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Chapter 3

Europeanization of Swedish 
Civil Society

Motives, Activities, and Perceived Consequences

Roberto Scaramuzzino and Magnus Wennerhag

This chapter explores the extent to which Swedish civil society organizations 
(CSOs) Europeanize. The chapter focuses on regulatory, organizational, and 
financial Europeanization and on activities such as attempts to influence 
policy at the European level, participation in European networks, and apply-
ing for funding from EU institutions. The chapter’s aim is to offer a broad 
picture of CSOs’ Europeanization—their advocacy activities, participation 
in European networks, and use of EU funding—by focusing on these actors’ 
activities, motives, and the consequences they experience from taking part 
in various Europeanized activities. In addition to showing the overall pat-
terns of all CSOs we will compare different organizational types to address 
whether different types of CSOs working with different issues show differ-
ent patterns of Europeanization. All data presented in this chapter are based 
on results from a national survey among CSOs conducted in 2012 as part of 
the EUROCIV research program.

The survey was answered by 2,791 Swedish CSOs, which makes it 
one of the largest civil society surveys ever conducted in Sweden.1 Large 
quantitative studies of Swedish CSOs are rare. However, in the 1990s 
Sweden participated in the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector 
Project, comparing civil society sectors in more than forty countries 
(Salamon, Sokolowski, and List 2004). This Swedish study (Lundström 
and Wijkström 1997) was replicated in 2002 (Wijkström and Einarsson 
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2006). These studies aimed at mapping the Swedish civil society sector; 
they focused mostly on the organizations’ workforce (both paid staff and 
volunteers), their sources of income, and the types of activities they were 
involved in. A smaller survey study was also conducted in 2013 including 
mostly well-established local CSOs in three policy areas—disability, gender 
equality, and homelessness—on topics related to voice and service roles. 
This study involved part of the research team from the EUROCIV research 
project, and the questionnaire replicated some of the questions used in 
the EUROCIV survey (Arvidsson and Johansson 2015). Since 2012 the 
Swedish National Board for Youth Affairs (which in 2014 was renamed 
the Swedish Agency for Youth and Civil Society [MUCF]) has conducted a 
yearly survey focusing on the financial conditions of CSOs and their expe-
riences of contacts with Swedish public authorities (Ungdomsstyrelsen 
2013). The most recent report had a particular focus on work with immi-
grants (MUCF 2016).

Previous studies about the Europeanization of Swedish CSOs have fore-
most been based on qualitative data (e.g., interview studies as in Olsson et 
al. 2009; Scaramuzzino 2012). The few quantitative studies that have been 
carried out have focused on specific aspects of EU policies (e.g., European 
Social Fund [ESF] funding in Scaramuzzino et al. 2010) and have not ana-
lyzed large samples containing a wide range of CSO types. We are in fact not 
aware of any survey study, neither in Sweden nor in other countries, that 
has addressed the Europeanization of domestic CSOs from such a broad 
perspective and included as many dimensions of Europeanization as we did 
in the EUROCIV survey.

Points of Departure

Europeanization is often understood, as argued in this book’s introduction, 
as the adding of another layer in a multilevel system of governance, and this 
new layer creates new political opportunities for CSOs. Swedish CSOs have 
traditionally been embedded in a nationally structured system whose main 
political levels are the local/municipal level and the national level. As will be 
shown in our analysis, Swedish organized civil society is mainly composed of 
local grassroots organizations (cf. Ungdomsstyrelsen 2013). For these local 
organizations, the municipal level constitutes the most important focus of 
their political activities and their efforts to mobilize resources. At the same 
time, many Swedish CSOs have over the years sought to organize themselves 
at the national level—through federations and umbrella organizations—for 
the purpose of being represented vis-à-vis the state (see Aytar 2007 for a 
discussion of immigrant organizations). With the adding of the European 
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political level, one might expect a similar need to be represented vis-à-vis the 
European Union (EU) (e.g., Ahrne and Brunsson 2005).

In order to properly understand the degree to which Swedish CSOs are 
Europeanized with regard to their efforts to influence politics, to take part 
in organizational networks, or to seek economic resources, one has to com-
pare their degree of engagement in such activities with how they take part 
in similar activities at the local and national levels. In our questionnaire we 
therefore included not only questions about various CSOs’ activities on the 
European level, but also questions about their corresponding activities on 
the national and local levels.

Furthermore, while Europeanization implies a form of transnational-
ization of CSOs’ activities, it is not the only way in which they engage in 
transnational activities. As discussed in the introduction, Swedish EU mem-
bership dates back to 1995, but Nordic and international forms of coopera-
tion involving Swedish CSOs were a fact long before that. Although the EU 
is the only supranational level of political decision-making that is really able 
to make binding decisions concerning many policy areas, there are other 
supranational levels where political decisions are taken that can be relevant 
for Swedish CSOs. From a Swedish perspective, this applies especially to 
bodies for cooperation between the Nordic countries (the Nordic Council 
and the Nordic Council of Ministers) and on the international level (first and 
foremost the UN). Furthermore, many of the social movements that have 
had a prominent role in shaping modern Sweden were originally imported 
from continental Europe (e.g., the trade unions and the labor movement), 
or from the United States (e.g., many nonstate Lutheran churches and 
the temperance movement), and they were thus from the beginning part 
of transnational movement networks (Lundström and Wijkström 1997). 
Swedish CSOs’ affiliations with Nordic and international umbrella organi-
zations can in fact date back to the late nineteenth century or the beginning 
of the twentieth century (e.g., the Swedish Red Cross).

