestic government officials educated in
law, economics, or social sciences, who participate in Council WPs, who
have partcipated for a long time, who generally participate intensively,
who are employed at the permanent representation to the EU - especially
within top-rank positions and within the diplomatic realm of this institution
— and who are senior officials within this institution. Conversely, intra-
sectoral modes of coordinating are more likely to accompany domestic
government officials educated in technical disciplines, who participate
within Commission ECs, who participate intensively, who have participated
for a long time, who are employed within domestic-sector ministries or
agencies - especially within medium-rank positions - and who have shorter
lengths of service within these institutions,

Methodology and Data

In order to test the robustness of the assumed relationships between EU
commitiece afliliation on the one hand and coordination behaviour on
the other, data from countries with different forms of afliliation to the
EU have been systematically selected. The principal rationale behind this
comparative design is to show that particular institutional affiliations em-
bedding civil servants may be a more adequate explanatory factor
regarding domestic coordination processes than the dichotomy between
EU membership and non-membership (EEA membership). Moreover, in
order 1o minimize noise from possible intervening variables, countries
that are ‘sulficiently’ similar have been sclected (Anchar 1993, 118)
Denmark, Norway, and Sweden. Norwegian government officials have
participatory rights within approximately 50 percent of the Commission
ECs. Norwegian civil servants are, however, formally excluded from
participating within Council WPs, Their Danish and Swedish counter-
parts. on the other hand, have additional participatory nghts within the
Council WPs, Secondly. in order 1o study the impact ol individual and
institutional seniority within EU committees. both Denmark and Sweden
are included in this study, despite their having almost identical forms of
affiliation 1o the EU. Damish ofhicials, however, may be expected to have,
on average. longer tenure within EU committees than their Norwegian
and Swedish colleagues (cf. Trondal 19949b).
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In order to control for the potential impact of policy-sector affiliation,
and also to limit the empirical scope of this study, standardized question-
naires have been distributed to civil servants at the ministry and agency
level within the environmental sector and within the health and safety at the
workplace sector in the three Scandinavian countries. This survey was
conducted from summer 1998 until spring 1999, The response rate is 79
percent, giving 160 respondents. Additionally. almost similar question-
naires were distributed to all government officials at the permanent repre-
sentations to the EU of these three Scandinavian countries. This study was
conducted from fall 1998 until spring 1999, The response rate of this survey
is 53 percent. giving 49 respondents. Officials from the permanent represent-
ations to the EU are included in this study partially owing to a priori
expectations regarding intensity of attending EU committees, and parually
because the permanent representations formally embody territorial prin-
ciples of organization. In addition, 47 face-to-face qualitative interviews
were carried out during the spring of 1999, Officials in these interviews were
selected from the survey sample above.” The following empirical analysis
is mostly based on statistical data. The interview data is included in the
analysis in an effort to provide additional support for the statistical
analysis.

The Empirical Record: Europeanization of Domestic
Coordination Processes

This section illuminates how different mstitutional linkages across levels of
governance are likely 1o affect domestic modes of coordinating EU-related
dossiers, as perceived by the civil servants themselves, The first part of this
section reveals how processes of policy coordination within the domestic
government apparatus reflect different forms of alliliation 1w EU com-
mittees. The next part of the section statistically controls for the duration
and intensity of participation within EU' committees, The final part shows
how coordination processes reflect primary institutional afiiliations at the
domestic level of governance.

Secotdary fustitutional Embeddeditess: Different Commitree Affiltarions in
the EU

Past and contemporary research have revealed that domestic coordination
provesses are at least two-dimensional in character: intra- and inter-sectoral
(Mewalle 1994 Rometsch & Wessels 1990: Hanl' & Soectendorp 199%:
Trondal 1998: Egcberg & Trondal 1999 Harmsen 1999 Whereas some
scholars observe policy fragmentation and sectorization ol domestic EL

EIRY



policy processes (Hopkins 1976; Burnham & Maor 1994; Dimitrakopoulos
1995; Dehousse 1997: Sicdentopl & Ziller 1998). other scholars report
cross-sectoral coordination processes as the central mode characterizing
EU policy making at the domestic level of governance (Spence 1993;
Rometsch & Wessels 1996 Bulmer & Burch 1998). When comparing the
three Scandinavian countries. intra-sectoral modes of coordination are
observed in Norway after the EEA afliliation in 1994 (Trondal 1996, 1998,
1999¢: Egeberg & Trondal 1997, 1999). whereas coordination processes
have tended to oscillate between intra- and inter-sectoral modes more
prominently within the Danish and Swedish central administrations
subsequent to their EU membership (Dosenrode 1993: Nedergaard 1994:
SOU 1996:6: Statskontoret 1996:7: Trondal 1996: Jacobsson 1999), In the
following, different modes of coordination are shown to reflect institutional
affiliations towards differenmt EU committees,

It 1s argued that the general amount of policy coordination s likely 1o be
greater among civil servants participating within Council WPs than among
officials attending Commission ECs. Morcover, it 1s expected that officials

than officials also participating within WPs, In the remainder of this section.
several different dependent variables are applied 1o measure coordination
behaviour. The overall rationale for using several different operational
measures for coordination is o detect particular patterns: il several
dependent varnables coincide with predicted patterns, the test 15 shown 1o be
fairlv robust.

