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1 Introduction

Regulatory reform policy gained relevance on thécgpoagenda of basically all European
States since the early 2000s. This paper focusdéleofboom’ of one particular policy tool:
the so-called ‘Standard Cost Model' (SCM) to measand reduce costs for business (and
eventually citizens) to comply with government region. The starting point of the paper is
the surprising success of that rather technicahd @ntroversial — policy tool, which has
quickly diffused across Europe (and beyond) fron@2@nwards. Today, almost all EU
member states claim to have adopted the tool.

The paper sheds light on the mechanisms underlyiisgspread of the SCM policy tool in
order to explain variances in the adoption-outcomedifferent states. To this end, the con-
ceptual framework links two streams of literaturatthave so far remained separated provid-
ing different approaches to explain the adoptiosiofilar policies across different states. We
argue that to grasp the process of SCM adoptidunope, we need to consider and link con-
ceptually mechanisms dibth diffusion among states — as tackled by a largey lmaanpara-
tive policy literature —and processes Europeanization — as sophistically dpedl by EU
scholars. The core argument is accordingly thairttezlinked dynamics of horizontal policy
diffusion across states in combination with vettiEaropeanisation as processes of bottom-
up policy formation on the EU level and top-dowri@pimposition explain why and how
states have adopted the SCM.

We raise accordingly two research questions. Famiceptually the question is: how does
horizontal diffusion across states amnrtical Europeanisation within the multi-level EU pol-
ity link and how do the two mechanisms mutuallyeaffeach other? Second, the policy re-
lated question that follows from this is: how doedapping diffusion and Europeanisation
mechanisms impact on the quality of policy adopiiora state? While the first question is
concerned with the underlying mechanisms, therlgtiestion regards the evaluation of SCM
adoption outcomes.

The findings highlight that although the mechanisshgliffusion and Europeanisation turn
around the same policy during the same periodme tind the same states, they do not neces-
sarily produce the same outcomes. Rather, singedperate on different horizontal or verti-
cal levels they overlap but respond differentlgloamestic incentives and preferences and thus
lead to different quality in adoption outcomes. &sentral intervening variable, both diffu-
sion and Europeanisation processes are not onpedhay existing institutions, but also trig-



ger the emergence of new trigger and are shapsttistural features institutional structures.
While diffusion of the SCM lead to the institutidisation of an inter-state network, bottom-
up Europeanisation resulted in multi-level goveg®aatructures. These institutionalised pat-
terns are not only the result of diffusion and E@anisation. Once established, formalised
networks are essential for the proceeding diffusidmereas governance structures offer the
necessary framework for top-down Europeanisatiostitutionalisation needs therefore to be
considered as an additional element when explaimthg and how a specific policy is
adopted across states.

Guided by the two research questions, the papeepds as follows. The next section intro-
duces the theoretical framework by developing th&simg link between the likewise ample
diffusion and Europeanisation literatures. It ekshles the logic of horizontal and vertical
mechanisms in order to develop expectations all@usequencing and quality of adoption of
states within the wider framework of overlappingvelepment of diffusion networks and
multi-level governance structures. The third sec#&xamines these theoretical expectations
empirically. Referring back to the first researalestion, process tracing of the emerging dif-
fusion networks and Europeanisation structuresaalldepicting the linkages between hori-
zontal and vertical mechanisms. lllustrative foe ghrocess is the how the role of front-
runners and laggards (that is essential for exptamain the diffusion literature) links to Eu-
ropeanisation processes. In addition to the fromten / laggard divisions it is the frontrunners
of the diffusion processes who are most activepitoading their domestic models to the EU
level and thus shaping the common rules that agataally imposed on the last laggards who
adopt SCM only once they are coerced to do so byu#s$. Taking up the second question, a
formalised analysis of SCM policy in the EU-27 gomses the quality of adoption in relation
to the three waves of diffusion and/or Europeaiogat

On the basis of the theoretical framework, it isgible to classify states according to their
adoption date and participation in diffusion netkgras well as their exposure to mecha-
nisms if Europeanisation respectively, in ordeitdast which mechanism can be associated
with the most comprehensive SCM adoption. Sectamr Ssummarises the findings of the
empirical analyses. It shows that indeed both lootel and vertical processes are at work and
have resulted in an intertwined institutionalisesiriework that sustains communication net-
works and governance structures. These structwestap but are not identical and therefore
continue to trigger different effects. Moreover, theoretically expected policy adoption in
the first waves that was based on pure voluntanztiotal diffusion proves most effective
while laggards that adopted SCM due to top-downraoe by the EU perform poorly. The
most interesting cases that emerge for our reseatefrest are the intermediate cases: states
that voluntarily involve into horizontal diffusioand are at the same time exposed both to
Europeanisation through EU rules. The conclusiake up this issue, as well as the causal
links between policy adoption mechanisms and ustibal structure formation. The answers
this paper develops promise that these are relepastions for further research.



2 Overlapping Diffusion and Europeanisation Mechanisms

Two separated research agendas deal with the spfeaatticular policies across states. On
the one side there is a long tradition of schotdrpolicy diffusion, often linked to questions
of policy convergence (Walker 1969; Gray 1973; Bennd Berry 1991; Collier and Messick
1975; DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Holzinger and Kia@l05). On the other side, Europeani-
sation researchers are concerned either with psesed ‘uploading’ to the EU or ‘download-
ing’ from the EU policies, politics or polity-relemt measures (Bérzel and Risse 2000; Knill
and Lehmkuhl 2002a; Olsen 2002; Graziano and VidB62 Green Cowles, Caporasial.
2001; Featherstone and Radaelli 2003). Quite olslyothe diffusion literature originating in
comparative studies of federal states of the USA Buaropeanisation studies that focused
initially on the question how “Europe hits home”tghe empirical emphasis slightly differ-
ently and have hence also come up with differeabrtétical explanations. More recently, EU
scholars have become increasingly interested #usi@dn mechanisms and policy conver-
gence (Borzel and Risse 2009; Jordan 2005), alsgglain processes of policy change inside
the EU framework. Yet, although EU member stateseardently affected both by wider dif-
fusion and Europeanisation processes creating denadile analytical challenges in “isolating
the effect” of the EU or more global causes, weraxreaware of any work that uses the theo-
retical leverage gained by bringing the two appheactogether. The value added is that pre-
cisely the differences in both approaches can gerbetter understand certain processes and
outcomes.