To better understand whether Swedish CSOs take part more or less 
extensively in the specific type of transnationalization that we name 
“Europeanization,” one also has to scrutinize the degree to which they take 
part in other types of transnational activities. In our questionnaire we there-
fore asked about the CSOs’ degree of engagement in networks and political 
activities on both the Nordic and international levels. In the analysis we 
consistently compared figures indicating different types of Europeanization 
with comparable data relating to these other supranational levels.

It is also important to consider that different types of organizations 
might have different motives to Europeanize, might engage in different 
activities relating to different types of Europeanization, and might experi-
ence different outcomes. Hence the organizations examined in this chapter 
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were manually categorized into ten different organizational types.2 In fact, 
previous research has shown that organizational type is a relevant factor 
behind whether an actor is present and active at different geographical levels 
(Beyers 2004, 2008; Beyers and Kerremans 2007; Johansson, Scaramuzzino 
and Wennerhag 2018). In accordance with this literature our categorization 
allows us to distinguish between diffuse and specific interests. Because 
we include a broad range of CSOs we also want to compare organizations 
representing different groups and active on different policy issues. Beyers 
and Kerremans (2012, 268) argue, “If groups face issues where the potential 
effects of policy changes are high, the incentive to seek recourse at other 
levels of government is also high.” In other words, organizations are more 
likely to engage at the supranational level if the policy issue they are involved 
in can be considered threatening, salient, and costly to that organization (at 
that specific level) (Beyers and Kerremans 2012).

The first six organizational types are all interest organizations that work 
for and represent the specific interests of particular social groups in the 
population. The types are (1) disability organizations, (2) temperance and 
drug users’ organizations, (3) trade unions, (4) victim support organiza-
tions, (5) women’s organizations, and (6) other interest organizations (e.g., 
pensioner; immigrant; and lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender [LGBT] 
organizations).3 We have chosen to include both CSOs that represent client 
groups and those that represent trade unions. Even if the collective identity, 
mobilizations, and claims-making of these organizations cannot simply be 
reduced to being clients of welfare programs, such interest groups are closely 
connected to the welfare state and strive for both recognition and redistribu-
tion of resources through particular welfare programs such as programs for 
gender equality, disability, and elder care (Feltenius 2008, 30).

It has been argued (e.g., Feltenius 2008) that client interest groups have 
a weaker position vis-à-vis the state than so-called producer interest groups 
(employers’ organizations and trade unions). While producer interest 
groups can deploy strategies (e.g., lockouts or strikes) that might directly 
threaten the economic basis of the state, the state can ignore client interests 
to a greater extent because these groups are dependent on the state’s abil-
ity and willingness to recognize their claims. Lack of access at the national 
level might make client interest groups more eager to seek influence at the 
European level to compensate for their lack of domestic influence (cf. Klüver 
2010, 181). However, many Swedish client groups have historically had rela-
tively good access to policymaking. Organizations representing, for example, 
the disabled, pensioners, and immigrants have been able to establish long-
term relationships and exert at least some influence on national policy (Aytar 
2007; Feltenius 2008; Markström 2003). This corporatist tradition in the 
Swedish welfare state might disincentivize Swedish CSOs to Europeanize.
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We also include organizations representing more diffuse interests, 
including (7) humanitarian organizations, (8) social service organizations, 
and (9) religious associations and congregations. Compared to organizations 
representing specific interests, humanitarian organizations do not seek 
to represent specific groups. While the former build on self-organization, 
the main task of the latter is to organize activities and perform services for 
others (Lundström and Svedberg 2003; Meeuwisse and Sunesson 1998). 
Humanitarian organizations, such as the Red Cross and Save the Children, 
often provide aid and help for vulnerable groups both in Sweden and abroad. 
Social service organizations instead provide specific social welfare services 
(e.g., social care and child care) on the basis of a nonprofit organizational 
logic, often on behalf of and funded by the public sector. Many of these 
organizations define themselves as cooperatives. These types of associations 
are a relatively new phenomenon in the Swedish organizational landscape, 
and many are a product of the deregulation of the welfare service provision 
system over the past two decades. Religious associations and congregations 
are usually engaged in social welfare issues regardless of their denomination. 
Since the separation of the church from the state in 2000, organizations 
belonging to the Church of Sweden (the state church since the Reformation) 
also count as CSOs. They are traditionally engaged in social welfare issues 
through diaconal activities (Linde 2010), but they are also present in the 
public debate as a critical theological voice (Bäckström 2014), for example 
regarding issues such as poverty, immigration, and homelessness (Linde and 
Scaramuzzino 2018).