Table 1 provides an overview of general coordination elforts, payving
particular heed to dilferent coordination technigues. It reveals that the
usage of clearances between governmental institutions 15 more frequent
among WP participants than among officials participating within ECs.
However. the general amount of inter-sectoral coordination is also fairly
high among officials partcipating within ECs, This may partially be due 1o
the contending principles of organization within ECs, but it may also reflect
primary institutional afliliations at the domestic level of governance (cl.
the next section). Additionally, it may be due 1o the large usage of informal
clearances among EC participants. Supporting this interpretation regarding
techmgues utilized for coordination, Table T shows that WP participants
utilize Fformal coordination arrangements more Mreguently than do partici-
pants within ECs. Conversely, participants within ECs use inlormal co-
ordination arrangements more frequently than do panticipants within WPs,
Similarly. Table 1 reveals that written mstructions are used more frequently
among officials within WP than among oflicials atending ECs, These
observations are also supported in gualitative interviews: whereas ofliciuls
negotiate under rather clear, written instructions within WP meetings, more
unclear. often implicit mandates tend o accompany negotiations within
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Table 1. Proporaon of Otficials Engaged in Coordination Efforrs ( Percent)®

Domestic burcaucragy EL represeniation
EC W EC WP
Clewrances with other central K BT H3 T4
administrtive institutions before
anending EU eommittees ™
Infoermal clearances 17 T2 = =
Formal clearances 32 04 - -
Problem notes”® 41 75 45 3
Frame notes 42 T4 40 6l
[nsiructions 37 92 i 9
Do hese documents govern vour sl 95 w2 IHE
positions™
Mean X 133 {3 =1 34

“Inchis and the following tables, N varies somewhm., reflecting the extemt 1o which the respon-
demis have answered ditferent quesiaons, However, by using the mean N, extreme variations
in N between ditferent variables e omaaed.

" This variable and the following two variables involve ollicials domg clesrances Sarly well, or
belter.

This vieriable amd the following twoe varisbles comeern officials who draw up these documesnts
firly often., or more.

“This variable pertains we ollicials reporing these documents poverning their positions w
ey grastt ex1en L. o more.

EC meetings (sources: interviews: ¢, Statskonsult 1999:6). The relative
propensity W apply written problem noies. frame notes. and instructions
varies greatly between the two classes of committes participants. However,
no significant differences are identified between the two classes of committee
participants regarding the extent 10 which written instructions. problem
notes, or frame notes wend to affect the positions wken by participants
during committee meetings.

The above lindings are clearly supported by Table 2: oflicials partici-

Table 20 Proportien of Officials Whoe Alwavs or Fairly Often Agree on the Following
Avssertions {Perceni)

Dvmesie burcaueracics ELT represemiation
2. wip Lo W
1 R e insUruetions sis Leowhial X i | )
[rasitienns Lo Tallow”
1 havve i great saosent of Fregdom 43 It i7 *h
when parocapaima m EL comminees”
Mlean & [ A 1} a7




pating within WPs perceive their instructions as being considerably more
clear than do those participating within ECs. Table 2 also reveals that the
general amount of perceived leeway or behavioural discretion relating to
modes of proceeding. “positions’ to follow, roles to evoke, etc.. 1s signifi-
cantly greater among officials participating within ECs than among officials
participating within WPs (cl. Table 10). As seen from the qualitative
interviews, the amount of behavioural discretion available 1o the partici-
pants seems far more extensive within the ECs than within the WPs.” At the
permanent representation to the EU, the same tendencies are revealed
regarding modes of coordinating. Moreover, going beyvond Table 2. officials
participating within ECs report their positions to be based upon pro-
fessional expertise more extensively than among their colleagues parti-
cipating within WPs. Furthermore, ‘national interests’, as a catalyst for
determining their positions, are ascribed greater importance among officials
attending WPs than is professional expertise. The inverse pattern is revealed
among EC participants. Hence, the general amount of inter-organizational
coordination behaviour seems 1o be affected significantly by the institu-
tional embeddedness within EU committees.

In the remaining part of this section, more systematic attention is devoted
to how coordination behaviour 1s moulded differently within ECs and
WPs, paving more thorough attention to intra- and inter-sectoral modes of
coordination. One initial empirical expectation. derived from the above
theoretical discussion, would be that inter-sectoral modes of coordinating
may reflect institutional dynamics within Council WPs, whereas intra-
secloral modes ol coordinating are hikely lo accompany dynamics (o a
greater extent within the Commission ECs. Intra-sectoral modes of co-
ordination. however, are also likely 1o be affected by institutional dynamics
within Council WPs; intra-sectoral modes of coordination may, to some
extent. precede mler-sectoral coordination efforts: when coordinating
across policy areas. officials may need to coordinate intra-sectorally in
order to allow for ex post facto cross-sectoral coordination. Hence,
mstitutional  dynamics within® WPs  are likely to loster domestic
coordination efforts more broadly — be it intra- or inter-sectorally - to a
larger extent than institutional dynamics within ECs. A second important
distinction to be made is that institutional dynamics within ECs are likely to
foster intra-sectoral modes of coordination to a far greater extent than
inter-sectoral modes of coordination, Finally, written modes ol co-
ordination are expecied to accompany the territorial principles of
organizations underpinning WPs, whercas oral modes of coordination are
maore likely 1o refleet sectoral principles embedded within ECs.

Tables 3 and 4 show the relative proportion of oflicials conducting inter-
organizational clearances with the MFA. and intra-organizational clear-
ances with other departments within their own governmental institution.
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Table 3, Proportion of Officials, Who Use Somewhat, or More, of Their Time Participating
on EU Committees, Doing Clearunces with the Foreign Ministry (Percent)

Daomestic bureaucricics EU representation
EC WP EC wp
Yes i 53 a7 &1
Mo 67 47 i3 19
N 142 105 X ks

Table 4. Proportion of CHicials Who Conduet Clearances with Oibier Deparments within
Their Own Govermment Instnution before Entering EL Committees { Percent )

Domnestic bureausracics EU representation
EC WE EC W
e 7 = -
N 143 iy

* Tuble 4 mcludes officials doing intri-organizational elearances Gicly oflen, or more.