Our preoccupation is, however, not a theoretical dilme objective is to better understand the
patterns and outcomes of SCM adoption by Europé&sess The main theoretical claim is
that neither the diffusionnor the Europeanisation school alone can provideisfaetiory an-
swer. Since both diffusion and Europeanisation rapdms are at work, a satisfactory expla-
nation ought to consider both theoretical anglestddver, to avoid conceptual stretching, the
two approaches ought to be combined rather thasusning one under the other. To this end,
we will first summarise the most relevant featucdsthe diffusion and Europeanisation
mechanisms, to then present a framework of seqenmterlapping interaction between the
two dynamics that will lead to some theoreticalextptions for the empirical analysis.

Referring back to Eyestone (1977), a classic damiis that “diffusion refers to a pattern of
successive or sequential adoption of a practickgypor program either across countries or
across subnational jurisdictions such as states mandicipalities” (Freeman 2006: 369).
Relevant for our model are the central diffusiorch@isms. There is no univocal consent on
which mechanisms are determinant for policy ditbnsbut different disciplinary angles have
stressed different mechanisms: (a) laggard cowntgach a similar level of development to
follow the same path frontrunners have taken (fioned developmental logic); (b) countries
borrow or learn from others (social learning logi()) counties copy from others without
deeper change (mimicry logic). All these diffusiprocesses depend on the travelling of
ideas, information, practise or technologies €lterefore, central institutional features of



diffusion are channels of communication that mayifest in more or less stable horizontal
networks.

As pointed out before, Europeanists have recetdly a@pplied the diffusion concept thus re-
focusing their interest explicitly on more genarachanisms of change than theorised in the
Europeanisation researth wide and a narrow conceptual definition candentified. Risse
and Borzel refer to diffusion as the sum of somakchanisms and underlying theory of social
action, i.e. coercion, manipulation, socialisatiparsuasion, and emulation (2009). In conse-
qguence, diffusion embraces basically all intermatldactors of national policy change (Knill
2005: 767). Other authors refer to a narrow ded@niof the term that limits the concept to
processes in which ideas, institutions and polisg®ad without coercion. Diffusion is thus
limited to processes in which actors induce chawgjentarily (Holzinger, Jorgenst al.
2007: 15), that is in the absence of collectivegharing and coercion (Busch and Jorgens
2007: 59). Accordingly, it describes a “distinctivausal factor leading to policy convergence
by voluntary (in contrast to obliged or imposednsfer of policy models”, in contrast to a
wide definition “conceiving of diffusion as a prasethat can be triggered by a broad range of
causal factors” (Knill 2005: 767). We will refer tbe narrow definition of diffusion because
it delineates conceptually certain mechanism&arfzontal exchange that are distinct from
Europeanisation, in a traditional sense.

The development of Europeanisation research caulbaivided into three stages. In the first
phase, the focus was primarily on the progressliriiegration as dependent variable. The
central question dealt with was accordingly to wahextent EU governance shapes domestic
systems and policy processes. The second phasartiwattention more stringently on ac-
tual domestic adaptations. A prominent debate wath® mechanism of external pressure due
to institutional and policy mismatch between dongesystems and EU policy demands that
created adaptation pressures. Questioning the rtaenhgpothesis, the third phased unravel
the domestic ‘black box’ by focusing on stateseaspients and the internal factors (structures
and actors) that were shown to be decisive forcgaidoption processes in the EU. Besides
these questions of ‘top-down’ Europeanisation tietconcerned with how the EU
‘downloads’ policies to its constituting memberteta Europeanisation describes also how
policies are ‘bottom-up’ pushed to the EU leved, how domestic actors ‘upload’ policies.

These two logics are central for our model becalieg capture the logieertical institution-
alisation of Europeanisation. As qualitative studies on agiog of policies have shown,
states that have an established policy in a cefigoh can successfully pursue their extended
goals by uploading their specific domestic modeth® EU level to render it binding for the

1 Discussing the differences between policy diffasémd policy transfer literature (Rose 1991,
1993; Dolowitz and Marsh 2000), Lutz (2007: 134-B®)hlights in particular policy transfer — rather
than diffusion — studies in EU research (Bulmer Badgett 2005; Padgett 2003; Radaelli 2000). Pol-
icy transfer is however mostly used as a specitioabf diffusion rather than a separate approach.
Given our goal to distinguish conceptually betwlenizontal and vertical mechanisms in a preferably
parsimonious way, we will subsume the literaturdanthe diffusion perspective.



peer member states (Geddes and Guiraudon 2004)nidans that besides establishing hori-
zontal communication networks, vertical governastactures ensure the proliferation of a
specific policy model. Member states that havenoemtive for voluntary policy adoption are
in consequence not only obliged to adopt a sinbitdrhave to comply with a specific defined
policy model. This notwithstanding, research in thied phase of Europeanisation research
has clearly shown that the quality of policy adoptdepends substantially on domestic fac-
tors (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002b). Despite the aduhal coercive element of top-down Euro-
peanisation that is missing from horizontal diftusprocesses, policy adoption should not be
expected to be more successful under pure top-déunopeanisation mechanisms, even
though the institutionalised structures are morenfdised and establish a hierarchical order
which horizontal communication networks lack.