The tenth and last organizational type is (10) political parties. Like the 
others they are membership-based and separated from the state. Parties, 
however, have specific functions that distinguish them from other organi-
zations in civil society. For instance, they have a channeling function and act 
as a bidirectional link between citizens and decision-makers. Political parties 
thus not only aggregate interest, but also provide the elected assemblies with 
the representatives that make political decisions at different administra-
tive levels, from the local level to the level of the EU (Dahl 2011). While 
many parties have originated from social movements, and some continue 
to entertain their bonds with specific movement constituencies, the over-
all tendency is that parties having such roots also increasingly become the 
target for various social movements’ efforts to influence their strategies and 
decisions (della Porta and Diani 2006). In this sense, political parties can be 
seen as both civil society actors and as part of the institutional framework 
that many CSOs might try to influence.

While the representative function of political parties in the parliamen-
tary system is seldom questioned, the role that interest organizations play 
in the political system is a more debated topic. The Swedish system has 
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developed from a classical corporative system, with formal channels for 
political influence by selected legitimate organizations, to a more pluralistic 
system in which organized interests also seek influence through advocacy 
and lobbying (Naurin 2001; Svallfors 2015). We argue that including polit-
ical parties as an organizational type in the analysis might give interesting 
insights into the processes of Europeanization, especially when compared to 
interest organizations. 

The Organizations: An Overview

In this chapter we compare ten types of CSOs based on survey data from 
1,786 CSOs. We excluded 889 cases from our original sample because they 
did not fall into the ten organizational types, e.g., cultural and sports asso-
ciations. Even if they represent different kinds of interests, focus on differ-
ent policy issues, and have different positions in the policymaking process, 
these organizations all have a common interest in social welfare issues. The 
number of organizations on which the analysis is based is presented in table 
3.1.

Before addressing the Europeanization of Swedish CSOs, it is important 
to present some basic characteristics for the CSOs surveyed (see table 3.2). 
Some of these characteristics have been proven to be relevant for explaining 
CSOs’ different degrees of Europeanization in previous research on inter-
est organizations (e.g., Beyers 2002, 2004, 2008; Beyers and Kerremans 
2007; Bouwen 2002; Chalmers 2013; Dür and Mateo 2012; Klüver 2010; 
Scaramuzzino and Wennerhag 2015), including their representativeness in 
terms of membership base and their resources in terms of employed staff. 
Other characteristics that can be seen in the table are the organizations’ 

Table 3.1.  Ten Types of Organizations Analyzed in the Chapter

Type of interests Organizational type N.

Organizations representing 
specific interests

Disability organizations 167
Temperance and drug users’ organizations   72
Trade unions 110
Victim support organizations   56
Women’s organizations   90
Other interest organizations for social groups 148

Organizations representing 
diffuse interests

Humanitarian organizations 450
Social service organizations   78
Religious associations and congregations 533

Political parties Political parties   82
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geographic level (i.e., the geographic level that the CSO claims is its primary 
area for members and activities) and whether the organization is registered 
in a large city. The table also gives an idea of the scope of individual mem-
bers, staff, volunteers, and elected representatives who are involved in these 
organizations.

Most of the CSOs that are analyzed are locally based (84 percent). This 
is particularly true for humanitarian, social service, and religious organi-
zations. Some types of organizations representing specific interests often 
have the regional level as their primary geographic domain (especially 
trade unions and temperance and disability organizations). Other types of 
CSOs have a somewhat larger share of organizations primarily working at 
the national level (especially victim support and women’s organizations). 
Table 3.2 also shows that most of the organizations included are individual-
membership based, and meta-organizations or umbrella organizations rep-
resent only 3 percent of the CSOs. More than half of the organizations have 
one hundred members or more, and the membership bases of the different 
CSO types differ significantly. In particular it is notable that trade unions 
and religious organizations include a large share (28 percent) of associations 
with one thousand or more members. Most organizations (70 percent) are 
not professionalized and lack employed staff. The types of CSOs that most 
often have employed staff are women’s, victim support, and social service 
organizations together with religious associations and congregations. Most 
CSOs (81 percent) do not have any nonmembers as voluteers. Here we find 
that victim support and the three types of organizations representing dif-
fuse interests tend to have more volunteers than the rest. A majority of the 
CSOs (59 percent) have fewer than ten elected representatives, and almost 
all women’s and social service organizations have few elected representa-
tives. Finally, a small share of the organizations (16 percent) are registered 
in large cities with more than two hundred thousand inhabitants, which is 
consistent with the share of the national population that lives in the three 
Swedish cities that have that many inhabitants (18 percent). Some of the 
characteristics presented here are consistent with the results of previous 
survey studies of Swedish organized civil society. In particular, the relatively 
large individual membership base and the low level of professionalization 
have been highlighted in cross-national comparative studies of civil society 
(Salamon et al. 2004). 

