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Abstract 

I outline a research plan on finding out how knowledge has been used in decision-making in the EU during 

the debt and banking crisis. Furthermore, a social network analysis of experts consulted in the Finnish 

parliament in 2010 is analysed. Firstly, it is topical to study the power of knowledge production in decision-

making. The power of the traditional knowledge producers declines, knowledge is fragmented, facts are 

sidelined and the rising influence of consultants is threatening democratic accountability. The one who has 

the most convincing ideas has the power. Therefore, it is significant to study whose analysis and how is 

behind the ideas and thus decisions. Secondly, the European debt crisis could have been a time to re-

evaluate the dominant neoliberal paradigm. However, despite the initial Keynesian reactions, the European 

decision-makers chose to return to austerity in the spring of 2010. This has not been researched thoroughly 

from the angle of consultancy. Thus, the research question is: what kind of a network produced decisions on 

the European debt and banking crisis in the spring of 2010 and what was the role of the knowledge 

production in the decision-making? Who made the decisions on the First Economic Adjustment Programme 

for Greece, the European Financial Stability Facility (EFSF) and the European Financial Stability 

Mechanism (EFSM) and to which knowledge producers the EU decision-makers listened the most when 

making policy choices for austerity? How was analysis used? The findings will enrich the understanding of 

why austerity was the selected answer.  

The research is based on the theory of power and knowledge. Knowledge one can use as power by 1) 

producing norms, depoliticizing truths and limiting possibilities and 2) by limiting and producing not only 

actors' capabilities, values, agenda, interests and norms. Epistemic communities can cement or revoke the 

discourse of austerity. The research aims at bringing new information on the use of analysis in decision-

making and in crisis situations, the functioning of the consultocracy, the importance of alternatives in 

politics, the background of austerity and developing further the theory of power and knowledge. The data 

will be gathered through primarily interviews from Germany, Finland, and Brussels, but also through 

documents, such as ECOFIN conclusions and committee briefings, that are analysed with the help of 

discourse analysis. Also, a social network analysis based on quantitative data of experts and a comparison to 

other stages of crisis will be performed. The first network analysis of experts heard in Commerce and 

Finance Committees on the Greek Loan Facility, EFSF and EFSM in 2010 indicates the relevance of the 

Ministry of Finance. The Bank of Finland, the Labour Institute for Economic Research, the Financial 

Supervisory Authority, the Research Institute of the Finnish Economy and Prime Minister’s Office are 

important actors as well. A comparison to the hearings of 2009 reveal that the Ministry of Economic Affairs 

and Employment seemed to play an important role in 2009, but not at all in 2010. 
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1 Introduction 

This doctoral dissertation aims at analysing how decisions were made and influenced through the 

production of knowledge in the European Union during the European debt and banking crisis. My research 

brings new information on the active power of lobbying and how analysis/knowledge can make decision-

making more open, democratic and efficient, especially in crisis situations. 
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Ruling democratic institutions are challenged: the presidential elections in the United States, the Brexit 

referendum and the rise of populism demonstrate the criticism directed at them. The declining power of 

traditional producers of knowledge, such as newspapers, and the fragmentation of knowledge in the context 

of a data boom play a key role in this transformation. Whoever has the most convincing knowledge/ideas 

has the power. Also, the rising number of consultants outside democratic decision-making is threatening 

accountability and transparency (Kuusela & Ylönen 2013, 101, 106). On the other hand, we are seen to live 

in an era of post-truth politics where facts are sidelined. Therefore, it is significant and topical to study who 

really are behind ideas and decisions. Whose analysis is used and how? What is the power of production and 

dissemination of knowledge and has it changed? How lobbyists or academics exercise power? Is democracy 

transformed into consultocracy, a rule of consultants, described for example by Denis Saint-Martin (1998)? 

It is important to study the power of knowledge and the decision-making and consultancy networks 

especially at the EU level, as the majority of law-making in EU member states originates from there. The 

subject of my research is the European economic policy because it creates the framework for other policies 

and has a direct influence on EU-citizens for example in the form of austerity1 measures. 

2 Research question 

The role of mainstream economic thinking, which is called neoliberalism2 or economism, has been 

constantly growing in Europe since the 1980's (Schmidt & Thatcher 2013, xv). It has won the battle of ideas 

in the absence of a coherent alternative (Jones 2013, 146). The Economic and Monetary Union itself has 

been seen as a neoliberal project (Patomäki 2012, 8; Streeck 2015, 13). For example the European Central 

Bank's (ECB) independence and focus on inflation are a manifestation of this phenomenon (Blyth 2013, 

158). However, a crisis could be a time to re-evaluate the policy that didn't prevent the financial crisis. 

