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The Europeanization of Public Policies:
Introduction

SABINE SAURUGGER* and CLAUDIO M. RADAELLI**
*Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Grenoble, France; **University of Exeter, UK

The European Union has influenced national public policies for more than five
decades. The recent academic interest in the Europeanization of public policies,
however, reveals processes and mechanisms that go beyond the change (or lack of it)
brought about by the implementation of EU decisions at the domestic level. Although
implementation is certainly one dimension of Europeanization, this concept is wider.
It encompasses ‘‘processes of (a) construction (b) diffusion and (c) institutionalization
of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing
things’ and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the
making of EU public policy and politics and then incorporated in the logic of domestic
discourse, identities, political structures and public policies’’ (Radaelli 2003: 30; see
also Green Cowles et al. 2001, Ladrech 1994, Börzel and Risse 2003, Lenschow 2006,
Palier et al. 2007: 39). Whilst the definition of Europeanization is surely the object of a
lively debate (Olsen 2002, Radaelli 2007), the present definition, on which this special
issue is based, captures the whole life-cycle of public policy, with possible feedback
effects between the national level and the EU, focusing on processes rather than
outcomes. Thus, we have chosen it because it gives us a suitable framework for the
comparative policy analysis of Europeanization.

Some authors have even questioned the notion of two distinct arenas by observing
that ‘‘the [domestic and EU] levels are nothing but playing fields, where actors move
between one and the other, and play with them’’ (Ravinet 2007: 24, our translation).
Yet there are two playing fields in the end, not just one. Ravinet’s observation is
nevertheless important because it draws attention to complex interaction effects, to
actor-centred analysis, and to the strategic linkages between EU and domestic policy
arenas (See also Sanchez Salgado and Woll 2007: 152). In a similar vein, Princen and
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Rhinhard (2006) illustrate how policy experts and political actors interact in the
course of actual policy setting. Individual actors without formal decision-making
power can influence outputs in moving between the national and the European level.
Contrary to top-down or bottom-up definitions which imply the existence of a
perfectly linear transmission of public policies from one level to another, with – at
best – some clearly identifiable obstacles on their way, this definition forces us to
adopt a more nuanced approach and to be more explicit on the nature of the
independent variables that are supposed to create domestic effects, such as the
cleavage structures at the national level, power relations among actors or policy
priorities decided at the European Union level.

As it is often the case, the Europeanization debate has already become quite
specialized (Graziano and Vink 2007), possibly running the risk of over-theorizing
before the empirical evidence has been sorted out and appraised – a feature common to
several ‘‘–ization trends’’ in contemporary political science (Geddes 2003). With this
special issue, we move in the opposite direction. Instead of contributing to the
sophistication of the debate, our aim is to establish a dialogue between general
comparative policy studies and European integration scholars, as Peters has convin-
cingly argued (Peters 2005).1 In this vein, three demanding mainstream comparative
policy studies questions guide the contributions to this JCPA special issue: (1)What do
Europeanization studies tell us about power, and more specifically the link between
politics and policies? Susanne Schmidt discusses this question with regard to the use
public and private actors can make of legal uncertainty, while Claudio Radaelli
demonstrates the extent to which policy discourse developed at the European level
influences politics, and thus power relations at the national level. (2) What are the
lessons that canbe drawn fromempirical studies onEuropeanization for classicmiddle-
range concepts and theories of comparative policy analysis, such as policy learning and
implementation analysis? In this respect, Nikos Zahariadis’ paper clearly mainstreams
Europeanization research as he uses a central concept of comparative policy analysis,
which is policy implementation, to explain the effectiveness and the democratic value of
change. (3) Given the methodological problems in Europeanization research (Haver-
land 2005) such as case study selection, the small-n problem as well as the reciprocity
problem,2 this special JCPA issue investigatesmore precisely two aspects.While Carlos
Mendez, Fiona Fishlade and Douglas Yuill develop a large scale research design
including all Europeanmember states, Yannis Papadopoulos uses a control variable in
his article to test the degree and the extent of Europeanization.

