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Chapter 4

Factors Explaining Swedish 
Civil Society Organizations’ 

Europeanization

Roberto Scaramuzzino and Magnus Wennerhag

This chapter explores which factors contribute to whether Swedish civil 
society organizations (CSOs) become involved in regulatory, organizational, 
and financial Europeanization. We will focus on factors that previous liter-
ature has deemed important for CSOs’ Europeanization—their availability 
of resources (number of members and paid staff) and their position in the 
organizational hierarchy (national, regional, or local)—but we will also ana-
lyze the relative impact of CSO type (i.e., the types of interests that the orga-
nizations represents) and whether CSOs perceive the EU to be a relevant 
political arena for solving the problems or issues they work with. We will 
also scrutinize whether CSOs’ involvement in one type of Europeanization 
is correlated with their involvement in other types of Europeanization. 
Overall, the results show that resources, position in organizational hierar-
chy, CSO type, and perceived relevance all affect the likelihood of CSOs 
becoming Europeanized, but that these factors impact differently depend-
ing on the type of Europeanization considered. The analysis is based on data 
from a national survey among Swedish CSOs conducted in 2012–13 as part 
of the EUROCIV program.

In chapter 3 we used the same survey data to explore the ways in which 
contemporary Swedish CSOs are regulatory, organizationally, and finan-
cially Europeanized. The analysis revealed that some CSO types were in 
general more Europeanized, whereas others were less so, but also that some 
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types of Europeanization were more common among specific CSO types. In 
this chapter we will go one step farther in the analysis. First, we will scruti-
nize whether the CSOs’ involvement in one type of Europeanization leads 
to a similar degree of involvement in another type of Europeanization (i.e., if 
one finds correlations between different types of Europeanization). Second, 
we will make more complex statistical analyses in order to explain which 
factors contribute to whether Swedish CSOs become Europeanized. In 
order to see if different types of Europeanization are furthered by similar or 
different factors, we will perform the same type of analysis for regulatory, 
organizational, and financial Europeanization separately, but in these analy-
ses we will also investigate how the different types of Europeanization affect 
each other.

In a previous study built on the EUROCIV survey (Scaramuzzino and 
Wennerhag 2015) we analyzed the degree to which Swedish CSOs that 
are active in the social welfare policy area carried out their activities at 
the European level and which factors most strongly contributed to such 
activities. The analysis showed that the strongest factor contributing to 
Swedish CSOs’ degree of activity at the European level was the perceived 
relevance of this level for solving the problems or issues that they worked 
with. The availability of resources furthermore proved to be crucial, and 
CSOs that represented many members and had access to employed staff 
were more likely to be Europeanized. The analysis in that study was based 
on the CSOs’ assessment of how often they had engaged in activities on the 
European level, which is a very general measure of the organizations’ degree 
of Europeanization. In this chapter we will instead be more precise and look 
at the three types of Europeanization we discussed at length in chapter 3 in 
order to see whether the same factors are relevant for regulatory, organiza-
tional, and financial Europeanization. We are here foremost interested in 
CSOs’ overall involvement in different types of Europeanization, and not 
the frequency or extensiveness of their involvement. We will analyze dichot-
omized variables that show whether the CSOs are at all involved in what can 
be regarded as different types of Europeanization.

We interpret and operationalize these three types of Europeanization in 
the following way.

•	 Regulatory Europeanization is when Swedish CSOs engage with public 
institutions at the EU level for the purpose of influencing policy; this
is something that research on Europeanization of domestic interest
groups has focused on (see Kanol 2016 for an overview). In the analy-
sis we use the following question from the survey: “How often do you
try to influence politicians or officials at the European level regarding
issues that are central for your organization?” (to which the response
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110  •  Roberto Scaramuzzino and Magnus Wennerhag

alternatives were “often,” “sometimes,” “rarely,” or “never”; the three 
former alternatives have been merged into a single value, to be con-
trasted to “never”).

•	 Organizational Europeanization is when Swedish CSOs are mem-
bers of umbrella organizations or networks at the European level. 
The increase of EU-based CSOs has been highlighted in research 
(Johansson and Lee 2014) as has been the participation of domestic 
CSOs in such networks as a form of Europeanization (Karlberg and 
Jacobsson 2015). In the analysis we use the following question from 
the survey: ”Was the CSO a direct member of networks or federations 
at the EU or European level?” (to which the response alternatives were 
“yes” or “no”).