Linking the two mechanisms of policy adoption, eithhes a model of sequential and over-
lapping diffusion (solid arrows) and Europeanisat{dotted arrows) processes (Figure 1 be-
low). Domestic administrative actors (as a shorth'atates”) are involved both in diffusion
and in Europeanisation processes. In additionEilm®pean Commission has a special role.
On the one hand, it is functionally equivalent torgestic administrations in a pure diffusion
process. An administrative policy that diffusearfirone state to another can equally diffuse to
the European Commission that introduces this pdlcyts own internal bureaucracy. This
process is one of diffusion as defined above s nat one of Europeanisation. Europeanisa-
tion occurs if domestic actors upload their polingdel to the EU level and thus establish a
common policy that applies to the member statedlamlentails the downloading

Figure 1: Sequential and overlapping Policy Diffumn and Europeanisation
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Based on this sequencing/overlapping model of paiffusion and Europeanisation, group-
ing states in a temporal ordef policy adoption allows formulating theoretietpectations

on the quality of the policy adoption (diffusiomdaquality of EU rule compliance (Europe-
anisation). Since the frontrunner states adoptliaypwoluntarily (strong internal support and
motivation) and are able to model the EU policysely to their own domestic policy, these
states should perform best, both regarding theitgual policy adoption and compliance with
EU rules. In turn, laggards that are coerced tolempnt EU rules without prior horizontal
policy diffusion should perform worst on both me@su Most interesting are the intermediate
cases in which diffusion and a combination of difftun and Europeanisation mechanisms are
at work.

1 Frontrunners are expected to have the highesthntatween their domestic policy,
the policy model being diffused and the EU modehde they should have the highest quality
of policy adoption because they define the polityhe first place and have the most leeway
to shape a common policy in the uploading process.

2 Intermediate adopters that are affected only ifysion mechanisms should show a
high quality of adoption because the process gy driven by internal domestic incen-
tives and voluntary change, however, the polictgpted may diverge substantially from the
original model since there are no control mechasighmat ensure that policies are not
changed.

3 Intermediate adopters that are affected by ddfusnd Europeanisation mechanisms
are expected to show a high level of adoption ¢ualnd high consistency with the original

policy model because the parallel voluntary aggeiin diffusion networks and the availabil-

ity of developed EU policy models shape the domesiaptation patterns.

4 Laggards that adopt a policy because under @dom Europeanisation mechanisms
will show low quality of policy adoption because sigould expect strong domestic veto posi-
tions.

The following empirical analysis will first clasgithe countries according to adoption phase
to then examine whether indeed the different aretlapping mechanisms of policy diffusion
and Europeanisation have the expected impacts.

3 Policy Adoption Waves and Policy Performance Scores for SCM in Europe

In the following sections we present the empiraadlysis in three steps. First, we show the
patterns of diffusion, i.e. which EU member state@ed the SCM policy at which point in

2 Note that the temporal order serves as a dumng/-hdris, of course, possible that a laggard
enters the process on one of the two intermedidaptar levels (for instance a non-EU member state
or a state accessing the EU).



time between 2003 and 200%ext, we analyse how mechanisms of diffusion antbfe-
anisation shaped these patterns of diffusion. Andll{ we show how the quality of adopt-
ing/implementing the SCM — assessed as the conmgieseof the adoption of the ‘original’
Dutch model — is linked to mechanisms of diffusad Europeanization. Before moving to
the patterns of diffusion, the central elementhefSCM policy template — and its underlying
rationale — should be briefly outlined.

The SCM policy template has been developed sineee#nly 1990s in the Netherlands. Ear-
lier attempts to measure overall costs of regulatiad been frustrated by the perceived com-
plexity of such an approach, and also by the diffies in accounting for benefits of regula-
tions. Rather than building up increasingly compdefutions to these problems, the further
policy development was guided by the idea of resy@omplexity by focussing the meas-
urement on a particular component of the regulabmsts, namely the administrative costs.
Administrative costs are defined as those parte@fegulatory (or compliance) costs that are
imposed by information obligations included in lasrssecondary legislation. Administrative
costs are distinguished from substantial compliacmsts, e.g. those costs emerging from
compliance with regulatory standards (such as eomstandards). A ‘baseline measurement’
of all regulations at some point in time allows fbe setting of quantitative targets to reduce
administrative burdens and track progress overedgfined period of time. On the basis of
the measurement (resulting in €16.4 billion in auistrative costs or 3.6 per cent of the an-
nual GDP), the Dutch government adopted a 25 parreeluction target; this target was di-
vided asymmetrically between ministries to accdonboth divergent demand for regulation
and prior deregulation efforts. The idea of the S@Mthod is not to measure exactly the
‘real’ costs for every business but to define staiddorocesses of compliance in order to as-
sess resources (staff time) needed to comply wittrmation obligations. Total administra-
tive costs are derived from calculating the costscomplying with individual information
obligations and summing these up for single lawgsfarally the whole body of legislation.

The SCM method presents the core of a policy agbréawards administrative burden re-
duction. The model, as first developed in the Ne#nels, includes the already mentioned
reduction targets and the integration of the meamant in the process of policy development
and legislative drafting (‘ex ante measurementi).otder to account for overall changes in
administrative burden, the reductions resultingrfrearious simplification measures have to
be discounted against the burdens created by ngisldgon. Since the ministerial depart-
ments have an interest in ‘successful’ regulatemms hence an incentive to downplay the ad-
ministrative burdens of a proposed regulation,otggioversight mechanisms have been estab-
lished to secure proper application of the SCM @t he most important one is the set up
of ACTAL (Adviescollege toetsing administratievestan), an advisory body that is not di-
rectly accountable or subordinated to any governahesr political institution. ACTAL is
responsible for checking the departmental SCM nreasents of new draft regulations and

s Note that we do not include in our analysis non+B&mber states having adopted the SC, i.e.

Norway.



has the power to comment directly to the Cabinethenissue of the measurement and its re-
sult.

3.1 Who and When? Patterns of Diffusion

The adoption pattern shows three waves markedusyesk of states (see Table 1 and Figure
2). A small number of forerunner countries adoptesl SCM after having previously been
highly active in better regulation and impact assent (2002-2004). These countries are:
Denmark, The Netherlands, and Sweden. In additiwa,countries introduced pilot projects
and can hence be considered as part of this gthegJnited Kingdom launched a feasibility
study in 2004 before actually adopting SCM in 2086¢d Belgium (Flanders) considered
SCM early on but adopted only in January 2005.