These differences should be kept in mind as we proceed with the analysis 
of the data because they might provide explanations for some of the differ-
ences that will be presented in the bivariate analysis. Chapter 4 will assess 
whether some of these factors actually influence the level of Europeanization 
of Swedish CSOs.
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What Motives Do Swedish CSOs Have to Europeanize?

This section deals with CSOs’ motives to Europeanize and with the per-
ceived challenges and obstacles connected with Europeanization.

Influencing policy is an important driving factor behind CSOs address-
ing the European level. However, organizations might have many poten-
tial motives for influencing the EU or influencing policies involving the 
European level. And even though all might use the structures of the EU, the 
intended targets for the CSOs’ claims and pressures might differ. It does not 
even need to be the EU itself that is the final addressee of the CSOs’ efforts; 
the EU can also be used as a vehicle for getting specific member states to 
change their policies, which can include the CSOs’ own countries.

In table 3.3 we highlight some motives that correspond to these differ-
ent approaches to using the EU for changing policies. They all refer to the 
regulatory functions of the EU. The figures show to what degree CSOs see 
different types of EU-related influence as very or somewhat important for 
their own organizations.

The table suggests that there is no overall trade-off between the different 
motives to Europeanize, and certain types of CSOs (e.g., trade unions) are 
more likely to deem all four motives as important compared to other types 
of CSOs (e.g., humanitarian organizations), which are less likely to deem all 
four motives as important (see Johansson, Scaramuzzino, and Wennerhag 
2018). Among the different reasons for seeking to influence the EU level, 
the one that most CSOs perceived as important is to influence the policies of 
the EU itself (23 percent) followed by influencing other countries to adopt 
Swedish policies within the interest areas of the organization (21 percent). 
Almost as common (16 percent) is that the CSOs want the EU to put pres-
sure on Sweden in order to change policies within the organization’s main 
interest areas.

We also find interesting differences among the different CSO types. 
While temperance and drug users’ organizations and trade unions find it 
most important to convince other countries to adopt the same policies as 
Sweden’s, disability organizations see it as just as important to convince the 
EU to put pressure on Sweden. Such differences clearly illustrate that the 
agendas of different CSO types can be more or less close to their own national 
government’s political agenda. Trade unions and temperance organizations 
have long been central coactors in shaping the dominant Swedish policies 
in their own areas of interest; it seems logical that these organizations see 
the Swedish government as the prime vehicle for spreading their policies to 
other EU member states. Some organizations might in fact have larger stakes 
in EU policies for the purpose of maintaining and/or exporting a particular 
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model for interpreting and solving issues such as workers’ rights or alcohol 
and drugs that they have developed domestically. Behind this might be a 
concern that EU harmonization might lead to a loosening of the specific 
Swedish model. This is consistent with Beyers and Kerremans’ (2012) argu-
ment that the issue-specific context in which interest groups develop their 
political strategies can be an incentive to address other levels of government 
than the domestic level, particularly for groups that organize around issues 
that will be significantly affected by policy changes (see also Johansson, 
Scaramuzzino, and Wennerhag 2018).

Obstacles for Organizing and Acting at the EU Level

Being present and active at the EU level is often achieved through member-
ship in networks at the European level, as shown by Johansson and Kalm 
in chapter 2 of this volume. While offering certain opportunities, organiza-
tional Europeanization can also create challenges for CSOs. Table 3.4 shows 
the CSOs’ perceived problems of being a member of a European network. 

A majority of the organizations that are members of networks at the 
European level state that they lack the time and resources that are needed 
to be engaged at their preferred level (66 percent) and that EU-level issues 
are too complex (61 percent). This shows that both organizational resources 
and knowledge are required to Europeanize through meta-organizations 
and networks. Lack of interest among the CSOs’ members is also stated 
by almost half of the organizations (46 percent) as a problem when being 
a member of a network at the European level. More than one in three 
organizations also state that the EU does not directly affect the issues that 
the organizations deal with. The control exercised by the EU is stated by 
one in four CSOs as a problem connected with membership in European 
networks, suggesting a risk of becoming more of an object to than a subject 
in Europeanization. Obstacles are most strongly perceived among political 
parties, followed by organizations representing specific interests and by 
organizations representing diffuse interests. The fact that political parties 
and to some extent also organizations representing specific interest are more 
voice oriented (compared to humanitarian and service organizations) might 
explain why they to a larger extent question both the relevance of the EU 
and the ideology and values propagated by other organizations. A perceived 
clash between Swedish CSOs’ norms and values with those propagated by 
other organizations from other national contexts, for instance on drug use 
or prostitution (see chapter 9), are in fact more likely for these organizations.

One possible obstacle for Europeanizing suggested above might be that 
Swedish CSOs do not perceive the European level as relevant and might 

This open access library edition is supported by the University of Lund. Not for resale. 
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hence lack the motives to “go European” (cf. Scaramuzzino and Wennerhag 
2015). To investigate this further, we will turn our gaze to the CSOs’ gen-
eral perception of the relevance of the European level for the problems and 
issues with which they work. We can understand such statements as expres-
sions of the perceived political opportunities that the EU offers and hence as 
expressions of regulatory Europeanization.