The figures presented in Table 3 are not perfectly comparable 1o the figures
presented in Table 4. However, they reveal some interesting differences. As
expected, participants within WPs utilize clearances more frequently than
participants within ECs — both intra-sectorally (Table 4) and inter-
scctorally (Table 3). Those participating within ECs conduct clearances
more [requently intra-sectorally than inter-sectorally. Liegreid (19949, 25)
also reveals that tendencies towards intra-sectoral modes of policy co-
ordination are more widespread within the Norwegian central administra-
tion than are inter-sectoral coordination efforts - owing to Norwegian
oflicials being solely afliliated to the Commission ECs. In Denmark and
Sweden, inter-sectoral modes of coordinmtion are reported 1o be more
widespread (Nedergaard 1994: SOU 1996:6: Statskontoret 1996:7: Laegretd
19949y, This difference between Norwegian oflicials. on the one hand. and
Danish and Swedish oflicials, on the other, s due largely 1o the additional
institutional embeddedness within Council WPs among the latter. However,
Danish and Swedish oflicials who participate solely within ECs report a
venerally low frequency of inter-sectoral coordination efforts — especially
towards the MFA - compared with Danish and Swedish ollicials attending
WP (source; interviews).” As such. the EC-WP nexus 15 shown o aflect
domestic coordination processes more stronaly than the sheer dichotomy
between EU membership and EEA membership, Finally, Table 3 shows
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that clearances with the MFA take place more frequently among officials
at the permanent representation than among oflicials within the home
administration, This may be a result of the fact that permanent representi-
tives embody territorial, and thus cross-sectoral. roles more [ully than
officials within the home administration.

Coordination more generally involves contact patterns with other
governmental institutions. Table 5 reveals how participation within dif-
ferent EU commitiees may be reflected in contact patterns within the
domestic administrative fabric. The upper hall of Table 5 relates wo inter-
sectoral modes of coordination. Consistent with prior observations in this
section, one of the most striking observations from Table 5 is the differences
between the two classes of committees: inter-sectoral contact patterns are
more [requent among officials attending WPs than among officials partici-
pating within ECs. Clearly, contacts with the MFA, which is the ministry
formally embodying territorial principles of coordination, are significantly
more frequent among WP participants than among EC  participants,
Officials parucipating within ECs have more frequent contacts with other
sectoral ministries than with the MFA, save the domestic parliament or the
national political leadership. Laegreid (1999, 20-1) observes the same
tendency: inter-sectoral contact patterns and coordination efforts are more

Tahle 5. Proportion of Officials Whoe Hiave Contacts with the Following Units (Pereent )

Drymestic hurgaueracics EU represeniation
EC W EC WP
Inter=sectoral
Puslivical leadership” | 53 ] 47"
Foreien manistry 12 52 20 6l
Other ministrics % 54 47 37
Domestic parlizment b Iy i 4
Intrassectoral
With domestic agencies witlin own 67 % 03 3
policy sectar”
With own superior ministry® S 15 75 A
Mean N 54 40 17 34

This table includes ollicials who have conticts Gairly olten, or more, with the goverinment instis
Tutions fisted,

" This pertianms b comtacts with te political leadersbop an (e capital.
This variahle pertains o officils emploved at te ministey level wighin the domestic bureao-
cripey. This Iimitation does not, however, involve officials a1 the permanent representation 1o
the EL

“This visriable pertains o ollicials emploved an the apeney level within the demestic Burcan-
cracy. This hmtation does not invoelve adlicials at the permanent representation o e LU
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widespread within the Danish and Swedish government apparatus than
within the Norwegian burcaucracy, due to their different form of afliliation
towards the EU (¢f. Sundstrém 1999), When intra-sectoral contact patlerns
are added to this picture, the tendency from Table 4 is repeated in Table 5:
those participating within ECs make relatively more frequent use of
contacts with other government institutions within their own policy sector
than with government institutions in other policy areas. However, WP
participants have intra-sectoral contacis more frequently than EC
participants, that is, with hierarchical subordinated agencies and with
hierarchical superior ministries within the same policy area (cf. Trondal
1999¢).

Finally, modes of policy coordination may be measured by how civil
servants perceive the relative importance of different government insti-
tutions. Contact patterns do not provide any understanding of the perceived
importance of these contacts, Table 6 reveals how civil servants perceive

Table 6. Proportion of Oficials Who Assign Weight 1o the Following Government Institutions
when Importam Decisions ane Reached (Percent)

Domestic burssucracis EL representagion
[H. wpP EC W
Imer-sectoral
Imporiance,
Polivical leadership 41 bt
Foreign mimsiry i +2
Ot her mimsirnes et a4 k] g1
Domestic parliament 0 a7 24 41
Intraseetaral
Tnvpoaans:
Orwn superior ministry " w2 al us 1410
Dhvmestic agencies within own ik Gl i w4
parlicy area
Importanee;
Own superior ministey " hd b1 Ty [
Daivimesiie apencies within own T il L) ok
policy are”
Blean & =i Bk 1% i3

“This e involbves offivials antaching Guely ol weight, or maere, 1o e SOovermment ims1iie.
tiavins Distal,

" This variable perains w oflicials emploved e the ageney level within the domestic bareau-
cracy. This lmmitation does nol however, involve offtcids ot the perninent representition L
the 1ZLE

CThis vartable pertains tooofliciabs coploved an the minsiry Tevel wanhin (b domestic burean-
eraey, This Tt dows non invelve otficials oo ue perssanent representatim e EL



the relative importance of different domestic government institutions — both
inter- and intra-scetorally. Consistent with the figures presented in Table 5,
Table 6 shows that the relative importance attached to different government
institutions reflects diverse institutional embeddedness within EU com-
mittees. Officials participating within ECs seem to attach greater importance
to government institutions within their own policy sector, and considerably
less importance to institutions in other policy fields, compared with officials
attending WPs.

The analysis so far thus scems o confirm our main hypothesis, em-
phasizing that the organizational principles underpinning EU committees
affect the actors within them. Most importantly, however, this analysis
reveals how diverse institutional embeddedness within the EU system of
governance affects decision processes within domestic bureaucracies dif-
ferently. The above analysis, however, stll does not provide any under-
standing of to what extent EU committees contribute to resocializing
domestic decision makers. To this end. the next section analyses the relative
impact of the length and intensity of participation within these com-
mittees.