Europeanization is a process of power generation. No matter how complex the
causal processes are, and no matter how much learning may be produced by the
contacts between the national level and EU policies, these processes are bound to
create power. Here we find current scholarship on Europeanization somewhat limited.
While a number of publications address the question of power and influence in their
studies concentrating on the liberalization of utilities (Héritier et al. 2001),
environmental policy and road haulage (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002), or, most recently
the transposition, enforcement and application of EU labour law directives (Falkner
et al. 2005), which develops precise typologies aiming at explaining differences in
adapting to European pressure, the question of European integration influence at the
national level is still at the centre of investigation. Thus, all too often, Europeanization
is approached as a matter of the EU exercising adaptational pressure on the domestic
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level, more specifically on the governments, public administration, and civil societies.
So on one side of the equation we have the EU pressure, on the other the member
states trying to keep their autonomy. If they surrender to pressure, domestic change is
produced. But power dynamics are often richer than this zero-sum game. As classic
theoretical policy analysis argues, power is expandable on all sides.

Indeed, a few recent publications have looked at Europeanization as ‘‘creative
usages of Europe’’ and complex relations between ‘‘winners and losers’’ (Jacquot
and Woll 2003, Thatcher 2004, Jabko 2006). Domestic actors draw on EU resources
and, by using transformative strategies (including discourse), modify power
relations. Thus, instead of a causal chain going down from the EU to the domestic
level, we have multiple pathways through which the EU pressure is refracted, and in
some cases rhetorically amplified if not construed.

Often this perspective on power ties in with a sociological perspective. The latter
accounts for change by pointing at norm entrepreneurs and co-operative informal
institutions that favour adaptation (Börzel and Risse 2003, Panke 2008). At the end of
the Europeanization processes under examination, the result may be the hollowing out
of the state. But the process can also increase the power of (a) some actors such as the
core executive in relation to other domestic actors and/or (b) the overall power of the
state in relation to the civil society and the EU itself (Grande 1996).

True, the discovery that European integration changes the power relations among
EU institutions, the state, and civil society is not really new. However, by
considering multiple feedback loops and complex causal relations, Europeanization
research is in a good position to clarify the scope conditions on why, when, and how
this happens. It also exposes the variability by policy areas. Susanne Schmidt’s
research note on legal uncertainty in the Discourse section of this issue shows how
most research in Europeanization studies looks mainly at the conditions for
successful compliance with European secondary law. But power relations, and
particularly the link between policies and politics, must concentrate not only on the
material institutions but also on uncertainty to understand how actors use or do not
use European integration to increase power.

Another central variable in Europeanization studies is discourse, understood as
instrument or vector for Europeanization (Schmidt 2002). There is a group of studies
arguing that domestic actors use the EU instrumentally, to provide, via discourse
creation, legitimacy for choices already made at home (Kallestrup 2002). We should
not underestimate the potential of discourse creation in terms of power creation
(Roe 1994, Hay 2002). If it is true that EU ideas and policies can provide legitimacy
for domestic policy change, this should not be underrated as ‘‘post-hoc justification’’
of change that was already under way. Legitimacy is an important dimension of
power. Discourse used in a post-decisional mode such as framing is a component of
policy change (Majone 1989, 2001, Börzel and Risse 2000). Sandra Lavenex (2001)
illustrates the question of post-decisional framing in her analysis of the contra-
dictions between domestic reforms and the Europeanization of refugee policies.
Domestic actors use European rhetoric on the establishment of an ‘‘area of freedom,
security and justice’’ to justify their own agenda at the national level. Domestic
actors can refer to norms and ideas originally displayed in a post-decisional mode to
entrap their opponents (Schimmelfennig 2001). Finally, we should consider testing
the post-decisional legitimizing use of EU policies and commitments. In the current
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climate, it is not at all certain that the EU can be used to produce more legitimacy at
home – public opinion sentiments seem to go in the other direction. Hence policy
makers may find it impossible to draw on the EU to generate legitimacy if the EU
generates hostility and opposition instead.

We complete our remarks on power by looking at the debate on whether
Europeanization produces more policy effects than politics effects. The first wave of
studies tended to highlight policy effects, specifically domestic change induced by EU
policies. Now that more work has been done, we see that the EU produces
differential change, and that some domestic actors can cleverly avoid EU pressure.
This may lead to a new conventional wisdom about the limits of Europeanization as
a cause of domestic policy change. This may well be true. The point to stress,
however, is that if domestic actors get around EU pressure and selectively import EU
policies, someone will be empowered by these smart moves, and others will lose
power. In turn, this leads to the proposition that when policy effects are minimized
via domestic political action, we should control for politics effects related to power.
Claudio Radaelli tackles one component of this question in this special issue. He
explores learning in its political and policy dimensions. By looking at new modes of
governance in the EU, he shows how the classic question ‘‘who gets what?’’ can be
usefully re-calibrated to connect power and learning.