Table 1: Timing of first SCM adoption in the EU-27plus EU Commission

Country Year

Denmark 2002
Netherlands
2003
Sweden 2004
Belgium (Flanders) 2005
United Kingdom
Czech Republic
Estonia
Austria 2006
France
Germany
EU 2007
Greece
Italy
Latvia
Luxembourg
Poland
Spain
Bulgaria 2008
Cyprus
Hungary
Ireland
Malta
Portugal
Romania
Finland 2009
Lithuania
Slovenia
Slovakia*

* Jovakia has not adopted the SCM by end of 2009



The second group of intermediate adopters folloaed lead to a considerable increase of
SCM adoptions (3-4 countries per year between Zl). These countries have diverse
backgrounds and were generally less active progsnanbetter regulation, especially the

adopters of Eastern Europe. The second wave cawistdingly of: Austria, the Czech Re-

public, Estonia, France, and Germany. In a thirdemhe diffusion process expanded to 26 of
the 27 EU member states, thus incorporating bagiedll laggards (2007-2009). The coun-

tries adopting SCM in this wave are: Bulgaria, QgprFinland, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Ire-

land, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, PolaRadrtugal, and Romania, Slovenia, Spain,
plus the EU as an international body. This protesSlovakia as the only EU country which

has not officially committed to use the SCM.

Figure 2: Cumulative number of countries adoptingSCM in the EU-27
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Note: Beyond the countries of the EU-27, the EU is also included.

Based on the policy diffusion literature, the disition of should reflect a S-shape pattern -
(Weyland 2002; Mintrom and Mossberger 2008; Mese@0€5; Meseguer 2006). The dis-
tribution observed differs slightly from this typicdistribution. Markedly, the process does
not slow down substantially at later stages buhg@anomentum until the maximum number
of potential adopters has been reached (all buttdh7 plus the EU Commission). To ex-
plain this deviation from diffusion models we ndedconsider the overlapping effects of dif-
fusion and Europeanisation mechanisms. The theatdtiamework developed above sug-
gests that the high speed of adoption by laggartds be attributed to Europeanisation effects
and not diffusion mechanisms that are dominanhénfirst waves. Tracing the process will
serve to examine this expectation.

4 Nevertheless it is likely that Slovakia will adagtme form of the SCM in 2010.
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3.2 How and Why? Mechanisms of Diffusion and Europeanisation

In this section we provide a narrative of engagedmeédifferent (corporate) actors (i.e. states,
international organisations and the EU Commissiam) the development of institutional
structure during the three waves of diffusion idéed above. Our core interest is in analysing
the role of different causal mechanisms, in paldicthe sequence and interaction between
horizontal processes of diffusion between EU mendtates on the one hand and vertical
processes of diffusion — or ‘downloading’ — frone tBU to member states on the other hand.

It is important to note first, that many Europeanimtries were concerned for a long time with
the reducing administrative burden. The Netherlagithe innovator in the diffusion process
has since the 1990s experimented with ways of sisgeadministrative burden quantitatively
in order to introduce an element of ‘target settiagd performance management into these
type of administrative reforms. The Danish governtneas — independently — engaging in a
search for a method to quantify administrative latrdAt this stage, different countries were
searching independently for solutions to similasljpems, and the receptiveness of the coun-
tries of the first and second wave of diffusiomplausibly linked to the salience of the ‘cutting
red tape’ or ‘administrative simplification’ agendehe Dutch and the Danish governments
were engaging in bilateral interaction to shareeeigmces with the SCM approach and the
technicalities involved. According to the head loé ISCM programme in the Dutch finance
ministry, the Swedish and the UK governments atstalme interested in the method in 2003.

During this(first) wave of the diffusion process (2003-2004), the role of pre-existinggran
national networks was limited. The existing ingtgnal infrastructure for discussing and dis-
seminating better regulation policy was — at ttége — not active in providing a platform for
the diffusion of the SCM model. Instead, the OECpregramme on ‘regulatory reform’ was
active since the mid 1990s and published high-leeebmmendations in 2002. Administra-
tive burden was a recurring theme on the OECD’sileggry governance agenda since the
mid 1990s. A range of activities and publicationaswlevoted to the promotion of ‘smart
tape’ rather than ‘red tape’ and reform measuresirtgplify regulations in order to reduce
administrative burdens placed on businesses. Hawéwve major instrument on the better
regulation agenda that was promoted by the OECDatstage was ‘regulatory impact as-
sessment’. In line with the predominant view withile epistemic community around ‘Impact
Assessment’, the SCM was seen as a very limitadyptol that deploys a simplistic method
to assess a very specific — and potentially minaspect of regulation. In the words of the
programme leader of the OECD at that stage, ‘RIA s&en — and still is seen — as the more
“sexy” better regulation tool’ (Interview). In stipthe OECD was not promoting the SCM as
a policy model at that stage of the diffusion pssce

This notwithstanding, pre-existing institutionaafbrms were used for coordination between

countries interested in the diffusion of the SCMm@ach. The European DEBR (Directors
and Experts on Better Regulation) was establisseahanformal inter-governmental group of
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senior officials in EU member states responsible detter regulation policies. An earlier
mandate (2001) was to implement the recommendabbtise Mandelkern Group’s (of na-
tional ministers for Public Administration) repam better regulation and administrative sim-
plification. This group was used as a venue focuBsing the SCM approach in the context of
the preparation of the Dutch EU presidency (comnmgnm 2004) (Interview). The Dutch
actors used the window of opportunity of the EUspitency to promote the SCM within the
intergovernmental channels of the EU; accordinguo interviewee the SCM was well re-
ceived in the Council of Economic and Finance Mars (ECOFIN) as well as the competi-
tiveness councils, ‘but not so much elsewhere’ {nethe EU Commission). However, the
Dutch presidency provided a forum for raising aitenfor the model in a number of member
states, including those of the second wave of aolopt

At the same time, the active countries, in paréicihe Netherlands and Denmark, saw the
need for developing transnational networks of comication dedicated to the SCM approach
(rather than better regulation more widely). Thetablished thé&tandard Cost Model Net-
work as a horizontal network free to all countriesrnes¢éed in the model. The network is sup-
ported by a rotating secretariat hosted by ondeffounding members’ unit running the na-
tional SCM programme. A few years after its estbtient, the SCM network has acquired
an important role as an international exchange rélaand is closely working together with
the OECD and EC. However, as was confirmed inwers with Dutch and Danish officials
who initiated the SCM network, it did not play ajorarole during the early stages of the dif-
fusion process since it was only in the procedseaig established in 2003 and 2004.