Table 3.5 presents (in the first part) the degree to which Swedish CSOs 
think that the European level is important for solving the issues and prob-
lems that they work with and (in the second part) the perceived relevance of 
other geographic/administrative levels. The second part of the table presents 
the percentages of organizations that perceive the level as at all relevant, 
thus including those that deem it very, somewhat, and not very important 
(excluding those deeming it not at all important).

Table 3.5 shows that only one in ten organizations perceives the European 
level as very important, while 65 percent deem the European level as not at 
all important. Compared to other geographical levels, the European level is 
seen as one of the least relevant. While a large majority of the CSOs per-
ceive the domestic (local and national) levels as important, only one in three 
organizations considers the three supranational levels (Nordic, European, 
and international) as relevant. The fact that the Nordic, European, and 
international levels are regarded important by only a minority of CSOs also 
indicates that the EU level is merely perceived as one among other supra-
national levels of decision-making. Given the fact that the EU has far more 
political power than Nordic and international decision-making bodies, this 
finding can be seen as a bit surprising and might mirror a general Swedish 
skepticism toward the EU, as described in the introductory chapter.

How Do Swedish CSOs Europeanize?

Swedish CSOs might Europeanize in different ways. In this section we 
address three types of Europeanization: regulatory, organizational, and 
financial. Regulatory Europeanization is understood as an expression of 
political activity at the European level, organizational as membership in 
European networks and umbrella organizations, and financial as economic 
support from EU institutions.

Regulatory Europeanization

The extent to which CSOs have tried to influence politicians or officials at 
the European level of decision-making regarding issues that are central for 

This open access library edition is supported by the University of Lund. Not for resale. 
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the organization is used as a measure of regulatory Europeanization. These 
results are presented in table 3.6, which shows whether the organizations 
had often, sometimes, rarely, or never tried to influence politicians and offi-
cials on the European level. In the second part of the table we compare the 
extent to which the CSOs have at all (often, sometimes, or rarely) addressed 
the European level compared with the local, national, Nordic, and interna-
tional levels.

Eighty percent of Swedish CSOs state that they have never tried to influ-
ence politicians or officials at the European level of decision-making, while 
fewer than 10 percent of the organizations claim to have done so sometimes 
or often. In contrast, 80 percent of the CSOs say that they have tried to 
influence decision-makers at the local level, and half have attempted to have 
an influence on the national level. The organizations are thus not only pri-
marily locally based (as was shown in table 3.2), but they also foremost try 
to influence local politics.

The number of CSOs that have tried to influence politicians and officials 
at the supranational levels (Nordic, European, or international) are quite 
small, and involves between 18 and 20 percent of the organizations. There 
does not seem to be any trade-off between the CSOs’ efforts to address dif-
ferent levels of political decision-making. Instead, the types of organizations 
that are more active on one level are also more active on other levels. Political 
parties in particular stand out as being most active at all political levels. It is 
also notable that organizations representing specific interests in general are 
more active at most political levels unlike organizations representing diffuse 
interests. This confirms political parties’ and specific interest organizations’ 
stronger voice orientation, as mentioned above.

These results also show that CSOs do not restrict themselves to the 
European level when it comes to influencing supranational forms of polit-
ical decision-making, but also try to influence the Nordic and the interna-
tional levels. However, the degree to which they try to influence these levels 
is quite small.

There are also other strategies that CSOs can use if they want to influence 
EU policies. These involve not only direct contacts with the representatives 
of the political system, but also include using one’s transnational CSO 
networks, engaging external consultants (e.g., public relations bureaus), 
or staging demonstrations. Two distinct approaches that are often used by 
CSOs are externalization, which implies targeting EU institutions to put 
pressure on the national government, and domestication, which means 
targeting one’s own national government to engage in negotiations at the 
European level in order to provide better opportunities for the country or 
to make general changes in EU policies (della Porta 2013). Table 3.7 shows 
the degree to which the CSOs have used different strategies to influence EU 

This open access library edition is supported by the University of Lund. Not for resale. 
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policies, ranging from direct contacts with representatives of institution-
alized politics to using extra-parliamentarian repertories of action such as 
demonstrations.

Table 3.7 indicates that the most common strategy to influence EU 
policies is to contact Swedish authorities or Swedish political parties. This 
strategy is adopted by 36 percent of the CSOs, while only half as many (18 
percent) have contacted members of the European Parliament (MEPs). This 
also illustrates that what della Porta (2013) labels as domestication is the 
most common strategy used for influencing EU policies. CSOs’ demands 
for political or regulatory changes in EU policies are thus usually mediated 
by domestic actors of one’s own country (see also Johansson, Scaramuzzino, 
and Wennerhag 2018).

Apart from the use of domestic politicians and authorities, table 3.7 
shows that demonstrations, international umbrella organizations, and 
direct contacts with MEPs have been used by around 20 percent of the 
CSOs as a means to influence EU policies. The staging of demonstrations 
is most common among trade unions and political parties. The use of both 
international and European umbrella organizations for the purpose of 
influencing EU policies furthermore suggests that internationalization and 
Europeanization are closely interlinked and that these processes might in 
fact strengthen each other. 