•	 Financial Europeanization is when Swedish CSOs mobilize finan-
cial resources from EU institutions. The importance of EU funding 
for domestic CSOs has been highlighted by previous research (e.g., 
Sánchez-Salgado 2010; Scaramuzzino et al. 2010). To measure the 
level of Europeanization from this perspective, we use the follow-
ing question from our survey: “How important is economic support 
from EU bodies for the budget of your organization?” (to which the 
response alternatives were “very,” “somewhat,” “not very,” or “this is 
not a source of funding for us”; response alternatives one to three have 
been merged into a single value, and is in the analysis contrasted to the 
fourth response alternative).

When it comes to regulatory and financial Europeanization, our analysis 
is focused on the CSOs that sometimes have tried to influence politicians or 
officials at the European level (irrespective of how often) or have received 
some kind of economic support from EU bodies (irrespective of how 
important this is for the CSO’s budget). This makes it possible to analyze 
these types of Europeanization in binary terms in the same way that we can 
analyze organizational Europeanization as a binary variable. 

Chapter 3 contained bivariate analyses for all these three variables, and 
showed how the degree of Europeanization varied between different types 
of CSOs. In this chapter we will use a binary logistic regression to analyze 
whether other factors than CSO type affect the organizations’ involvement 
in different types of Europeanization. As mentioned above, we will in partic-
ular analyze whether the CSOs’ availability of resources, their organizational 
level, and the perceived political importance of the EU affect their likelihood 
of being Europeanized. These variables were introduced in chapter 3, for 
instance in connection to the bivariate analyses in table 3.1 (the availability 
of resources and organizational level) and table 3.4 (the perceived political 
importance of the European level). Our use of binary logistic regression 
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models to analyze whether these different factors make CSOs more or less 
likely to be Europeanized will allow us to see these factors’ relative impact 
when they are all taken into account in the analysis. In particular, this will 
show whether the variation we saw between different CSO types’ degrees 
of Europeanization in chapter 3 (in tables 3.5 and 3.8, regarding regulatory 
and organizational Europeanization) can be seen as reflecting other types of 
differences between the CSO types. By controlling for factors such as the 
CSOs’ availability of resources or their organizational level, we will be able 
to see how much the CSO types—which are more or less related to specific 
policy areas and interests—explain in the end. All in all, this analysis will help 
us to give a more nuanced explanation of why only a minority of Swedish 
CSOs are Europeanized.

Previous research on the Europeanization of interest groups and social 
movements has shown that both organizational and institutional factors are 
important for whether and how CSOs come into contact with EU institu-
tions and organizational networks at the European level. These theories will 
be considered later in this chapter when we discuss possible explanations 
for the different patterns of Europeanization that can be found among 
Swedish CSOs. In our analysis, we will explore the role of organizational 
factors in terms of the type of interests represented (e.g., Beyers 2004; 
Chalmers 2013; Dür and Mateo 2012), the CSOs’ availability of resources 
such as membership and staff (e.g., Klüver 2010), and their dependency 
on resources such as public funds (e.g., Beyers and Kerremans 2007). 
Among institutional factors (e.g., Beyers 2008; Beyers and Kerremans 
2007) we will take into account the CSOs’ position in the organizational 
hierarchy (whether they are local, regional, or national organizations) and 
the main policy area they are involved in. In line with our previous findings 
(Scaramuzzino and Wennerhag 2015), we will also focus on how the orga-
nizations perceive the political context in which they work, especially how 
relevant they deem the European level and the EU institutions for their 
own activities and goals. 

Do Different Types of Europeanization Correlate?

Before presenting the results of the regression analyses, we want to dis-
cuss how one can understand the relationship between the three types 
of Europeanization. How closely related are these different types of 
Europeanization? Is it, for instance, more likely that organizationally 
Europeanized CSOs are simultaneously more financially Europeanized? Or, 
on the contrary, does involvement in one type of Europeanization lead to 
less involvement in another type?
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In chapter 1 Jacobsson and Johansson argued that different types of 
Europeanization need to be analytically separated because they concern 
different types of influence that are characterized by specific mechanisms 
that place CSOs in different subject positions or roles. In chapter 3 our 
analysis showed that some types of CSOs tend to be more Europeanized 
than others in many ways, but it also showed that some types of CSOs were 
more Europeanized in some ways and less in others. However, we did not 
explicitly analyze to what degree various types of Europeanization correlate 
with each other. 

Table 4.1 shows the degree to which the three types of Europeanization 
are statistically correlated. There are positive correlations between all three 
variables, which means that involvement in one type of Europeanization 
makes it more likely for a CSO to also be involved in other types of 
Europeanization. The strongest correlation is between regulatory and orga-
nizational Europeanization. This suggests that being active in networks at 
the EU level is partly based on motives of gaining access to and influencing 
policymaking processes at the European level. However, even though the 
correlations are positive, they are not extremely strong, and they account for 
only around 20–30 percent of the covariation between the variables. This 
shows that, in general, the three different types of Europeanization analyzed 
here do not follow exactly the same pattern. Whether these differences can 
be explained by other factors will now be examined in the remaining part of 
this chapter.