Interestingly many researchers see that instead of it being questioned, neoliberalism, with its focus on 

austerity, emerged from the crisis more politically powerful than ever (Crouch 2011, viii; Baker & Underhill 

2015, 386). Despite a short winter of Keynesianism in 2008–2009 and divergent policy responses, European 

decision-makers chose to return to austerity, the policy of cutting a state's budget to promote growth (eg. 

Armingeon & Baccaro 2012, 2). At the same time the United States opted for moderate fiscal stimulus even 

after the acute aftermath of the crisis (Ylönen & Remes 2015, 39). Why did Europeans choose austerity 

instead of a permanent policy revision? Is neoliberalism so embedded that even a crisis doesn’t change 

policymakers' perceptions? 

                                                 
1 According to Mark Blyth (2013, 2) ”[a]usterity is a form of voluntary deflation in which the economy adjusts through the 

reduction of wages, prices, and public spending to restore competitiveness, which is (supposedly) best achieved by cutting state's 

budgets, debts, and deficits”. 
2 David Harvey (2005/2008, 7–8) defines neoliberalism as promoting individual entreprise in a framework of private ownership, 

free markets and trade and a minimal state. The concept is nevertheless more multifaceted than this. Special attention will be paid 

on the conceptualization of neoliberalism by focusing on the research done by eg. Dieter Plehwe and Philip Mirowski. 
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The events point at a strong position of a well-established decision-making network that is significant to 

study. Thus, my research question is: who made the decisions and to which knowledge producers did EU 

policymakers, in Germany, Finland and the European Commission, listen when making decisions for the 

European debt and banking crisis in 2010? At that time in May 2010, not only were the First Economic 

Adjustment Programme for Greece, the European Financial Stability Facility and the European Financial 

Stability Mechanism adopted, but also the return to fiscal consolidation chosen as an answer to the still 

ongoing economic crisis. My doctoral dissertation will bring new information on the power of lobbying and 

knowledge in the EU economic policy and on why austerity was the selected policy answer. These issues 

have not been researched sufficiently. 

The events of 2010 and the ideas they were based on are justified as an important research topic also as they 

had significant long-term consequences. At the same time the European project is in crisis and it seems that 

single currency is not unifying Europeans, but dividing them (Streeck 2015, 13). Why did Europeans then 

choose cuts in welfare which has direct consequences for citizens? 

3 Theoretical background: Knowledge is power 

The background of my research is in the research on the EU, the global political economy, the European 

economic governance, the financial crisis and European debt crisis, as well as in the theory of ideas and 

power. The research is part of the ideational turn in international relations that emphasizes the role of ideas, 

principles and norms (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998).  

Power is not only constraining, but also productive (Hayward 2000; Barnett & Duvall 2005). Power works 

through both structure and actors (eg. Guzzini 1993). Structure constrains and produces actors and the other 

way round.  

Knowledge has a pivotal role in the use of power. According to the theory developed in my master thesis, by 

producing or controlling knowledge one can use power by 1) producing norms, depoliticizing truths and 

limiting possibilities and 2) by limiting and producing not only actors' capabilities, values, agenda, interests, 

norms (Lukes 2005/1974, 16–17, 12–13, 28–29), but also identities (Foucault 1976/1998).3 Facts are not 

inevitable, but constructed (Hacking 1999/2009, 14–15, 20). Therefore, discursive practices and ideas 

matter in politics. For example Blyth (2002, 11, 275) sees ideas as a strong causational power as through 

them actors can define objectives and a framework for interpretation. 

Neoliberalism can be seen as an episteme, meaning a hegemonic bubble through which actors understand 

the world and produce social facts (Adler & Bernstein 2005, 295– 297). Epistemic communities, such as 

                                                 
3 This view of reality as socially constructed draws from constructionism (eg. Wendt 1999/2003), but also by highlighting 

temporary foundations (Marchart 2001, 966) from post-foundationalism. However, it is based on a critical realist ontology 

emphasizing the existence of some material reality. Despite this, it is impossible to know about the reality without the practice of 

knowledge production. The aim in science is to get close to this reality that doesn’t consist of just materiality, but largely of ideas. 
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think tanks that I have researched in my thesis, can use power/knowledge for cementing or revoking the 

neoliberal episteme and the concept of austerity. This again produces and constrains actors themselves. 