A main driver of the diffusion process at the eatigges was the interest of the early adopters
and in particular the Netherlands in promoting thedel. The results of the SCM baseline
measurement in the Netherlands revealed that aré0%dof the administrative burden were
caused by EU laws. The policy conclusion was thgtraduction exercise would have to in-
clude the EU and in particular the Commission. fwotical conclusion was that the diffusion
of the SCM approach to other EU member states wioglgéase the pressure on ‘Brussels’ to
adopt the model. In other words, horizontal diffusiincluding the establishment and nurtur-
ing of transnational networks was early on linkedhe attempt of uploading the SCM policy
to the European level and engaging the EU Commmgsi@adopt its own SCM policy.

The second wave of diffusion(2005-2006) coincides with an increasing levekofivities
both in transnational level and in the EU instaal context.

e First, in summer 2005, the OECD started the seddRed Tape Scoreboard (OECD
2007), which explored the SCM method to cross-nalig ‘benchmark’ administra-
tive costs in a selected regulatory domain.

* Second, the SCM networked grew in terms of memlgesid recognition. It became
the access point for those countries interestetienmethod and a forum for the ex-
change of ideas concerning the measurement metitaviger issues of administra-
tive burden reduction policy. It is used as a forfandiscussing methodological is-
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sues, the further advancement of the SCM agende&khsas the positioning towards
the EC in the emerging European SCM process.

e Third, the EU Commission incrementally developedatvn SCM policy approach.
After initial discussion papers that reluctantlygaged with the model in 2005, the
Commission first decided to adopt the ex ante nreasent procedure within its im-
pact assessment framework (3/2006). The ‘breakgiroiowards a EU Commission
SCM policy was the ‘action programme for reducirdmanistrative burdens in the
European Union’, adopted in January 2007. Thisushetl a 25% reduction target and
a baseline measurement in 13 select regulatory idemahe final element of the
emerging SCM process in the Commission is the kstabent of the High Level
Group on Administrative Burden chaired by the forrBavarian premier Stoiber. The
group’s mandate is to provide expert input to thggested measures to reduce admin-
istrative burden. It does not match the remit aodigr of independent watchdogs
such as ACTAL or the German Normenkontrollrat.

These activities suggest two things. First, trafisnal communication has increased during
the second wave of diffusion. Second, the SCM pdinplate has also diffused to the EU
Commission as a governmental institution that usesnodel. At the same time, the EU de-
veloped into the role of a ‘regulator’ of EU memistates administrative burden reduction
policy. In its first strategic review of the betteFgulation strategy from November 2006
(COM(2006)289), the Commission asked the Europeam€ll to prescribe a reduction tar-
get on administrative burdens to both, member statel the Commission. In spring 2007, the
Council adopted indeed such a decision. Accordingur interviewees, this developed was
the result of successful advocacy by member statepload the SCM policy to the European
level. According to a German official from thidationaler Normenkontrollrat (the German
SCM advisory body to the government), Chancellogéla Merkel was promoting the model
(after a successful launch of the SCM project @ink’) in Europe, including the advocacy
for an independent watchdog in the Commission i(indev).

The 2007 spring Council marks the start of ttiied wave of adoption (2007-2009). The ob-
servations for states that adopt as from 2008 mihehheoretically deduced last two adop-
tion phases, in which Europeanisation overlapseaethtually strips the diffusion mechanism.
The Commission presented an Action Programme ometth@ction of administrative burdens
in January 2007 which the Spring Council officialigdorsed thus setting off the step-wise
implementation of a common EU policy (Council oétEuropean Union 2007)The SCM
thereby became a common EU policy and a procesdoofnloading’ the policy to those
member states that had not previously participatetie diffusion networks started. All ten

5 The idea of a full baseline measurement was m@jelsy the Commission early on, since the
efforts and financial resources needed to carrysaooh a measurement covering all 27 member states
would be excessive

6 For an overview on the implementation scheduleoesatl with the Action Programme see

e.g.http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/better-atpn/files/docs/e-
magazine_issuel 2008 en.pdf3.
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adoptions by the member states in 2008 and 200deaagarded as direct result of this ver-
tical mechanism within the structures of EU goven® Since the policy was faded in, the
2007 adoptions appear to fall into the second mmégliate phase (Figure 1), i.e. states that are
not solely and fully exposed to Europeanisatiorydmlt had already before initiated and pre-
pared the adoption of SCM under the diffusion madm. Pinpointing the moment in time
in which the downloading process started therefurggests subdividing the laggard wave
into those states that adopted under horizontalvantical or only vertical process. Figure 3
reproduces the theoretical model filling the expdaogroups of countries with the empirical
observations according to the diffusion waves.