Length and Intensivy of Participation across Levels of Governanee

[N]egotiations [within ECs and WPs] sometimes last for years and take
place among almost the same set of delegates . . . " (Neyer 1998, 159). As
such. a socialization dynamic may come into force. On average, Danish civil
servants have participated for a longer period of time within EU committees
than have their Norwesian and Swedish counterparts.” Whereas Denmark
joined the EU in 1973, Sweden became an EEA member in 1994, and a
fully-fledged EU member in 1995, Similarly, Norway has been formally
affiliated to the EU, through the EEA agreement, since 1994, On this basis.
the data sets have been divided into two parts: those officials having
participated since before 1994, and those officials who entered EU
committees after 1994, Based upon this division, Table 7 reveals significant
correlations between modes of coordination and length of participation
within EU committees.” In the following analysis, not every correlation is
presented, but the general tendencies are highlighted.

The usage of written instructions and problem notes as coordinating tools
scems gencrally to relate negatively o the sheer length of participation
within ECs and WPs: senior participants within EU committees are less
likely 1o use binding written mandates. On the other hand, those officials
who have participated within WPs since belfore 1994 secem 1o coordinate to
a lesser extent intra-seclorally compared with oflicials who are neweomers
within these commitiees, Similarly, officials at the permanent representa-
tions, who have participated for longer periods of time within ECs. seem to
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Table 7. The Impact of Length of Participation within EL Commitiees (Pearson’s r)*"

Domestie burcaucracies EL representation
EC WP EC WP
Contacts with the political leadership 41
Instructions —{.149*
Problem notes =30 ~.50° —.38*
My pasition has been coordinated 025"
with all relevame departments within
my own institution’
Comagts with domestic agencics 0, 76%*
within own policy arga”
Weight assigned 1o domestic agencies 35"
within own policy area
Mean ¥ H0 9 | 30

005 *p =000,

* This table compares officials entering EU committees for the fivst time after 1994 (coded 1)
and officials who have partacipated since before 1994 (coded 2.

"The dependent variables in this table are dichotemized. using the same values as in prior var-
ables.

“This variuble and the next variable pertain 1o officials emploved w the ministry level within
the domestic bureancraey, This limitation, however. does not invoelve officials with permanem
representition o the EL,

have less frequent contacts with the political leadership at the domestic level
than those who have participated {or shorter periods of time within ECs,
Thus. as expected. when exposed to different EU committees for longer
periods of tme., oflicials are more easily affected by the uppermost prin-
ciples of organization present within these committees. Hence. duration of
participation seems to strengthen and further the impact resulting from the
uppermost principle of organization.

In addition 1o the effect of individual and institutional seniority within
EU institutions, one may add the impact resulting from the sheer intensity
of the participation of domestic oflicials within EU committees, measured
by the number of committees they attend. the number of formal and in-
formal meetings chaired. the degree of activity regarding giving oral
presentations within these meetings, ete. Generally. intensity is assumed to
correlate positively with the degree to which ollicials are aflected by the
organizational principles that are uppermost within these committees, One
important finding is that modes of coordination appear 1o be most strongly
alfected by the number of commuttees that officials attend. The number of
meetings and the degree of activity during these mectings correlate less
strongly with particular modes of coordination behaviour, '
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Table 8. Impact of the Number of Comouttess i Which Olicals Are Participating
{Pearsan’s r)*"

Domestic burcaucracics EL representation
EC wir EC Wp
‘I have clear instructions as 1o which 0,17
position to follow”
‘1 ke the position which | believe is .20+
in the best interest to my country’
The imporance of the MFA 1,28
Inputs Feom oW SUperior manisiry” (.44
I!'L:I.pll.'!irl;l.l'llll.' altached 1o own superior 040
ministry
Imporiance attached 1o domestic .48
agencies witlinm own policy area ™
Comacts with domesiic agencies R =) 57*
within own policy area
Aean NV | 39 30 ']

*p= 005 **p<00l

“This table compares officials who participated on a maximuam of two EU commitices
dcoded 1 and officials who participated on more than two EL commitiees (eoded 2).

"The dependent variables in this table are dichotomized. using the same values as in previous
tihles.

* This vartable and the next variable pertain 1o officials conploved at the gency level. This limit-
ation dogs not, however, imvolve officials within the permanent representation tothe EL,

“This variable and the next variable pertain 1w oflicials emploved at the minisiny level, This
limtatien does not, however, involve officials within the permanen represenbation to the ELL

Table 8 clearly indicates how the impact from particular principles ol
organization within EU committees is strengthened and furthered by the
sheer intensity of oflicials” exposure o these principles: oflicials partici-
pating on many ECs scem 10 coordinate more rarely inter-sectorally than
do officials participating in fewer ECs. Similarly, oflicials participating
within many WPs scem 1o coordinate less intra-sectorally than do oflicials
participating within fewer WEPs.

The analysis so [ar scems 1o conlirm our main theoretical propositions:
the duration and intensity ol exposure Lo certain organizational structures -
even though these structures are of secondary nature and embedded within
collegial arrangements at the EU level of governance - seem to Turther and
strengthen the impact of these structures. This section has shown that: (1)
secondary institwtional embeddedness does indeed impact on modes of
acting among the participants. and (2) the intensity and length of parti-
cipation at the EU level has an independent effect on the extent to which co-
ordination behaviour is allected by secondary institutional embeddedness,
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The next section aims at uncovering how the relationships presented so far
are filtered and modified by the different domestic institutional affiliations
embedding these oflicials,

Primary Institutional Embeddedness

Generally, primary institutional affiliations are likely 1o affect modes of
coordination fairly strongly (Egeberg 199%9a: Knill & Lehmkuhl 1999). This
section discusses how domestic institutional embeddedness affects modes
of policy coordination. More precisely, this section illuminates the
independent (controlled) effect of domestic mstitutional affibations, Thus,
the control variable in this section is “form”of affiliation towards EU
commitlees.