Furthermore, it is useful to see the ideational change as a constant struggle, but not in clear-cut camps 

(Morin & Carta 2015, 118). Also, it is important to note that the reason for the resilience of neoliberalism is, 

besides it being embedded and promoted by powerful interests, its ideational diversity and adaptability 

(Schmidt & Thatcher 2013, 404). According to Sanna Salo (2017) actors in the crisis adapted to the 

prevailing neo-liberal paradigm by recombining existing ideational elements in a procedure that enabled this 

paradigm to internalize the crisis, without being fundamentally challenged by it. 

In this research actors' role is emphasized. Austerity wouldn't win without a social construction (Dellapiane-

Avellaneda 2015, 413–414). Nonetheless, I do not assume the power relations to be simple such as a process 

where an expert A suggests for a politician B a policy that B would directly adopt. Firstly, by following the 

above-mentioned cyclical theory of power, the knowledge producers can not only create “facts” and futures, 

but also the possibilities of the available facts and even the identities and interests of the knowledge 

producers themselves. Secondly, the decisions made by politicians influence the perceived truth and future 

action, in other words the structure. Thirdly and very importantly, agency is not innate, but also constructed. 

Discursive practices/structure/hegemonic paradigms produce and constrain the knowledge producers.4 

These diverse effects of agency and structure have to be taken into account, especially when identifying the 

causality. Despite this, I concentrate on examining agency as it is too often ignored. Thus, in order to 

understand how austerity was selected, the focus of my study will be on the genealogy of austerity. Who 

were behind the discourse that translated into policy outcomes or at least was used as a justification? 

4 Aims and objectives 

The aim of my dissertation is to enrich the understanding of what kind of a network made the decisions on 

the European debt and banking crisis in the spring of 2010 and especially what was the role of knowledge 

production in the decision-making: to which producers of knowledge the EU decision-makers, governments 

and the European Commission, listened the most when making policy choices for austerity in 2010? 

How did the policymakers and officials use knowledge/analysis in the decision-making? Which instances 

(and how) constrained and produced austerity as knowledge taken as the truth and were then in fact behind 

austerity as a policy choice? Where they the ECB, think tanks, university economists, domestic lobbyists, 

civil servants etc.? In other words, how ideas transformed into decisions in the political process? What was 

the role of different actors producing ideas and therefore the events? This question is answered by 

uncovering the power and knowledge nexus. I compare the network to earlier and later stages of the crisis. 

                                                 
4 Hendrik Wagenaar (2015, 423) makes a useful division of interpretive policy analysis’ concern with meaning into three types: 

hermeneutic (actors), discursive (frameworks) and dialogical meaning (interaction). 



5 

 

The objective of my dissertation is to also shed light on why austerity and neoliberalism were not in the end 

questioned due to the crisis, but proved to be resilient. 

My study focuses in who concretely lobbied austerity ideas to decision-makers as there is a lack of research 

in this regard. Blyth (ibid., 165–176) points out the influence of neoliberal economists of the Bocconi 

University, such as Alberto Alesina, and especially their research on expansionary fiscal consolidation. 

Earlier the Sapir report was very influential (Mitchell 2015, 210). Anis Chowdhury and Iyanatul Islam 

(2012) claim that Alesina directly influenced ECOFIN, ECB's Jean-Claude Trichet, UK Treasury and the US 

Council of Economic Advisors in 2010. Political actors listened to Alesina's message of austerity because 

they wanted to (ibid.). Oddný Helgadóttir (2016, 404) underlines that Alesina’s influence relies partly on his 

network accessing the revolving doors of several transnational sites of power. These are nevertheless just 

fragments of events, so more research on the consultancy’s role is needed. 

The causality between ideas and actions is hard to prove. Ideas do not mostly impact actors in a simple 

causal manner, but actors' interests, identities and paradigms are part of the equation; hence the chain of 

events to be analysed is how ideas influence actors' interests which only then result in austerity. It is 

important to observe actors' background and resources, the earlier role of austerity in the EU economic 

governance and the overall context. 

Research on who made the decisions in the crisis and on their final interests and reasons is based on earlier 

findings (eg. Bastasin 2012, Jones 2015, Mitchell 2015, Pontusson & Raess 2012, Dellepiane-Avellaneda 

2015 and Scharpf 2012, as well as the studies referred to above). For example Blyth (2013, 7, 10) sees that 

austerity was selected in order to save banks and to enable the conservatives to cut the welfare state and as 

in its simplicity it is seen as commonsense. 