Figure 3: SCM Adoption Patterns of EU member States

EU Policy
European

Commission P 4 ¥ PN
| oaing” iSRG
NL, DK, SV, CZ,EE BL, CYP, HU,IRL,
GR, IT, LV, LT, MLT, PRT, ESP
BEL, UK AT, FR, D LUX, PL FI, SLV

g

SCM Network

2002-04 2005 2006 2007 2008 2

Two further clarifications need to be added to fhiscess tracing account. An empirical find-
ing beyond the diffusion of the SCM across Europeauntries is the special role of the
European Commission that emerges from the dat@eS3he Commission bureaucracy was
considered as an integral element of the domedtirastrative costs, the Netherlands early
on promoted the goal to extend the SCM to the Casion. Notably, the push to apply the
SCM also in the Commission is not equal to the agilog of a policy to the EU level in order
to pass a common regulation that applies insidertember states. The genuine adoption the
SCM inside the Commission follows the logic of ti#usion mechanism. The Commission
accordingly has to be included as equivalent taonat administrations that adopted the
SCM. Due to the institutional architecture of Elsgmance, in combination with the upload-
ing of the policy to the EU level implications dfet Commission’s diffusion experience differ
however from that of member states. Having the ggl& to initiate EU legislation the fact
that SCM first diffused to the Commission was ral@vfor the subsequent policy promotion
on the EU level and the policy that was eventudtiwnloaded to the laggard member states.
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The second point of clarification concerns the sifasation of states within the theoretical
phases of the overlapping diffusion / Europearosagirocess. Going beyond the simple date
of policy adoption, figure 3 subdivides the threaves further into the four phases referring
to the degree of institutionalised Europeanisatbe formal uploading). The adopting coun-
tries can be further classified based on the qualfitadoption scores. The figure highlights
the relevant cases that do not directly corresgonithe expectations on quality of adoption
according to moment of adoption. The following gatwill present the relevant results that
underpin this illustration and complete the empiriexamination of the causal links between
combined diffusion and Europeanisation mechanismgoticy adoption.

3.3  TheQuality of SCM Adoption

Having traced the patterns of SCM adoption (segugnof country groups and underlying

mechanisms of policy diffusion and Europeanisatighijs section takes up the second re-
search question: how dwrizontal diffusion andvertical Europeanisation mechanisms im-
pact on the quality of adoption?

The quality of adoption is defined as coherenca single country’s adoption with a standard
policy template. The standard template emerged ffwendefinition of the early frontrunner
countries and was subsequently formalised as a con model in the action programme
which was subsequently promoted in a top-down nmrariBach country’s performance is
measured on the five constituting policy elemehts $CM consists of. The coding is from
non-adoption (0) to full adoption (1) so that thexamum score for a year is 5 (see Appen-
dix). Table 2 presents the results. The countiesoedered by the cumulated score over the
period examined in order to account for the suracéfbf moment of adoption and quality of
adoption. Moreover, the adoption years are highdidhto indicate the temporal waves of
adoption.

The results roughly confirm both the first and tast theoretical expectations. The frontrun-
ner states perform best, both in the cumulatedescbut also in the individual country per-
formances taken the last year of measurement (20@9)are on average amongst the best
performers. In contrast, the laggard states thaptad the SCM in 2008/2009 perform gener-
ally speaking worst, i.e. their entry scores areweverage but also markedly below the av-
erage entry scores of earlier adopters. This aosfihe expectation that the ultimate laggards
adopt merely under the Europeanisation mechanigtasuse the EU policy demands only the
setting of a reduction target, i.e. one of the 8&M elements.

The frontrunner group performs consistently wether showing high scores from the year of

adoption or improving scores considerably overyars, with Belgium being the only state
with a longer period of low scores (starting wit® bver two years but eventually lifting the
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score to 4.5 in 2009). Although the laggard groeggrms indeed worst in average both in
the entry and the top scores, three of the teestautperform their group considerably. Por-
tugal and Ireland adopt the SCM with the high estgres of 4.0 / 3.0 in 2008 and Slovenia
with a 3.5 score in 2009. These laggard statesdhtmerform basically all late intermediate
adopters (2007), with the exception of Poland.

Table 2: Performance Scores SCM Adoption country/yar

Completeness SCM

: 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Sum
adoption score

Netherlands 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 40.0
Denmark 2,5 2,5 4.5 4.5 4,5 4.5 4,5 4.5 32.0
Sweden 0 0 15 1.5 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 22.5
United Kingdom 0 0 0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 22.5
Czech Republic 0 0 0 3.0 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 16.5
Germany 0 0 0 0 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 16.0
Austria 0 0 0 0 15 4.5 4,5 4,5 15.0
Belgium (Flanders) 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 12.5
Poland 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 4.5 4.5 10.0
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 3.5 3.5 8.0
Portugal 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.0 4.0 8.0
Italy 0 0 0 0 0 25 25 25 75
France 0 0 0 0 0,5 0.5 25 2.5 6.0
Ireland 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.0 3.0 6.0
EU 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 15 1.5 4.5
Estonia 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0
Greece 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 15 15 4.0
Romania 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 2.5 4.0
Slovenia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 35
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0
Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 3.0
Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 3.0
Hungary 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 3.0
Malta 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 15 3.0
Spain 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 15 3.0
Lithuania 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.5 25
Finland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 15
Slovakia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Most interesting are the group of intermediate aelgpfor which we predicted more accurate
adoption scores for the second group under thetesfediffusion and emerging Europeanisa-
tion than for the first group of intermediate adoptunder the sole mechanism of diffusion.
Comparing both the entry score and the increase theeyears, this expectation is not con-
firmed (Table 3). Of the later adopters, only Pdlaneets the expectation, entering with a
rather low score of (1.0) and lifting its adoptiscore to 4.5 in the second year. The other
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states (GR, IT, LV) start with low scores betwee® 4nd 2.5 and do not substantially im-
prove over time while Luxembourg keeps up the ldwesres (1.0) and thus ranks among the
laggard countries that adopted in 2008/09. In esttthe second wave of diffusion that fol-
lowed immediately the frontrunners before a comrgthpolicy was established achieves in
average higher scores because low entry scoresmgmeved more consistently. In other
words: states that engage voluntarily in a horiabdiffusion process appear to adopt this
policy more consistently over time. However, Estoand France perform clearly below aver-
age in their group. Overall the results for theiintediate adopter groups are therefore mixed.
Poland occurs as most striking outlier outperfoigrai other phase 3 adopters and thus also
lifting the average scores for the late intermedadopters.