Past research on decision-making behaviour among Norwegian civil
servants reveals that the ministry-agency nexus may be significam for
understanding modes of policy coordination {Legreid & Olsen 1984:
Christensen & Egeberg 1997). | have argued that cross-sectoral modes of
coordination are more likely 1o be evoked among oflicials at the minisiry
level than among officials at the agency level. Moreover. at the permanent
representations to the EUL formally embassies under the auspices of the
MEA, systematic attention o cross-sectoral coordination is formally insti-
ttionalized. However, oflicials within the diplomatic realms of these
representations are more likely 10 enact cross-sectoral modes of
coordination than are officials within the sectoral realms — the latter are
delegates from domestic-sector ministries. Additionallv. T have argued that
institutional compatibility across levels of governance is likely to condition
these effects 1o some extent: owing to institutional compatibility, oflicials
within domestic agencies are hkely to be aflected by the mstiutional
dynamics within ECs more strongly than are officials ot the ministry level.
except for ofticials within the diplomatic realms at the permanent repre-
sentation. Similarly, officials at the ministry level, and especially ofticials
within the diplomatic realms at the permanent representation. are hkely o
be allected by decision impulses from the WPs 1o g greater extent than are
ollicials within the sectoral realms of the permanent represenlition. exeepl
lor ollicials within domestic azencies. Table 9 luraely conlirms the majority
ol these propositions,

Consistent with the above propositions. Table 9 reveals that cross-
sectoral modes of coordination - especially through the MFA' - are more
requent at the ministry level than at the ageney level, Table 9 also shows
thart this effect is present under differemt siatistical conditions, for example
when controlling for EU allilavion. However. the first variable in the table
clearly indicates the dual-role expectations juxtaposed by these ollicials.
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Table 9. Impact of Primary Institwtional Afiliations (Pearson’s .} "

Domestic burcavucracies EL representation
EC Wwp EC WP
My position is based on my —0, 35 —{1.27*
professional expertise’
Contacts with political leadership 143%*
Contacts with other ministrics 0. 36* (150
Importance attached 1o palitical 0.20*
leadership
Imporiance attached 1o otker 0.a1* LU
MALSrIES
Inputs from the MFA .40+
Contacts with the MFA 0,23 0,34
‘I have 1o coordinate with the MFA or LY R 0.46*
other imporiant coerdinating units”
My position has been coordinated 019+ (1L.35%
with all relevant ministries’
Are instructions, problem notes, or —(La6*
frame noles governing the posiions 1o
be fellowed?
Mean N L] 32 x» K]

=p =005 **p=00l

“This wbhle compares officials within the domestic bureaucraey who are employed at the
ministry level (eoded 1) versus those at the agency level (coded 2). Within the permancn
representation 10 the EU this table compares oflicials from the diplomatic realm {coded 1)
versus officials within the sectoral realm (coded 2).

"The dependent variables in this table are dichmomized, using the same values as in previous
tables.

Owing o contending principles of organization present within both ECs
and WPs, officials at the ministry level are expecled to act like ‘government
officials’ and “expert representatives’ within both ECs and WPs. Notwith-
standing these conflicting role expectations, Table 9 clearly indicates how
cross-sectoral modes of coordination are strengthened as one moves {rom
the agency level to the ministry level. Similarly, when controlling for EU
committee afliliation, the impact of domestic institutional alliliation turns
out significantly negative regarding whether positions are *based on pro-
fessional expertise”. Consistent with these observations, officials within the
diplomatic realms at the permanent representations 1o the EU evoke cross-
sectoral modes of coordination more frequently than their colleagues within
the sectoral realms at the permanent representations, Henee, Table 9 identi-
fics positive relationships between domestic institutional afliliations and
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modes of coordination, notwithstanding diverse committee affiliations at
the EU level.

Effects stemming from institutional compatibility are not clearly reflected
in the data: when controlling for EU affiliation, the sign of the relationships
between the ministry/agency variable, on the one hand. and coordination
behaviour, on the other. remains the same.'* Support for the compatibility
thesis would require that the sign of these correlations varied across the
EC-WP nexus. Such co-variation is not revealed in the data {cf. below).
However, the strength of some correlations varics across the EC-WP axis.
This may provide some support for the compatibility thesis. Because the
signs of many correlations are largely equal across the EC-WP dichotomy.
some of the observations in the first part of this article. which reveal how
different committees at the EU level affect coordination behaviour
differently, may be spurious 1o some extent. It i1s neither possible nor
necessary Lo test for spuriousness in the current analysis, It is not possible
because in the questionnaire the EU affiliation variable is merged with each
dependent variable.'® Secondly, testing the relative explanatory power of
forms of EU affiliation, on the one hand. and domestic institutional
affiliations. on the other. 15 nol necessary because these independent
variables are not strongly correlated (the ministrv-agency variable
correlates only at r = =0.05 with EC participation. whereas the ministry-
agency variable correlates at r = 016" with WP participation: “p = 0,03).
This may indicate that the two major independent variables of this
study have independenmt explanatory powers with respect o domestic
coordination behaviour.

When controlling for rank. the same tendency as in Table 9 is repeated
in Table 10: oflicials in top-rank positions seem 10 engage in cross-sectorl
modes of coordination more frequently than officials in medium-rank posi-
tions, independent of their diverse European institutional embeddedness.
Additionally, one may expect ollicials who have a lot of behavioural
discretion {coded 1) to be more easily affected by their participation on EU
committees than officials who have less behavioural discretion at their
disposal (coded 2). Table 10 indicates these relationships.