My study aims at contributing not only to the academic debate about the European debt crisis and genealogy 

of austerity/neoliberalism by producing new knowledge and explanations of the events, but also to the 

theory of power and knowledge and consultocracy. I aim to demonstrate how ideas (jointly with rules, 

economic interests, partisan politics etc.) matter in politics, how they spread, translate into policy outcomes 

and how they, also alternative point of views and analysis, could enhance the quality of decision-making, 

especially in times of crisis, and how paradigms endure crisis. 

Central concepts are the power of ideas, the theory and the genealogy of austerity and neoliberalism, 

lobbying, the EU, the European economic governance and the debt crisis and think tanks among other 

knowledge producers. 

5 Research literature, materials and methods 

Besides the already mentioned research on the financial and European debt crisis and power and knowledge, 

my dissertation will be based on research on EU lobbying and the evolution of EU economic governance 
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together with the theory and history of austerity in relation to neoliberalism, such as the work of Blyth 

(2013), Colin Crouch (2011), Harvey (2005/2008), Barry Eichengreen (2008) and Vivien Schmidt and Mark 

Thatcher (2013). The events of 2010 were naturally not disconnected from the earlier genealogy of 

neoliberalism and austerity that have a long history (Blyth 2013, 106–162). Where the same arguments used 

and the same actors acting as before? One reason for the resilience of neoliberalism is, besides it being 

embedded and promoted by powerful interests, its ideational diversity and adaptability (Schmidt & Thatcher 

2013, 404). 

I concentrate on analysing the decision-making in the spring of 2010 when the turn back to austerity was 

made. I will focus on who made the decisions and who provided the ideational background for the key 

player, namely the European Commission, and the governments of Germany and Finland. The focus on 

Germany is justified as it has exerted a lot of influence in the structure of the European currency union and 

in the reaction to the crisis (Streeck 2015, 16, 18). Austerity has been central also to the Finnish answer for 

the crisis. 

I will gather the data for my research mainly through qualitative methods, primarily individual interviews. I 

intend to inter alia inquire whether identified knowledge producers were listened to, how actors justify the 

use of ideas and whether they see that the crisis changed their perception of policy options. I will see what 

these answers bring to the theory. The interview framework will be prepared carefully as decision-makers’ 

actions can be unconscious or they are unwilling to expose their sources. In order to secure the relevance of 

the data, I will ask in addition to the main research questions other questions such as the justifications for 

the decisions. The target group consists of around 30 politicians, officials and advisors in the proximity of 

the decisions made in 2010 from Germany, Finland, the Commission, and the Council Secretariat (the 

relevant nodes are presented in 6.2). ATLAS.ti software is used in the analysis. Methods are specified after 

further research. My earlier EU work experience, contacts and language skills are vital for the data 

collection and contacting interviewees, and generally for the success of the research. 

Written material from hearings and briefings in the policy process, such as the Finnish and German 

Parliament's EU and Finance Committees, ECOFIN, Economic and Financial Committee, Economic Policy 

Committee, Eurogroup and its working group will be used as well. I will study who were listened to and use 

discourse analysis in identifying justifications and discourse of austerity that is operationalised into nodal 

points (Laclau 1985, 112) and claims. Also, in the spirit of a mixed methods approach, I will gather 

quantitative data of the main actors for a social network analysis (SNA) performed with the help of the 

RStudio software. SNA explains social phenomena by observing the relations between people, 

organizations, and other entities (Van Cleemput 2010, 76). 

In order to overcome bias and to illustrate the historical process, I will compare the findings to the 

Keynesian events in 2009. I will see through written material and interviews whether same knowledge 

producers, such as think tanks, were listened to and did their messages change. How do policymakers 
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explain the change of policy choices from 2009 to 2010? In addition, I will extend the analysis to cover the 

whole crisis resolution by comparing to the later networks and by asking the interviewees whether they have 

changed their perception of policy options. An exact later event to be compared has to be chosen in order to 

make sure that the data will explain why the paradigm endured. Otherwise, a focus on solely 2010 has the 

possibility to emphasize only Greece-related reasons to support austerity.   

6 Preliminary network analysis 

To illustrate the approach of the research, I performed a first social networks analysis of the expert networks 

on European debt crisis in the Finnish parliament in 2010. 