Table 3: Intermediate Adopters’ Comparative Scores
Early intermediate adopters (phase 2) Late intermeidte adopters (phase 3)

Entry score 2009 score Entry score 2009 score
AT 15 4.5 GR 1.0 15
cz 3.0 35 IT 25 25
D 3.5 5.0 LV 1.0 3.5
EE 1.0 1.0 LUX 1.0 1.0
FR 0.5 25 PL 4.5 4.5
Average 1.9 3.3 1.9 2.6
Scores Without PL 1.375 2.125

Summing up, the diffusion mechanism shows more gctive for the quality of policy adop-
tion of a state while the Europeanisation mecharashieves the larger adoption rate as re-
gards the number of countries adopting at leash@hes of the SCM. Overall, the four theo-
retically identified phases of frontrunners, eaalhyd late intermediate adopters and laggards
did occur as predicted and countries could be lgledassified according to the diffusion
and/or Europeanisation mechanism that lead to tdte sadopting the SCM. Against the ex-
pectations, the overlapping effect of diffusion dadropeanisation does not lead to better
policy adoption than diffusion alone but generapeaking states that adopt a policy within
horizontal diffusion networks perform better thalatss that are top-down Europeanised.
However, some of the laggard states perform exaeglly well, indicating that Europeanisa-
tion creates in average worse adoption resultshaitit does not hinder over-average per-
formance.

4 Conclusion

Although not uncontested and complicated to impleinbasically all European countries
have adopted the SCM between 2002 and 2009. I tvdenderstand the dynamics behind
this process that does neither follow standardugiéin nor Europeanisation patterns, this pa-
per raised two research questions. Firstly, wedksv horizontal diffusion and vertical Eu-
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ropeanisation mechanisms link up and mutually aféach other. The diffusion via transna-
tional networks and vertical EU governance strieggishowed, indeed, to occur in sequences
and overlapping each other which allows to classifites according to the mechanisms it is
exposed and deduce expected effects. Secondlyskeel &iow the sequencing or overlapping
of the two mechanisms impacts on the quality ofgyohdoption. Generally, diffusion that
depends on voluntary adoption leads to better amlopthile Europeanisation has, due to its
top-down traits, the larger spread. This notwithdiag, the results are not fully consistent
and there is room for other relevant factors, fistance domestic conditions for policy adop-
tion. The trend is however clearly as described.

Theoretically, the paper contributes both to tHéudion and Europeanisation literature. The
adoption of SCM across Europe offers an ideal tasxamine the scope conditions of both
approaches. Instead of subsuming one under the, atieereferred to narrow definitions of
both diffusion and Europeanisation in order to desctwo distinct mechanisms and study
their interaction. Since in the case under scrutioth the horizontal and the vertical dynam-
ics came hand in glove with the creation of insittalised structures (the SCM network and
the incorporation into the EU multi-level governargystem), it was empirically possible to
distinguish diffusion from Europeanisation effeots adopting states — or in other words: if
countries voluntarily picked from peers encounteredransnational networks or adopted a
top-down defined EU model. In consequence, it wassible to overcome one of the often-
encountered difficulties of isolating general ddilon from Europeanisation effects and hence
measure in whether diffusion or Europeanisatiore$ahe more consistent adoption out-
comes.

Last but not least, the empirical results show tgreasistency regarding the number of adopt-
ing countries but extreme diversity as regardsgtinity of adoption of the SCM. Some lag-

gards might still improve their scores but if thedings of this paper are correct, we should
not expect this to happen unless the common ElEy@i rendered considerably more de-
manding and coercive. This is however no grantoafgood adoption, which depends much
rather on a change in the adopting countries iatgsreference structure to voluntarily learn

from the frontrunner peers.

18



References

Berry, F. S. and Berry, W. D. (1991) 'Specifyindddel of State Policy InnovatiorAmeri-
can Political Science Review Vol. 85: 2, pp. 571-79.

Borzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2000) 'When EuropesHibme: Europeanization and Domestic
Change'.EIOP: 4: 15.

Borzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2009) 'The TransfomePower of Europe: The European Un-
ion and the Diffusion of IdeaFG Working Paper Vol. 1: April.

Bulmer, S. and Padgett, S. (2005) 'Policy Tranisféine European Union: An Institutionalist
PerspectiveBritish Journal of Political Science Vol. 35: 1, pp. 103-26.

Busch, P.-O. and Jorgens, H. (2007) 'Dezentralgilalordination im internationalen Sys-
tem - Ursachen, Mechanismen und Wirkungen dernatenalen Diffusion politischer
Innovationen'. In: Holzinger, K., Jorgens, H. amilK C. (eds.)PFS Sonder heft 38 -
Transfer, Diffusion und Konvergenz von Politiken (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozial-
wissenschatften), pp. 56-84.

Collier, D. and Messick, R. E. (1975) 'Prerequsigersus Diffusion: Testing Alternative
Explanations of Social Security AdoptioAmerican Political Science Review Vol. 69:

4, pp. 1299-315.

Council of the European Union (2007) 'Presidencpclgsions'Brussels European Council
Vol. 8/9 March: 7224/1/07.

DiMaggio, P. J. and Powell, W. W. (1983) 'The l©age Revisited: Institutional Isomor-
phism and Collective Rationality in Organizatiofalds'.American Sociological Re-
view Vol. 48: 2, pp. 147-60.

Dolowitz, D. P. and Marsh, D. (2000) 'Learning frédoroad: The Role of Policy Transfer in
Contemporary Policy-MakingGovernance Vol. 13: 1, pp. 5-20.

Eyestone, R. (1977) 'Confusion, Diffusion, and wet@n'.American Political Science Re-
view Vol. 71: 2, pp. 441-47.

Featherstone, K. and Radaelli, C. M. (eds.) (2dwi@)Palitics of Europeanization (Oxford:
Oxford University Press).

Freeman, R. (2006) 'Learning in Public Policy'.Moran, M., Rein, M. and Goodin, R. (eds.)
The Oxford Handbook of Public Policy (Oxford: Oxfore University Press), pp. 367-88.