Clearly, oflicials who perceive their behaviour as fairly regulited by
norms and rules report their positions 1o be clear. These oflicials also seem
Lo coordinate more frequently - both inra- and inter-sectorally — than
ofliciuls who have o lot of behavioural diseretion at their disposal, Cone-
versely. oflicials with a lot of behavioural discretion at their disposal “often
choose which positions 1o follow™. Similarly. oflicials at the EU representa-
tions report that rule following accompunmies high awareness of the interesis
of their home country. Ollicials reporting their decision behaviour 1o be
governed by rules and practices 1o a Gairly great extent. or more, also wend
o coordinate actively with the MFA. compared with oflicials whose
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Table 10, Impact of the Degree of Discretion Available to Officials ( Pearson’s v "

Drovinestic bureaucracies EL representation
EC wWp EC wp
I ave clear instructions as wo which =0y | 9*
position 1o fallow”
1 often choose which position (o 0.20=
bl
I have a grean amownt of 026" 0.27*
independence when participating”
Importance attached to the political )
leadership
Importance attached tothe MEA =k H}*
T hiave v coordinate with the MEA or ={pd[**
with other important coordinating
uits”
*My position is coordinated with all —.I0*
relevant minisiries
Clearances with other depanments =) | 7* = 27"
within own mstitution
Respecting the national interests of my K i
CoUntry
[npuns from the MFA =), 50"
Mean ¥ 147 i ~ ix

*pelni *Fp =000

*This table compares officinls whose hehaviour s pereeived to he fiirly discretionaey. or more
feoded 11 versus officials whose behaviour is pereeived 1o be governed by rules and norms 1o
Fairly grean extent, of more (coded 2).

"The dependent variables in this table are dichotomized, using the same values as in previous
tihles.

behaviour is perecived as fairly, or more, discretionary. These tables, thus,
indicate the major role played by domestic government institutions in
moulding coordination behaviour among domestic government officials.
Morcover, this effect is also signilicant when controlling statistically for EU
committee afliliation.

Moreover. government officials are highly presocialized even before
entering formal positions within ministries and agencies, cxcept belore
entering EU committees. Prior professional training may continue to aflect
modes of acting also alter oflicials are assigned formal positions within
highly Tormalized organizations like domestic ministries and agencies.
Table 11 takes into consideration prior professional training among civil
servants, be it law, cconomics, various social sciences, or more technical
disciplines such as biology, physics, ete. Relating to the sectoral territorial
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Table 11, Impact of Formal Education (Pearson’s #)**

Domestie burcaucriacies EL! representation
EC WP EC Wp
Contacts with political leadership (). 25* 0.39=
Signals from the political leadership 0,39
Conticts with the MEA 1.52%*
Importance attached o the MEA .4z
Contacts with other ministrics 0.35*
Impartanee attached to the domestic {1, 5
prarkiament
I iake the position which 1 believe is 049
i the imterest of my coumey”
Cleawrances with other depariments {13s*
within osn institulion
Contacts with other domestic aigencies ={LHE**
In'lpur_l-.mce attached o other domesie (42
:IJ;"L'I.'I.I.'IES
Moan X 139 W | I K¥)

*p= 005 **p= 00l

*This vanable compares officials educated m Taw. economics. or social sciences, on the one
b (eoded 1), and officials educared in wechmical disciplines, on the other (coded 2.

" The dependent variables in this table are dichotomized. using the same values as i previous
tahles,

dimension of coordination in Table 11, law. economics, and social sciences
are pereeived as representing cross-sectoral disciphnes (coded 1), whereas
techmical disciplines are seen as representing more sectoral professions
(coded 2).

Table 11 shows, foremost. that educational background and professional
alliliations do have impact upon modes of policy coordination: Tawyvers,
economists, and social scientists tend 10 coordinate more frequently cross-
sectorally. irrespective of the EU committee that they atend. than do tech-
nicians. Conversely, techmicians tend 1o coordinate intra-sectorally 1o a
larger extent.'” For example. lawyers, cconomists, and sociul scientists at
the permanent representation who participate on ECs tend 1o coordinate
cross-sectorally Gapplving national positions, paving heed to signals from
the political leadership). whereas wechnicians are more geared towards
intra-sectoral coordination behaviour (contacts with other ministries and
domestic agencies, importance attached towards other domestic agencies).
irrespective of which committees they atiend. Thus. modes of policy co-
ordination tend 1o vary according 1o educational backeround us much as

333



committee affiliation. However, the upper half of Table 11 also gives
support to a compatibility hypothesis: officials participating within WPs
tend to enact cross-scctoral modes of coordination more extensively if their
educational background is compatible with the organizational principles
within the WPs, i.e. cross-sectoral in nature (law, economics, and social
SCICNCES ).

Since we are left with some statistically significant bivariate relationships
in which some of the independent variables are related, multiple regression
analyses are provided in an effort to unveil spuriousness. It has been shown
above that it is not necessary to unravel the relative explanatory potential
of EU committee-affiliation because this variable does not correlate
significantly with domestic institutional variables (e.g. the ministry-agency
variable). In Tables 12-18, we measure the relative explanatory potential of
(1) intensity and duration of participation within EU commitiees, and (2)
primary institutional affiliations.