The types of CSOs that are known to be more politically active (political 
parties and organizations representing specific interests, as shown in table 
3.6) also use all types of strategies to a greater degree than organizations 
representing diffuse interests. These results suggest that there is no direct 
trade-off between different types of strategies such as access, information, 
and protest (see Beyers 2004 for a typology), which our analysis of political 
strategies at the national level also showed (Scaramuzzino and Scaramuzzino 
2015; Scaramuzzino and Wennerhag 2013).

All in all, regulatory Europeanization seems to involve a minority of 
Swedish CSOs when we look at their activities at the European level. 
However, when we include the use of channels for political influence at the 
national level for the purpose of influencing EU policy (domestication), we 
find that more than a third of Swedish CSOs have Europeanized to some 
extent. Political parties in particular are active in this sense, but it is also 
notable that almost half of the trade unions and temperance organizations 
have contacted national politicians in an attempt to influence EU policies.

In order to better understand the figures of table 3.7, we also need to 
look at what strategies are used for influencing politics in Sweden. These are 
shown in table 3.8. 

Table 3.8 indicates that by far the most-used strategies to influence poli-
tics in Sweden are to contact politicians (45 percent) or public officials (37 
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94  •  Roberto Scaramuzzino and Magnus Wennerhag

percent) working at the national level and to stage demonstrations (37 per-
cent). Only 14 percent of the CSOs say that they have contacted EU insti-
tutions in order to influence Swedish politics. This externalization strategy 
(della Porta 2013) is most common among trade unions (22 percent) and 
political parties (32 percent), but women’s organizations also use it to some 
extent (15 percent). Demonstrations as a way to influence Swedish politics 
are in particular used by political parties and trade unions and to some degree 
also by temperance and drug users’ organizations. Most types of CSOs seem 
to favor inside lobbying. 

When comparing the results shown in table 3.7 and table 3.8, one finds 
that the share of CSOs that have tried to influence EU policies in general is 
lower (between 6 and 36 percent depending on the strategy) than the share 
that have tried to influence Swedish politics (between 13 and 45 percent). 
This difference should, however, not be overemphasized. Even if only around 
20 percent of the CSOs have tried to influence MEPs, it is still no more than 
45 percent that have tried to influence Swedish politicians working on the 
national level. In both cases the majority has not tried to influence politics at 
all. These results are consistent with the data presented in table 3.6.

Organizational Europeanization

Organizational Europeanization was measured by asking which networks, 
federations, or umbrella organizations at different levels the organizations 
were direct members of; the results are shown in table 3.9. 

Considering the high percentage of locally based organizations in our 
sample, it is remarkable that 12 percent of the Swedish CSOs are members 
of networks or umbrella organizations at the European level, and hence are 
Europeanized from an organizational point of view. The CSOs that are the 
most Europeanized in this sense are trade unions, temperance and drug 
users’ organizations, and political parties. But compared to other geographi-
cal levels, affiliations at the European and international levels are much rarer. 
An exception to the rule is humanitarian organizations that quite often are 
members of international federations and networks; those memberships are 
likely connected to their activities concerning international aid.

By far the most common level when it comes to affiliation is the national 
level, which is perhaps not that surprising considering that 84 percent of the 
organizations in our sample are local organizations. The Swedish corporative 
structure has in fact encouraged interest groups to organize at the national 
level through federations for representational purposes and for participa-
tion in consultative bodies such as forums and councils, e.g., where CSOs 
have been invited by public authorities to, among other things, comment on 
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96  •  Roberto Scaramuzzino and Magnus Wennerhag

relevant legislative proposals, e.g., in disability policy and integration policy 
(cf. Aytar 2007; Feltenius 2008).

More than half of the organizations are also members of meta-
organizations or networks at the local level, which shows that also on the 
local level there is a need for coordination between CSOs.

Financial Europeanization

Financial Europeanization was measured by addressing the importance of dif-
ferent sources of income for the budget of the organization. The sources cov-
ered funding from EU institutions (European social funds, European regional 
funds, etc.) and other sources of funding, both public and private. Table 3.10 
shows the share of the organizations that responded that these sources of 
income are at all (often, sometimes, or rarely) relevant, and leaves out those 
explicitly stating that the specific source is not a source of funding for them.

Public funding is far from being relevant for all Swedish CSOs despite 
the fact that the Swedish public sector has an extensive system of fund-
ing targeting CSOs and includes funding at the municipal, regional, and 
national levels based on both organizational grants and project-based grants 
(cf. Danielson, Zetterberg, and Amnå 2009). Support from local municipal-
ities seems in fact to be relevant just for half of the CSOs, and support from 
the state for one in four. However, while trade unions are in principle not 
at all dependent on public funding, other organizations representing spe-
cific interests—such as victim support, women’s, temperance, and disability 
organizations—are to a much greater degree dependent on public funding 
(mostly from the local municipalities, and in some cases also from the state). 
Political parties are also highly dependent on public funding.