6.1 Preliminary network analysis – methodology 

The analysis is based on the concepts outlined by Stephen Borgatti (2005). He notes that attitudes are  

spread through replication rather than transfer (I do not lose my attitude the moment I infect you with 

it). A speaker may persuade many people at the same time, and the trajectories followed by the attitude 

can revisit links – I can continue to influence you about the same thing over time. (Ibid., 58.)  

Therefore, in his typology attitude influencing implies walks (unrestricted sequences) and a parallel 

duplication (simultaneous replication) (ibid., 59). Thus, when analysing the network around the decision-

making in 2010, the influencing can be directed in any direction of flows (walks). Nonetheless, for the sake 

of the scope of this partial analysis, I analysed simple relations between Finnish producers of knowledge 

(experts consulted in parliamentary committees) and decision-makers (the committees) in 2010. These 

geodesic, meaning shortest possible, paths by Borgatti (ibid., 55) illustrate who provided the knowledge 

needed for the decision-making on the debt crisis for the members of the parliament.   

Due to the simple nature of the data, I used the degree measure when analysing the centrality of actors. As 

the power relations were analysed as flowing in one direction from the experts to politicians and having an 

immediate influence, closeness and betweenness were not relevant centrality measures for this study. (Ibid., 

59–60, 62.) The analysis shows whose knowledge was transferred to the committees (A  B). Whereas 

power relations are in real life more complicated, this analysis can be used as a basis for further research. As 

Theresa Velden and Carl Lagoze (2013, 2424) point out, quantitative network analysis can help to guide 

how to pursue the qualitative analysis. 

If the network would be represented in the data more in detail, the more complex eigenvector centrality 

would be an interesting means to measure power relations. Borgatti (2005, 61) describes it: “node influences 

just one other node, who subsequently influences many other nodes (who themselves influence still more 

others), then the first node in that chain is highly influential”. Influencing by means of knowledge is not 

about sending as much information as one can, but about sending relevant information at the right moment. 

This information should be available, usable and/or suitable for the decision-makers' presumptions. It is also 
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worthwhile to notice that a link between any two people does not necessarily imply an interaction between 

them (Huberman 2009, 8). These questions and the actual influence of a given link are a subject for further 

analysis.  

Kiran Garimella’s, Gianmarco De Francisci Morales’, Aristides Gionis’ and Michael Mathioudakis’ (2016) 

article has inspired this article to present the following analysis in detail and systematically.  

6.2 Preliminary network analysis – data 

The decision-making and consultancy network in 2010 appears as the following: Nodes relevant for the 

decisions in May 2010 are decision-makers themselves, primarily finance ministers present in ECOFIN and 

the Eurogroup and furthermore for my research the Finnish and German governments and their parliaments, 

Finnish and German parliament's EU and Finance Committees. On the drafting level preceding the decision-

making the nodes are firstly the Council bodies: the Economic and Financial Committee and Economic 

Policy Committee and the Eurogroup's working groups. Secondly, drafting nodes on the Commission’s side 

are the Commissioner for Economic and Monetary Affairs, his cabinet, the Commission's Directorate 

General for Economic and Financial Affairs and Directorate-General for Financial Stability, Financial 

Services and Capital Markets Union and the Commission's Secretariat-General. Thirdly, relevant nodes are 

the officials working for the above-mentioned bodies and for the Finnish and German governments, 

parliaments and the Ministries of Finance. Also, the European Parliament should be taken into account. 

Nodes around these are actors that produced knowledge in 2010, such as think tanks, university economists, 

financial institutions such as the IMF and ECB, lobbyists and civil servants in Brussels, Finland, and 

Germany, if not yet covered in the above-mentioned nodes. In this analysis, I focus on the Commerce, 

Finance and Grand Committees of the Finnish Parliament and the experts that were listened to in those 

committees in the spring of 2010. 

In my dissertation the network's ties are the knowledge shared between the nodes, such as briefings, policy 

papers and analyses, oral information provided in meetings and ready for use policy formulations. The tie is 

not based primarily on friendships (however it could also apply), but on the acquaintanceship and common 

membership in an epistemic community. In this case, the ties are the experts’ oral statements made in the 

committees. 

The data collection was initiated by searching through the documents of the Finnish Parliament from spring 

2010 related to the issues dealt in the ECOFIN meetings in May 2010: the Greek Loan Facility, the 

European Financial Stability Facility and the European Financial Stability Mechanism. Three most relevant 

documents that were also dealt in the above-mentioned committees were E27/2010 vp on the financial 

stability mechanisms and E11/2010 vp and HE 57/2010 vp on the Greek Loan Facility and the need for an 

amended Finnish state budget to cover it. Commerce and Finance Committees heard 41 times experts on 
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these documents in the Spring 2010 before June and the Grand Committee none5 (Eduskunta 2015a; Ibid. 