Explaining Europeanization

We will now analyze the impact of various factors on whether Swedish 
CSOs are Europeanized according to the three types of Europeanization 
discussed above. The statistical method used is binary logistic regression. 
This type of regression plots so-called odds ratios for each factor (in table 4.2 
these are labeled Exp(B)); in other words, a figure for how the probability 
of having a specific quality (here, being Europeanized) is affected by other 
characteristics (e.g., resources) when the effects of many variables are ana-
lyzed simultaneously. This will allow us to see the relative impact of various 
factors on CSOs’ Europeanization.

The three (binary) dependent variables are the ones we presented earlier 
in this chapter: regulatory, organizational, and financial Europeanization. 
These will be analyzed in three separate regression models. The indepen-
dent variables include CSO type (the same types that were discussed in 
chapter 3; see also appendixes A and B), and the control variables include 
the CSOs’ position in the organizational hierarchy (whether they are local, 
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regional, or national organizations), the type of organization (whether they 
have individual members or are umbrella organizations), and their available 
resources (in terms of members and paid staff). For each model we have also 
included the other two types of Europeanization as independent variables 
to see whether they also impact the specific type of Europeanization being 
analyzed. The final independent variable is the CSOs’ perceived relevance of 
the European level—in other words, whether they perceive this level as being 
at all important for solving the problems or issues that their organization 
works with. 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, we have previously shown that the per-
ceived importance of the European level was the strongest factor for explain-
ing why Swedish CSOs were active at the European level (Scaramuzzino and 
Wennerhag 2015). The same analysis also showed that CSOs with greater 
numbers of members were slightly more active on the European level. In 
this sense, we argued that one could find both a cognitive threshold (the 
perceived relevance of the European level) and an organizational threshold 
(the availability of resources, in terms of members) affecting Swedish CSOs’ 
degree of Europeanization.

The perceived relevance of the European level should here be understood 
as whether CSOs perceive opportunities at the European level as being rele-
vant. This makes it possible to assess not only the CSOs’ actual opportunities 
(for influencing EU policies, receiving EU funding, or seeking organiza-
tional cooperation on the European level), but also if they deem it relevant 
to consider taking these opportunities. Opportunities are not only struc-
tural and embedded in institutions—they are also framed and understood 
within a specific cultural and political context and can thus be understood 
differently by different actors (Gamson and Meyer 1996). In the following 
regression models we will test the hypothesis that the perceived relevance 
of the European level explains whether Swedish CSOs are Europeanized 
concerning all three types of Europeanization discussed in this chapter.

Table 4.2 presents three regression models, one for each type of 
Europeanization. The effect of CSO type for organizations’ likelihood to 
be Europeanized differs in the three models. Disability organizations have 
been chosen as the reference in all regression models because this type of 
CSO seemed to display an average pattern of Europeanization in the bivari-
ate analysis presented in chapter 3. The significant differences thereby show 
whether other CSO types are more or less Europeanized than disability 
organizations.

When it comes to regulatory Europeanization, political parties and 
women’s organizations are more likely to be Europeanized. The fact that 
political parties are more likely to make contacts with politicians or public 
officials on the European level illustrates their central role in the political 
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system, and supposedly much of these contacts are made within the parties 
themselves and through the EU-level party structures that they are often a 
part of. In chapter 3 we showed that the most frequent form of advocacy 
Swedish CSOs use to influence EU policies is to contact domestic political 
parties or domestic authorities. The fact that Swedish political parties are 
much more Europeanized than other Swedish CSOs suggests that they play 
an important role as an intermediary link between domestic CSOs and EU 
institutions. Political parties are also slightly more likely than other CSOs 
to be members of European networks or organizations. However, when it 
comes to financial Europeanization—in other words, whether one receives 
economic funding from EU institutions—the political parties do not differ 
from other CSOs. The trade unions do differ from the other organizations 
in this respect, and thus seem to be less likely than other CSOs to be finan-
cially Europeanized. It is important, however, to acknowledge that trade 
unions in general are much less dependent on public funding compared to 
other types of CSOs, even when it comes to funding from the state and local 
municipalities (see table 3.9 in chapter 3). 