Overall, funding through members’ fees is by far the most frequently 
mentioned (83 percent) source of income, followed by private donations 
and sales of goods and services. Funding from EU institutions seems to be 
relevant only for a small minority of the organizations (8 percent). One can 
thus conclude that financial Europeanization is not a widespread phenom-
enon among CSOs in Sweden. Victim support organizations stand out as 
the exception: 17 percent of them deem EU funding as relevant for their 
organizations’ budget.

Participating in Activities at the European Level

Participating in activities at the European level can also be an expres-
sion of Europeanization, which might be linked to each of the types of 
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Europeanization described above. It might be part of the CSOs’ political 
activities, their membership in a network, or an EU-funded project. It might 
also relate to more than one type of Europeanization. Table 3.11 shows the 
extent to which Swedish CSOs state that they at all (often, sometimes, or 
rarely) have participated in different activities at the European level.

The most common activity is to participate in meetings and conferences 
held by organizations that are active at the EU level. The fact that as many as 
28 percent of Swedish CSOs state that they at all participate in such meetings 
shows that the level of participation in such activities is much higher (more 
than double) than the level of affiliation to European networks (12 percent). 
Participation in campaigns led by organizations that are active abroad is also 
a relatively common activity (which could include contacts with organiza-
tions principally active at the EU level). The types of organizations reporting 
this type of activity are in most cases those that are affiliated with EU-level 
networks to a high degree (political parties, trade unions, and temperance 
and drug users’ organizations). Even though they showed a low level of affil-
iation in European networks, women’s organizations also reported a rather 
high level of participation in such campaigns. The women’s organizations 
also seem to participate in other types of network-based activities at the EU 
level more often than many other organizations.

Perceived Consequences of Europeanization

Political Influence

While one can assume that CSOs that try to influence decision-making want 
these efforts to result in actual changes in policies and political decisions, it is 
not obvious to what degree this desired outcome is obtained. In order to get a 
better picture of the perceived effectiveness of the CSOs’ efforts to influence 
politics at the European level, we will discuss the extent to which the orga-
nizations perceive that their efforts have led to concrete changes. We under-
stand this as the perceived consequences of regulatory Europeanization; the 
results are presented in table 3.12.

The presented results are based only on the CSOs that responded posi-
tively to the previous questions about whether they have tried to influence 
politics at the European level. Only 20 percent of these CSOs often or 
sometimes had experienced that their efforts led to concrete changes, but a 
more positive interpretation is that more than half of the organizations (62 
percent) reported some kind of political impact, even if it happened rarely. 
It can be relevant to compare these figures for the European level with the 
answers to the same question regarding other administrative levels (figures 
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not presented in the table). A large majority (87 percent) of the CSOs stated 
that they had achieved some influence at the local level. At the national 
level, the corresponding figure was 76 percent, and for both the Nordic 
and the international levels the corresponding figure was 62 percent. These 
results show that Swedish CSOs are not only more active in influencing 
decision-making at the domestic levels (local and national), but they are 
also more likely to perceive that they wield some influence on these levels 
compared to the European level. Given the fact that it is perceived as more 
effective for the CSOs to address the national level instead of the European 
level, it seems reasonable that those CSOs more often address the national 
level for influencing EU policies (as shown above). These results suggest, 
however, that even if CSOs are active at the European level to a lesser degree 
than they are at the domestic levels, their efforts in addressing the European 
level in most cases are perceived as producing at least some effects in terms 
of political influence.

Effects of Organizational Affiliations

We would also like to address the perceived results or outcomes from 
being affiliated with a network, federation, or umbrella organization at the 
European level (N = 271–93). The most common answer concerning the 
results of such affiliations was that the organizations thought that they had 
enabled them to be well informed about EU policies (38 percent). This is most 
evident for political parties (71 percent), but quite a high share of the organi-
zations representing specific interests also mentioned this (40 percent). The 
perceived complexity of EU-level issues, while being perceived as an obstacle 
for Europeanize as shown above (see table 3.3), is thus also partly overcome 
through membership in networks or organizations at the EU level. The fact 
that some organizations found that membership in European networks and 
umbrella organizations helped them to keep well informed about EU policies 
suggests that, once the complexity threshold is overcome, membership can 
actually be an important source of information about what is going on in 
Brussels. Twenty-eight percent also reported that their organizations’ credi-
bility toward public actors and other organizations had been strengthened by 
these affiliations. Increased legitimacy thus seems to be one of the outcomes 
of membership in European umbrella organizations and networks.

When it comes to organizational Europeanization, a larger share of CSOs 
highlight the challenges of participating compared to those reporting posi-
tive effects or outcomes of membership. It seems therefore that active par-
ticipation among CSOs that are formal members of networks and umbrella 
organizations at the European level is rare, which suggests a more passive 
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membership. Thus the CSOs in our sample tend to become more objects to 
than subjects in organizational Europeanization. 