2015b; Ibid. 2015c). These hearings, the experts names, their background organizations and the committees 

that were all transferred to an excel format, formed the nodes, the network and hence data of the following 

analysis.6 

In order to compare the results to the more Keynesian events in 2009, six documents connected to the  

European debt and banking crisis (the European Economic Recovery Plan, the follow-up of the Lisbon 

strategy and the Finnish Stability Plan) were analysed. The Finance and Commerce Committees consulted 

experts 31 times when considering the documents E 5/2009 vp, E 25/2009 vp, E 119/2008 vp, E 128/2009 

vp, E 73/2009 vp and E 116/2008 vp. 

6.3 Preliminary network analysis – results  

Firstly by creating7 a basic visualisation of the experts network consulted by the Finance and Commerce 

Committees (Figure 1), it was possible to detect that Sampo Alhonsuo from the Financial Supervisory 

Authority (Finanssivalvonta), Tuomas Saarenheimo from the Bank of Finland, Jaakko Kiander from the 

Labour Institute for Economic Research (Palkansaajien tutkimuslaitos, PT) and Niku Määttänen from the 

Research Institute of the Finnish Economy (Elinkeinoelämän Tutkimuslaitos ETLA) were heard in both 

committees and all the others only in one committee.  

Secondly, after calculating the degree centrality8 measure to the nodes, Figure 2 revealed that as well Paavo 

Okko, a professor emeritus, Ilkka Kajaste and Seppo Tanninen from the Finance Ministry were listened to in 

more cases than the rest of the experts. 

                                                 
5 This surpising finding needs to be still double-checked with the committee secretariat, as I have received information that 

hearings were held. 
6 The experts that were consulted by the Finance Committee: Helena Laine (Federation of Finnish Financial Services, 

Finanssialan Keskusliitto), Pekka Morén (Ministry of Finance), Sampo Alhonsuo (Financial Supervisory Authority), Vesa 

Kanniainen (University of Helsinki), Hannu Kaseva (Research Institute of the Finnish Economy, Elinkeinoelämän Tutkimuslaitos 

ETLA), Jyrki Katainen (Finance Minister), Jaakko Kiander (Labour Institute for Economic Research, Palkansaajien 

tutkimuslaitos), Niku Määttänen (Research Institute of the Finnish Economy), Asta Niskanen (Ministry of Finance), Paavo Okko 

(professor emeritus, twice), Jukka Pekkarinen (Prime Minister’s Office), Tuomas Saarenheimo (Bank of Finland), Hannele 

Saarinen (Ministry of Finance) and Martti Salmi (Ministry of Finance). The experts consulted by the Commerce Committee: 

Jaana Rantama (Financial Supervisory Authority, Finanssivalvonta), Seppo Tanninen (Ministry of Finance, twice), Sampo 

Alhonsuo (Financial Supervisory Authority, twice), Ilkka Kajaste (Ministry of Finance, twice), Eeva Kalli (Prime Minister’s 

Office), Sirpa Pietikäinen (European Parliament), Tuomas Saarenheimo (Bank of Finland, three times), Matti Vanhanen (Prime 

Minister), Esko Antola (Centrum Balticum), Martti Hetemäki (Ministry of Finance), Bengt Holmström (Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology), Ari Huotari (Keva, Kuntien eläkevakuutus), Kaarlo Jännäri (Master of Science (Economics)), Jaakko Kiander 

(Labour Institute for Economic Research), Timo Löyttyniemi (State Pension Fund, Valtion eläkerahasto), Niku Määttänen 

(Research Institute of the Finnish Economy), Heikki Niemeläinen (Municipal Guarantee Board, Kuntien takauskeskus), Timo 

Ritakallio (Ilmarinen Mutual Pension Insurance Company, Keskinäinen Eläkevakuutusyhtio Ilmarinen), Mika Tasa 

(Valtiokonttori) and Reijo Vanne (Finnish Pension Alliance TELA, Työeläkevakuuttajat TELA ry). 
7 g <- graph_from_incidence_matrix( matrix, weighted = TRUE) 

plot( g, vertex.size=1) 
8 g_degree_in <-strength (g, mode="in")  

plot (g, vertex.size=g_degree_in*2, edge.arrow.size=0.2) 
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Figure 1. Basic network of experts consulted in Finance and Commerce Committees  