National organizations are more likely to be Europeanized than are local 
and regional organizations regarding all three types of Europeanization. This 
difference is most marked when it comes to organizational Europeanization. 
National organizations are 3.7 times more likely to be affiliated with a net-
work, federation, or umbrella organization on the European level. This is 
most probably an effect of the predominant way in which organizational 
networks on the European level function, which is primarily to link national 
organizations to each other. Considering the fact that a large majority of 
CSOs (74 percent) are members of national umbrella organizations or 
federations, it seems reasonable to assume that such national organizations 
function as representatives for local CSOs in the European organizations 
and networks.

A large membership base is an important factor for explaining CSOs’ 
likelihood of being regulatory Europeanized. Our analysis shows that CSOs 
that can claim strong representativeness by having many individual mem-
bers are more likely to get access to the European political level in terms 
of having contacted politicians or public officials. Also, the availability of 
employed staff is shown here to be important for explaining why CSOs 
become Europeanized. This is particularly the case when it comes to their 
affiliation to networks and organizations at the European level and their 
access to funding from EU institutions. In chapter 3 we showed that a large 
share of the CSOs participating in European networks experienced this as 
both time and resource consuming and that they perceived the complexity 
of EU-level issues as a further obstacle in this work (see table 3.3 in chapter 
3). In the previous chapter, we also discussed how almost all CSOs that 
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had applied for EU funding experienced this as creating large administra-
tive burdens. For CSOs having employed staff, such obstacles would most 
probably be smaller, which helps us to better understand why the avail-
ability of employed staff is an important factor for whether CSOs become 
Europeanized.

The importance of resources has also been highlighted in previous 
research on interest groups’ Europeanization. Klüver (2010) mentions 
three types of resources that are relevant for meeting the demands of the 
EU: financial resources, personnel resources, and interest group represen-
tativeness. Because EU institutions are often understaffed, they need the 
interest organizations they interact with to compensate for their own lack 
of expertise. The democratic deficit of EU institutions might furthermore 
be compensated by the CSOs with which they interact if the CSOs can 
claim strong representativeness and thereby strengthen the legitimacy of 
the EU-level political processes in which they take part. Our study confirms 
that resources such as membership and employed staff play a decisive role 
in whether CSOs become Europeanized, but at the same time we show that 
these types of resources are more or less crucial depending on which type of 
Europeanization is being considered.

In line with the correlations that were shown in table 4.1, the three 
different types of Europeanization are also shown to strengthen each other 
in most of the regression models in table 4.2. It is especially regulatory 
Europeanization and organizational Europeanization that strengthen each 
other.

Finally, our hypothesis that the extent to which the CSOs see the European 
level as relevant for them is crucial for their involvement in Europeanization 
finds strong support from the results of all regression models. This is par-
ticularly the case for regulatory Europeanization. CSOs that perceive the 
European level as important for solving the problems or issues they work 
with are almost eleven times more likely to contact politicians or public offi-
cials on the European level compared to CSOs that do not see the EU level 
as important. This is the single most important factor for explaining CSOs’ 
likelihood of being regulatory Europeanized. This factor should be seen 
as measuring whether the CSOs perceive the EU institutions as providing 
them with new political opportunities that they potentially can make use 
of (cf. Gamson and Meyer 1996). Behind this perceived opportunity one 
might of course find a lot of other factors, such as whether the EU actually 
has a say in the policy areas that the CSOs are engaged in, whether the CSOs 
have knowledge about the competencies of the EU in such policy areas, or 
whether the CSOs believe that the EU is capable of solving their most central 
issues. Even though this factor has the strongest impact on the CSOs’ regu-
latory Europeanization, it also to some degree explains their organizational 
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Europeanization (odds ratio 2.7) and financial Europeanization (odds ratio 
2.1). This shows that for being connected to the European level—whether for 
seeking political influence, having an organizational affiliation, or receiving 
economic resources—it is more or less crucial that Swedish CSOs perceive 
the European level as relevant for them.

Conclusion

In this chapter we analyzed the relative impact of various factors that might 
contribute to CSOs’ likelihood to become Europeanized. In line with pre-
vious literature, our analysis showed that CSOs’ availability of resources 
(in particular paid staff) and their position in the organizational hierarchy 
(in particular those operating on the national level) were important factors 
for CSOs to become involved in different types of Europeanization. Our 
analysis also showed that some types of CSOs, working within specific 
policy areas, were more likely to become Europeanized. The single most 
important factor was, however, whether the CSOs perceived the EU to 
be a relevant political arena for solving the problems or issues they work 
with, which indicates that the CSOs’ perception of the new political oppor-
tunites that the EU institutions provide them with are crucial for their 
actual use of such opportunities. Moreover, our analysis showed that the 
impact of these factors varied between different types of Europeanization—
regulatory, organizational, and financial—and that involvement in one type 
of Europeanization tends to strengthen CSOs’ involvement in other types 
of Europeanization. 
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