Table 12. Factors Eelated 1o the Following Assertion: *1 have clear instructions as 1o which
position 1o follow’. Pearson’s r and Multivariate Regression (Beta). Officials from the Capital,
Auending ECs

Pearson's r Beta
Sumber of ECy 017 i el A
Behavieural discretion i, 149* [, 33e%

*p =005 **p= 00l

Table 11, Factors Related 1o the Importance Assiened wo the Foreign Mimsiry, Pearson’s r
and Multivariate Regression { Beta). Officials from the Capital, Attending WPs

Pearson’s r Bea
Mumber of WPs L.28* —1{132
Behavioural discreton .30 i3
Professional hiackground (4n** 0.3

=p= 005 *fp=000,

Table 14, Factors Belated 1o Contacts with the Domestic Political Leadership, Peiarson’s r
and Multivariaie Regression § Beta) Officials from the Capital, Attending WP

Peairson’s r Heta
Ministry - agency afliliaion 0d7e* (ha47*=
Professiomal back ground 0] Jepee 14

<,
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Table 15, Factors Related 1o Contacts with Other Mimstries. Pearson’s r and Multivarate
Regression (Heta). Officials from the Capital, Atending WPs

Pearson'sr Beta
Ministry-agency affiliation 0.50%* 0,744
Professional back ground 0.36* 0103

*p<005. **ps< 00l

Table 16, Factors Related to the Importange Assigned to the Domestic Politicad Leadership,
Pearson’s rand Multiple Regression (Beta ), Odficials from the Capital. Attending ECs

Pearson'sr Beta
Ministry-agency affilimion (.23 017
Behaviowral discretion 0h2* 013

*p o= 005,

Table 17, Factors Related 1o the Following Assertion: @ have 1o coordinate with the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, or with other central coordinuting units”. Pearson’s roand Mulliviriate
Regression {Beta ), Officials from the Capital, Atending WPs

Pearson'sr Beta
Ministry-agency afliliation 0A4l** LK A
Belaviowral discretion Od1** (33s

< 001,

Table 18, Factors Relivted v the Following Assertion: "My position has boen coordinaned with
all relevant ministries’. Pearson’s roanmd Muolvivariae Bepression (Bata), Oilicials from the
Capital, Attending BECs

Pearson'sr Bera
Minesiry-agency allibation 0, 1w iL1n
Behavioural discretion 0,20 1o

* = (LA,

First. the following two independemt variables turn oot 1o be equally
significant m the multiple regression analyses: (1) the sheer number of com-
mittees that officials attend. and (2) the level of discretion available at the
domestic level, These are the only variables indicating the relutive impact of
primary and secondary institutional affiliations. Tables 12 and 13 indicae
that the relative explanatory poswer of these institutional afliliations is Girly
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similar. According to Tables 14-18, which look at the relative explanatory
potential of different primary institutional affiliations, the ministry-agency
nexus turns out to be the most important. closely followed by the degree of
behavioural discretion. Formal education is shown to reveal more spurious-
ness than the former variables. So, Tables 12-18 show the importance of
the ministry-agency afliliation when explaining modes of coordination
within domestic bureaucracies.

Conclusion

Studies of public administration have contributed only marginally to our
understanding of how different institutional affiliations may allect decision
behaviour (Egeberg 1999b). This study suggests ways of filling this gap. Our
initial argument emphasized primary institutional affiliations as vital cues
for affecting decision behaviour within government organizations. However,
this analysis also idemtifies conditions under which secondary institutional
affiliations at the EU level of governance may affect domestic coordination
processes. | argue. basically. that under conditions of { 1) institutional com-
patibility and (2) intensive and protracted cross-level participation. domes-
tic coordination processes may reflect seccondary institutional embeddedness
among domestic civil servants. Moreover, [ argue that different organiz-
ational principles — domestically as well as within EU committees — are ikely
to affect modes of coordination differently.

The empirical analysis supports these arguments to a considerable exient.
Regarding principles of organization, inter-sectoral modes of coordination
are evoked more frequently among oflicials participating within Council
WPs than among officials attending Commission ECs. Moreover, the dif-
ferences between ECs and WPs are Turthered and strengthened when
officials have participated intensively and for protracted periods of time
within EU commitices. However, notwithstanding these observations, this
study also indicates the pivotal role played by domestic institutions when it
comes to their effect on coordination behaviour among civil servants, The
present study reveals that domestic institutional allibations have an inde-
pendent casual impact upon domestic coordination processes, even when
statistically controlling for EU committee afliliation. When controlling For
EC-WP affiliations, Pearson’s r tends o vary according to the domestic
mstitutional allibations among the oflicials. This observation does not
support the institutional compatibility thesis, The empirical support of the
compatibility thesis is rather weak: variations in the strength of some
relationships are observed. However, the signs ol most relationships are the
same along the EC WP axis, The muluple regression analysis, however,
indicates that the relative explanatory values of intensity and length of
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participation within EU committees. on the one hand. and domestic
institutional affilations, on the other, are fairlyv equal. Thus, despite
providing clear indications of processcs of Europeanization of domestic
coordination processes, the current analysis also shows how ‘responses 1o
intezration requirements are filtered — and even conditioned - by a prior state
of afTairs™ at the domestic level of governance (Spanou 19938, 469).
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MOTES

I. The present study uses the coordmation bebaviour evoked by avil servams as an
operstional measure of policy coordimmion more broadly, The general aim 18 1o sty
the latter through measuring the former. Inter-sectorad modes of coordintion. 1 argue,
involve linkige processes weross policy sectors as far as actors, problems, solutions,
consequenees, role congeprions, amd ilentinies are concerned. In the current sy,
inter-sectoral coordination resembles horizontal imer-ministerial coordimation pro-
vesses, whereas intresectoral coordimation resembles both horzonal coordmaton
processes swithim each sovermment maitetion, and vertical coordmation processes
withim each government mstitotion e between the ministry level and the ageney level.
Maoreover, my definition of coordiniion i alse two-dimensionail as regards 1echnigques
applicd: coondinaion may involve (1) prosctive proeesses aeaned 1o oulining wraen
and clewr-cu mrandates amd instroctions. o (28 reactive processes and amticipated
resctions mol geared o outhning any written mstractons, Whereas the first process
tends o frster formally binding mandites, the second process temds W produce uncler
mumdi tes. Whereas the progess towards producing imperative mandates 15 hased upon
notions of institutions s coupled, sectorally coordinated svarems of governance, the
postiom ol unelenr maandivies reses upon notions of institutions as encoupled. sepmentad.
anned imter-sectorally Fragmented govermment systems tOlen [9E8, 162-T0)