 

  

Figure 2. Network of experts consulted in Finance and Commerce Committees after calculating degree centrality 

 

Thirdly, it was interesting to add to the data and to the graph the background organizations of the experts. In 

Figure 3 the nodes presenting background organizations were not attributed to individual experts, but all 

actors representing the same organization were grouped together in one node. In order to grasp the power of 
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influence of different background organizations, the degree centrality was added to this data.9 Thus it was 

clear that the Ministry of Finance had been heard in the Finance and Commerce Committees more than the 

other organizations (Figure 5). The organizations that were consulted by both committees (Bank of Finland, 

the Labour Institute for Economic Research (PT), the Financial Supervisory Authority, ETLA and the Prime 

Minister’s Office (Valtioneuvoston kanslia, VNK)) also appeared more relevant on the graph.  

  

Figure 5. The background organizations consulted in Finance and Commerce Committees after calculating degree centrality  

 

In order to understand better the results of this network analysis, a comparison to the experts consulted by 

the committees in 2009 was produced. Figure 410 pointed out that Kajaste (VM, also present in the data of 

2010), Jussi Yli-Lahti (Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, TEM), Risto Paaermaa (TEM), Kari 

Alho (ETLA), Ilkka Mytty (VM) and Wallin Markku (TEM) (not consulted in 2010) were more present in 

the committees than the others. Figure 5 indicated that the Ministries of Finance (VM) and of Economic 

Affairs and Employment (TEM) were the most consulted organizations.  

                                                 
9 In the second data set (graph g2) actors from same background organizations were lumped together in order to highlight the 

background organizations role versus individuals. g2 <- graph_from_incidence_matrix( matrix, weighted = TRUE)  

g2_degree_in[ 20 ] <- 1/3  

g2_degree_in[ 21 ] <- 1/3 

g2_degree_in <-strength (g2, mode="in") 
10 g3_degree_in <-strength (g3, mode="in") 

g3_degree_in[ 25 ] <- 1/3  

g3_degree_in[ 26 ] <- 1/3  

plot (g3, vertex.size=g3_degree_in*4, edge.arrow.size=0.2)  

(Similar code was used for producing Figure 8.) 
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Figure 4. Experts consulted by Finance and Commerce Committees in 2009  

 

Figure 5. Background of experts consulted by Finance and Commerce Committees in 2009 
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6.4 Preliminary network analysis – discussion 

The data analysed is only a small sample of the knowledge production and lobbying occurred in the spring 

of 2010 in the wake of the first Greece Loan Facility and the turn back to austerity in the European financial 

policy. In spite of the limited data, it offers a preliminary view of what kind expert knowledge influencing 

took place in the Finnish Parliament. The social network analysis identifies as a key node the Ministry of 

Finance. The Bank of Finland, the Labour Institute for Economic Research, the Financial Supervisory 

Authority, ETLA and Prime Minister’s Office seem to be important actors as well.  

From individual experts Tuomas Saarenheimo was consulted the most and other names that occurred more 

than once were Sampo Alhonsuo, Jaakko Kiander, Niku Määttänen, Paavo Okko, Ilkka Kajaste and Seppo 

Tanninen. Unfortunately this list of the most consulted experts is inconclusive due to the small size of the 

data (40 hearings). It requires only assisting to one hearing more than the other experts to be part of this list, 

which leads to slight randomness in indicating which experts were influencing more than the others.    

Furthermore, it is not possible to draw a conclusion from this analysis on who had the power to influence 

the decision-making by providing knowledge for the members of parliament. The network analysis 

identifies links between experts and committee members. It also indicates that information and policy 

options were delivered. Nevertheless, the analysis does not tell whether the policymakers were convinced 

by the information available and adopted the recommendations when making the relevant decisions. A link 

does not equal to actual influence. For example, the recipient’s attitudes impact the effect. 

It is interesting to observe that the experts consulted on 2009 and 2010 were very different. Only Kajaste 

(VM) managed to be in both cases among the most consulted experts. Otherwise only Kiander (PT) and 

Pekkarinen (VM) appeared in both data sets. These persons are a starting point for further analysis. 

Furthermore, the Ministry of Finance was a relevant actor in 2009 as well in 2010, but it is highly 

interesting to see that the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment (TEM) was very crucial in 2009, 

but not at all in 2010. Does this symbolize the change from Keynesian measures to austerity? Or is it a bias 

caused by the documents studied? Finally, the Labour Institute for Economic Research and ETLA were in 

both cases consulted slightly more than the rest of the other organizations.  