The second question is about the lessons for comparative policy analysis. One
disappointing feature of early studies on the domestic impact of Europe was the
implicit adoption of simplistic theories of implementation. Scholars seemed surprised
to observe that EU policies were filtered by domestic actors and institutions, and that
the end result was not convergence. However, this is absolutely conventional and even
obvious in the light of any contemporary model of implementation. Consequently,
Europeanization has not been able to inform the way we think about policy
implementation and other important dimensions of policy theories. Rather, the
situation is the opposite. Eventually, we see some valuable attempts to fertilize
Europeanization research with the insights of sophisticated theories of implementa-
tion. In his contribution, Nikos Zahariadis allows for a dynamic interaction between
these two bodies of literature. In looking at one specific aspect of Europeanization –
programme implementation – Zahariadis shows how Europeanization’s success varies
with ambiguity and complexity. Europeanization must be seen as a continuum from
improved effectiveness to greater democratic accountability. The importance of his
paper lies in the fact that he clearly links Europeanization and more generally
European studies to general and public policy analysis.

The final question the contributions to this special issue addresses is the one on
methods and research design. The main question is how to measure the causal role of
the European factors in domestic changes. European studies has always been
beleaguered by the small-n problem when dealing with quantitative methods.
Qualitative research has faced the problem of going beyond the uniqueness of the
EU and ad-hoc conceptualization.

Researchers working on Europeanization have proposed creative solutions, rooted
in the best methodological advice for qualitative analysis (Brady and Collier 2004),
thick description and process tracing (Haverland 2005, 2007). They have shown how
longitudinal analysis can be used to combine the historical perspective with
comparison of policies and countries (Saurugger 2005). Given that some EU policies
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did not exist until 20 or 30 years ago, and that some countries joined the EU at
different points in time, it is possible to rely on research designs with t0 being the time
before a policy came into existence (or a country joined the EU) and t1 close to the
present.

Large scale quantitative and qualitative studies, such as Carlos Mendez, Fiona
Fishlade and Douglas Yuill’s analysis of competition policy and regional aid in this
issue, usefully flex theoretical muscles with the tricky problem of EU-level policies
that impact on all EU member states simultaneously, by controlling for the ex-ante
and the ex-post situation in each country.

There is also awareness that, in order to avoid the ‘‘uniqueness of the EU’’, one
has to control for rival alternative hypotheses, such as globalization and domestic
causes of change. The problem is that scholars, the editors of this special issue
included, have not spent as much time in articulating the mechanisms and variables
at work in rival alternative explanations as we have done for the mechanisms and
variables of Europeanization. But good initial results have been presented, for
example by using extra-EU cases as control variables (Levi Faur 2004). Yannis
Papadopoulos presents a comparative study of two Swiss public policies – a strongly
Europeanized sector of economic regulatory policy and a weakly Europeanized
sector of social policy, considered as a test case. The article looks more precisely at
the consequences of external shocks on domestic decision-making procedures, in
particular consensual decision making. In considering not only the external (EU)
influence on domestic policies but also the political developments taking place inside
the Swiss political system, Papadopoulos offers a method to distinguish between
rival alternative hypotheses.

These three questions – on (1) power, (2) mainstreaming Europeanization research
with more general public policy questions and (3) methodological issues – are
challenging not only for those working on Europeanization but for every scholar
working on the interdependence between domestic policy systems and the
international system. International and, more precisely, European public policy
research addresses similar questions as does comparative public policy studies
focusing on the national level. With this special JCPA issue, we continue in this vein
and show the advantages of an approach conversant with comparative policy
analysis and more generally political science.

Notes

1. For a more general approach to this question based on the argument that the growing number of

transnational policy issues and the emergence of new conceptual tools call for increased comparative

policy analysis see MacRae (1998) as well as Deleon and Resnick-Terry (1998).

2. Which refers to the influence of European integration on national policies and that of national actors

on European integration taking place at the same time.
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