L The current article amalyvses how ditferent organizational principles a3 embedded
within the EU Commission and the Council of Ministers - attfect maosdes of coordin-
s, The term Enropeanieation” denotes processes by which domestic coondimation
progesses ang slfected sienificantly by insticuiomal &y namics witlin Commassion ECs
and or Council Ws. The erodus opreramds of the Commission and the Councl s
lilferent: they are Tocoted an differea phoses of the decison-making ovcles of the EU
nchinery. However, the presentariicle does nob meake any eflorts o theorise decision
phases, Organieational principles are pot 1o the fore in this study partly heciaose
organiaiomal principles are underresearched in general, amd partly beciuse i is
prrssible o derive westable hypotheses From the notion of organizational ponciples more
Caisaly thuam Troan the notiom of decision pliases,

i Whereas a huge body of neratare conceives of the EL svsem as o novel and parially
“mwsterions” pobity - mol resembling amy Uhimg seen before - Largue thin the EL svstem
v o greut extent rellects the structures of nation state politics, T thus reason agiinst
argiments stressing e the  Europenn Commmniny s a poliics] enuiny thaet does nat 1
e ge aeeepicd cintepory of government” (Sheagia PR 20 my copluasish M
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argument does not ipnore idiosynerasies of the EU sysiem as bemg supranational. multi-
national, multilinguistic, and multilevel. The basic arguments laid out here, however,
do stress the similarities of the EU polity and other palities. Still, due to this polity being
described a5 wnique, novel, and “mysterious’ (Bartoling 1997 and Taced with an
assumed lack of appropriate concepis and categories for the understanding of this polity
(Coombes 1970, 100: Jachtenfuchs 1997, 40), one vital step in this enduiry must be 1o
ciarve this pelity into empirically meaningful and theoretically fruitful cotegories.
Another hypothesss could be that length of service within EL commattees reduces the
need for coordinated instructions due to ingreased knowledge and feeling as regards
approprise solmions and positions, Howgver, this hypothesis has weaker empirical
support than the hypothesis suggesied here ef, Talble 7).

Certan biases alwavs accompany data based upon svitematic selection of samples. In
our duta set officials at mediom-rank positions loom lurge compared with officials in
top-rank positions, Moreover, officials from the ageney level are also more adequately
represented in the sample compared with officials from the ministry level, Similarly,
officials from the sectoral realms an the permanent representalions are overrepresented
compared with officials from the diplomatic realms. However, we do not have any
universe agaimst which o compare our samples. Available empirical ndings indicate
that our sample dees not deviate significantly from any lentative universe of commitice
participants (Trondal | 99%h).

Farty percent of the officials who participse solely on expert commitices repaort their
decision behaviour 1o be poverned by rules and pracuices o a Gairly great extent. or
more. On the other hand, 32 percent of those ollicials participating within both ECs
and WPs report their decision behaviour 1o be governed by rules and practices 1o o
FCairly great extent, or marg,

Time pressure is reported as ong additions] hindrance for coordination {soureg:
IETVICWS ),

Im our sample From the home administration. 31 percent of the Damsh officials entered
ECs before 1990, whereas only 5 percent of the Morwegian oflficials and 2 peroent of
the Swedish officials emtered these committees before 1990, Regurding participation
within W, all of the Swedish officials entered these commitices for the first time after
1994 (when Sweden hecame an EEA momber), whereas most of the Danish oflicials
citered WPs long before 1994,

Ohwing ta systematic selection of dati, sionificance does not well us anyibimg aboul any
universe, On the contrary, significance may tell us something abom the robusiness of
the relwtionships tested. Morcover, owing to the low AL and with the aim of studying
only fairly robust relitionships, Pearson's ¢ values that are not significant at the 935
percent level or thiat are lower than 040 are not shown in the tables presemed here. On
this basis. the hkelibicod For random errors s reduced.

Those officials participating in many EU committees alsoseent o take part in many formal
meetings {Pearson's r = 0257, & = 159 7p = 007 Moncover, those taking parnt in
muany committees are also generally senior participants (Pearson’sr = .34, N = 159),
Pearson™s r = 0,327 N = 145 withan the domestic burcaugricy.,

Hewever, the strength of some relationships dilTers along Use EC-WT asis, as expected
from the compatibility thesis. For example. contacts with other mimstries e
conducted more Mrequently among officials ab the minstey level sttending WS than
amaong ministry offictals stiending ECs tvariable 3 The same tendeney ogeurs with
officials who attach imponanee to other ministrics (variable 5) ond who have comags
with the MEA fvanable Th Finally, oflictals st the mimistry level anending WPs report
coordinating more frequently with all relevant mimistries than do ollicials at the
ministry level attemling ECs. These observations, thus, support the compatibility thesis
somewhat, However, the signs of the relationships are the siame along the BCWP
nesus, s goimg counter Lo the compalibiliny (hesis,

A test af the imdependent, nopespuriows, explamitory status of EL commitiee atliliation
wirttled recqueire cross-tabulations coatralling lor ot leass the ministey - aceney allilinon.
This test s not done here Because it would render only few units m some of te cells
{espectally among minstry ollicialsy.,



14. Linking law, economics, and social sciences into the same varable causes one major
problem: whereas a law education and an economics education are professional in
character. which may tend to increase the likelihood for strong professional allegiances,
most so¢iil-scienee disciplines are cross-disciplinary, Thus, the level of professional
allegianee may differ between these disciplines. Technical disciplines are also maostly
organized as professicnal education.

15, In the current sample. technwcians loom largest - both within ECs and WP,
Mevertheless, whereus technicians and economists dominate as delegares frrom domestic
agencies and ministrics (82 pereent), lawvers and social scicntists are more Frequent
representatives at the permanent representations (66 pergent). However, officinls
educated in law and social sciences represent the ministry level (30 percent) more
Mrequently than the agency level {7 percent). At the permanent representations 1o the
EL, bwwyers and social scientists tend to represent the diplomatic realms 471 percant)
mare frequently than variouws secloral realms (67 percent).
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