Geddes, A. and Guiraudon, V. (2004) 'Britain, Fegramd EU Anti-Discrimination Policy:
The Emergence of an EU Policy Paradigivest European Politics Vol. 27: 2, pp. 334-
53.

Gray, V. (1973) 'Innovation in the States: A Diffus Study'.American Political Science
Review Vol. 67: 4, pp. 1174-85.

Graziano, P. and Vink, M. P. (eds.) (20@&®j opeanization: New Research Agendas (Basing-
stoke: Palgrave).

Green Cowles, M., Caporaso, J. and Risse, T. (€301 ) Transforming Europe: Europe-
anisation and Domestic Change (Ithaca: Cornell University Press).

Holzinger, K., Jérgens, H. and Knill, C. (2007)admsfer, Diffusion und Konvergenz: Kon-
zepte und Kausalmechanismen'. In: Holzinger, Kigeiis, H. and Knill, C. (edsPFS

19



Sonder heft 38 - Transfer, Diffusion und Konvergenz von Politiken (Wiesbaden: VS Ver-
lag fur Sozialwissenschaften), pp. 11-35.

Holzinger, K. and Knill, C. (2005) 'Causes and Goaods of Cross-national Policy Conver-
gence'Journal of European Public Policy Vol. 12: 5, pp. 775-96.

Jordan, A. (2005) 'Policy Convergence: A passing &faa New Integrating Focus in Euro-
pean Union Studies3burnal of European Public Policy Vol. 12: 5, pp. 944-53.

Knill, C. (2005) 'Introduction: Cross-national RgliConvergence: Concepts, Approaches and
Explanatory factorsdournal of European Public Policy Vol. 12: 5, pp. 764-74.

Knill, C. and Lehmkuhl, D. (2002a) 'The Nationaldactt of EU Regulatory Policy: Three
Europeanization MechanismBuropean Journal of Political Research Vol. 41: 2, pp.
255-80.

Knill, C. and Lehmkuhl, D. (2002b) 'The Nationalpgact of European Union Regulatory Pol-
icy: Three Europeanization Mechanisnisiropean Journal of Political Research Vol.

41: 2, pp. 255-80.

Lutz, S. (2007) 'Policy-Transfer und Policy-Diffosi. In: Benz, A., Litz, S., Schimank, U.
and Simonis, G. (eds:jandbuch Governance: Theor etische Grundlagen und empiri-
sche Anwendungsfelder (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag), pp. 132-43.

Meseguer, C. (2005) 'Policy Learning, Policy Diftus and the Making of a New Order".
ANNALS, AAPSSVol. 598: 1, pp. 67-82.

Meseguer, C. (2006) 'Rational Learning and Bourdetning in the Diffusion of Policy
Innovations'Rationality and Society Vol. 18: 1, pp. 35-66.

Mintrom, M. and Mossberger, K. (2008) 'The Politadddeas and the Diffusion of Policy
Innovations'Paper prepared for delivery at the Annual Meeting of the American Po-
litical Science Association Vol. Boston, Massachusetts: August 28-31.

Olsen, J. (2002) 'The Many Faces of Europeanizatloarnal of Common Market Studies
Vol. 40: 5, pp. 921-52.

Padgett, S. (2003) 'Between Synthesis and EmuldiorPolicy-Transfer and the Power Sec-
tor'. Journal of European Public Policy Vol. 10: 2, pp. 227-45.

Radaelli, C. M. (2000) 'Policy-Transfer in the Epean Union: Institutional Isomorphism as a
Source of LegitimacyGovernance Vol. 13: 1, pp. 24-43.

Rose, R. (1991) 'What is Lesson Drawinggirnal of Public Policy Vol. 11: 1, pp. 3-33.

Rose, R. (1993)esson-Drawing in Public Policy: A Guide to Learning Across Time and
Soace (Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Publishers)

Walker, J. L. (1969) 'The Diffusion of Innovatioamong the American State&merican
Political Science Review Vol. 63: 3, pp. 880-99.

Weyland, K. (2002) 'The Diffusion of Innovations:Theoretical Analysis/Annual Meeting
of American Political Science Association Vol. Boston: August 29 - September 1.

20



Annexes

Annexl1: Completeness of SCM adoption scoreboard

# Element of SCM Scoring

1 baseline measurement: | 0-no 0,5-selected areas/pilot project 1-full

2 reduction target1: 0-no 0,5-selected areas 1-full

3 reduction target2: 0-gross 1-net
0,5-selected areas/no legal obliga- 1-full /

4 ex ante measurement: 0-no .
tion mandatory

i i 0,5-dedicated unit responsible for 1-external

5 oversight mechanism: 0-no

SCM watchdog

The five aspects of the SCM policy template notyaeflect the defining elements of SCM,
but they also constitute a coherent policy packaEgeterdependent measures which support
SCM'’s goal, i.e. to decrease administrative burdanghe short and long runs. The baseline
measurement is essential for exploring where thget administrative burdens lie and thus
to set a quantitative target broken down per amdasegulation. We considered baseline
measurement of selected sectors or implementafianpdot project as a middle ground be-
tween a full baseline measurement (i.e. encompasdirareas of regulation) and no baseline
measurement. Nevertheless, SCM can only assureapentreduction of administrative bur-
dens if the set target is net target, i.e. thecton is related to the actual stock of administra-
tive burdens rather than the baseline stock. Magosx ante measurement is designed to
assure that new regulations don’t impose excedsivden on businesses and thus the actual
stock of administrative burdens is harboured. Ete aneasurement is the most powerful in
achieving this if it is mandatory for all new lelgison in all areas of regulation and only par-
tially effective if it is not legally binding and/@applicable only to selected areas. Finally, an
effective oversight mechanism must be in placeGMSis to have any impact as ministries
have an incentive to downplay administrative burdesociated with their proposed regula-
tions. In this respect, an independent externathgig is considered to be the most powerful
instrument, but a dedicated inter-departmental ioisterial unit might serve similar function.

21