Mobilizing Resources

To be able to access financial resources at the European level, CSOs often 
have to apply for funding from one of the many EU programs (see, e.g., the 
discussion on the ESF council in chapter 6). Table 3.13 shows the percent-
ages of organizations that answered that they had often, sometimes, rarely, 
or never applied for EU funding.

Only 10 percent of the organizations had applied for EU funding, and 
among these victim support, women’s, and social service organizations 
stand out. The relatively low degree of public funding among Swedish CSOs 
should, however, be kept in mind. Our survey furthermore shows a quite 
high level of success among the CSOs that had applied for funding. Only 29 
percent of the organizations stated that they had never received the funding 
they had applied for (N = 201).

The consequences of this financial Europeanization also need to be 
addressed. A large majority (87 percent) of the CSOs that had applied for 
funding (N = 196–200) reported that applying for funding required a lot 
of resources such as knowledge, time, and staff. This shows a high thresh-
old for accessing EU resources, which also has been suggested in previous 
research about EU funding of Swedish CSOs (Scaramuzzino et al. 2010; 
Scaramuzzino 2012; see also chapter 6 of this volume). The results also 
show that half of the CSOs that had applied for EU funding adapted their 
activities to increase the possibilities of accessing such funds. This seems 
to imply that EU funding influences organizational behavior, thus making 
Swedish CSOs more object to than subject in financial Europeanization. But 
even though many organizations acknowledge that they had adapted their 
activities to increase their chances of getting funding, only 8 percent per-
ceived that the funding had led to changes in the goals of the organization. 
A possible interpretation is that such adaptations were merely cosmetic and 
did not involve the mission or core values of the organizations.

One in three CSOs stated that EU funding had made it possible for them 
to initiate new projects and activities that they otherwise would not have 
been able to start. This suggests that EU funding represents an alternative to 
other sources of funding, which opens up new opportunities. However, the 
fact that only 6 percent stated that EU funding had made them less depen-
dent on economic support from the state and the local municipality suggests 
that such funding is more a complement than an alternative to domestic 
public funding. The results also show that not only applying for EU funding 
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requires a lot of resources, but also the administration of received funds 
requires significant resources, which is something that more than half of the 
CSOs stated. About a third of the CSOs furthermore claimed that the EU 
funding has led to a more bureaucratic organization (see chapter 6). 

In summary, only a small share of Swedish CSOs are financially 
Europeanized. Generally low dependency on public funding and good access 
to such funding at the national level seem to contribute to a low perceived 
relevance of EU funding. Furthermore, the fact that quite a large share of 
the CSOs see EU funding as involving high costs in terms of resources—both 
for applying for and administering such funding—is also a possible explana-
tion for the low degree of financial Europeanization among Swedish CSOs. 
When it comes to mission drift and co-optation by means of EU funding, 
our results suggest certain adaptations but not anything involving changes 
in the core goals of the organization.

Conclusions

Using descriptive data from a large survey, this chapter has given a picture of 
the extent to which Swedish CSOs are Europeanized, the motives they state 
for addressing the European level, the ways in which they Europeanize, and 
the perceived outcomes of Europeanization. It suggests that Europeanization 
involves a minority of Swedish CSOs, which partly mirrors the fact that a 
large majority of the organizations involved in the survey are locally based. 
Political parties and interest organizations seem to be Europeanized to a 
larger extent than organizations representing diffuse interests, regardless of 
the type of Europeanization considered.

Regulatory Europeanization is mostly achieved through contacts with—
and intermediation of—domestic actors. While the political importance 
of the EU is in general perceived as low, Swedish CSOs seem to be quite 
successful in influencing policy at this level.

Organizational Europeanization seems to be a challenge for many organi-
zations, at least when it comes to participation in activities. The complexity 
of the issues at the EU level is one of the major explanations. Participation 
can, however, give some positive outcomes such as remaining informed of 
what is happening in Brussels.

Financial Europeanization also presents certain challenges. It takes 
resources to apply for funding and to administrate the funds. The level of 
control and adaptation to EU requirements might be relevant but does not 
seem to apply for the organizations’ central goals and mission.

All in all, Swedish CSOs seem to be well embedded in their national 
context when it comes to political influence, organizational affiliation, and 

This open access library edition is supported by the University of Lund. Not for resale. 



Europeanization of Swedish Civil Society  •  105

funding. Our results suggest that the European level is more of a comple-
ment than an alternative to the domestic level for these organizations. To 
advance our understanding of these processes, the chapter 4 will deepen 
the analysis by addressing the factors behind and the interplay between 
different forms of Europeanization.
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Notes

1.	 For a methodological discussion about the survey and the dataset, see Appendix A; 
for the precise wording of all survey questions, their subitems, and the response alter-
natives, see Appendix C).

2.	 For a description of the principles guiding this categorization, see appendix A; 
for an overview of the specific types of organizations included in each type, see 
appendix B.

3.  The organizational type “Other interest organizations for social groups” includes sev-
enty-nine pensioners, thirty-nine immigrant, ten parents, six LGBT, and six student 
organizations, in addition to eleven organizations representing other specific group 
interests. A list of the organizations included in each type of CSO is presented in 
appendix B.
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