Although the analysis conclusions are partial, they nonetheless provide a starting point for further analysis 

on who were the most relevant actors influencing the Finnish policy for the May 2010 ECOFIN decisions 

on the Greece Loan Facility and the European Financial Stability Mechanism and Facility. Obviously it is 

important not to concentrate only in the consultation process of the Finnish Parliament, but also in the 

decision making of the Finnish Government and the ministries.  
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7 Work outline of the research 

2017: a) Done since April: reading, concretising the research outline, method courses, international sum-

mer schools, networking, lecturing, first network analysis and drafting an article and the monograph    

b) Autumn: collecting data, finalising the article, the framework and the method for interviews, 

reading research, initiating writing the dissertation, grant applications and field work in Brussels 

2018: a) Spring: choosing and contacting the interviewees, conducting interviews in Finland, Germany and 

Belgium, analysis of them and the data collected and writing  

b) Autumn: analysis, writing (also an article), further reading (continuous), attending a conference   

2019: Writing, exchange studies at a university abroad (spring), additional interviews and a conference 

2020: Writing (also an additional article), conferences and checking the topicality of the research literature 

2021: Finalisation of the study after commentaries and submitting to pre-examination by May  

 

Data  

Eduskunta 2015a. VK-Fakta Asiantuntijakuulemiset ja annetut lausunnot - SuV - 1997 - 2014. Downloaded: 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/tietoaeduskunnasta/kirjasto/aineistot/eduskunta/valtiopaivaasiakirjat-

tietopaketti/Documents/SuVAsiantuntijatVkFakta1997-2014.pdf (26.4.2017).  

Eduskunta 2015b. VK-Fakta Asiantuntijakuulemiset ja annetut lausunnot - VaV - 1997 - 2014. Downloaded: 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/tietoaeduskunnasta/kirjasto/aineistot/eduskunta/valtiopaivaasiakirjat-

tietopaketti/Documents/VaVAsiantuntijatVkFakta1997-2014.pdf (26.4.2017).  

Eduskunta 2015c. VK-Fakta Asiantuntijakuulemiset ja annetut lausunnot - TaV - 1997 - 2014. Downloaded:  

https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/tietoaeduskunnasta/kirjasto/aineistot/eduskunta/valtiopaivaasiakirjat-

tietopaketti/Documents/TaVAsiantuntijatVkFakta1997-2014.pdf. (26.4.2017).  

E 5/2009 vp. Euroopan talouden elvytyssuunnitelma: Komission tiedonanto ''Eurooppa investoi 

tulevaisuuteen''. Valtioneuvoston EU-sihteeristön perusmuistio VNEUS2009-00089.  

E 25/2009 vp. Komission tiedonanto kevään Eurooppa-neuvostolle elvytyksestä Euroopassa. 

Valtionvarainministeriön perusmuistio VM2009-00147.  

E 73/2009 vp. Lissabonin strategian Suomen kansallisen toimenpideohjelman 2008 – 2010. 

Valtionvarainministeriön perusmuistio VM2009-00319.  

E 116/2008 vp. Suomen vakausohjelman tarkistus 2008. Valtionvarainministeriön taloudelliset ja 

talouspoliittiset katsaukset 37a/2008 EU 2008/0354.  

E 119/2008 vp. Komission tiedonanto Eurooppa-neuvostolle ''Euroopan talouden elvytyssuunnitelma'' 

COM(2008) 800. Työ-ja elinkeinoministeriön ja valtionvarainministeriön perusmuistio TEM2008-00546.  

E 128/2009 vp. Euroopan unionin uuden kestävän kasvu- ja työllisyysstrategian painopisteet - Lissabonin 

strategian jatko vuoden 2010 jälkeen. Valtioneuvoston selvitys VNEUS2009-00587.  

E11/2010 vp. ECOFIN-neuvosto 16.3.2010. Vakaus- ja kasvusopimuksen toimeenpano; Kreikan 

toimenpiteet. Valtionvarainministeriön perusmuisto VM 2010-00097.  

E27/2010 vp. Ylimääräinen ECOFIN-neuvosto 9.5.2010; Euroopan vakausjärjestelmä. 

Valtionvarainministeriön perusmuistio VM2010-00217.  

HE57/2010. Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle vuoden 2010 toiseksi lisätalousarvioksi. 
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