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Abstract 

In institutional design, parliamentary systems are weak on ex-post accountability mechanisms that 

facilitate parliamentary oversight activity. Also, the role of political parties means that the partisan 

logic dominates parliamentary activity, including the oversight activity taking place. To explore the 

oversight options in parliamentary systems and opportunities to move beyond partisan behaviour in 

parliamentary oversight activity, this paper builds on previous research in parliamentary institutional 

design but at the same time addresses the specific incentive challenges related to this type of 

parliamentary activity. Previous research shows variation in institutional scrutiny conditions, but this 

paper investigates variation in specific oversight options within the standing committee system. The 

paper sees the oversight challenge as a collective good challenge that requires selective incentives or 

certain institutional requirements and explains variation by minority/majority system differences, but 

also differences in degree of party competition. Empirically, the investigation focuses on the five 

Nordic state parliamentary cases, often referred to as most similar systems that share a strong partisan 

logic and are known to have strong parliaments, but at the same time vary in committee design, on 

the minority/majority distinction and on degrees of political party fragmentation. Overall, the results 

show that the Scandinavian minority system cases are stronger on oversight compared to the Finnish 

and Icelandic majority systems, but also shows variation within the minority system countries. The 

more politically fragmented Danish case to a higher degree leaves oversight options for the average 

MP, while the Norwegian and Swedish cases to a higher degree and in the same way as the majority 

systems leave oversight tasks for a few “good” MPs in oversights committees.   
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Introduction  

 
 ‘In parliamentary systems, the government governs, and the parliament ensures that the government 

is governing well’ (Pelizzo & Stapenhurst, 2008: 126).  

 

Control of executive power is a central accountability concern, and in parliamentary systems, 

parliament delegates power to government and hereby oversees government´s use of this power 

(Strøm, 2003). Still, in institutional design, parliamentary systems are weak on ex-post accountability 

mechanisms that facilitate parliamentary oversight activity. Also, the role of political parties, being 

the central mechanism that makes the constitutional chain of delegation and accountability work in 

practice, means that the partisan logic dominates parliamentary activity (Müller, 2000), including the 

oversight activity taking place. MPs and ministers from the same party to a high degree can be seen 

as collective actors that have concurrent preferences, which means that they lack incentives to engage 

in oversight activity (Tsebelis, 2002; Sieberer, 2011).  

First, it is, however, necessary to address the question of the relevance of ex post control 

in parliamentary systems, considering the strong ex ante control secured by the political parties that 

screen and select political candidates for elections as well as governmental office. The classical 

argument is that ex ante and ex post control to some extents are substitutable. If strong ex ante control 

in the selection of agents is in place, then less urgent becomes ex post control of these agents. Still, 

strong ex post control compensates for preference divergence that still is a possible outcome 

(Sieberer, 2011: 736) and considering challenges like frequent coalition governments and intra-party 

challenges oversight is an important topic to deal with. In addition, the deparliamentarization thesis 

suggests that parliamentary influence in the policy process has weakened and that parliaments have 

delegated much of its law-making function to the executive, which also relates to the expansion and 

specialization of the executive branch (Bergman & Strøm, 2011:14-16; Rasch, 1994: 247). Therefore, 

it seems more and more problematic just to rest on ex ante accountability mechanisms in 
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parliamentary systems. Another reason to focus on this subject are assessments of ex post 

parliamentary control taking place as rather ineffective (Müller & Strøm, 2004), and that 

parliamentary oversight primarily is realized as a by-product (Rasch, 1994: 247; West, 2018: 266). 

This article focuses on institutional conditions for the conduction of parliamentary 

oversight activity. Focus is on MPs options to address violations related to legislation or discretion 

passed and defined by parliament. Previous research has addressed the question about effects of 

parliamentary institutions on different types of control activity and also variations in strength of these 

institutions (Martin & Vanberg, 2011, 2020; Zubek, 2020; Sieberer, 2011; Mattson & Strøm, 1995; 

Esaiasson & Heidar, 2000; Döring, 1995), but there is a limited distinction between the scrutiny 

(control of legislative proposals) and oversight (control of government actions related to defined 

discretion) type of control activity. This paper focuses on the institutional conditions that facilitate 

the oversight type of control activity within the parliamentary committee system, typically assessed 

as the most important parliamentary institution. The paper sees parliamentary oversight as a collective 

good challenge that requires selective incentives or certain institutional requirements and explains 

differences in oversight options by minority/majority system differences but also differences in 

degree of party competition. The investigation will reveal if the oversight designs facilitate oversight 

activity for the average MP or if oversight is a task left for a few good/incentivized MPs in control 

committees. 

Empirically, the article focuses on the five Nordic state parliaments and investigates 

variation in the institutional conditions for oversight activity within the committee system. The 

Nordic countries are often considered as most similar cases that have strong political parties, which 

means a strong partisan logic in parliamentary activity, but also institutionally strong “working” 

parliaments (Bergman & Strøm, 2011). The case selection, however, at the same time secures 
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variation in the vital committee system (Mattson & Strøm, 1995; Sieberer, 2011), on the 

minority/majority distinction and on degrees of political party fragmentation. 

This paper first clarifies the understanding of parliamentary oversight, addresses typical 

institutional oversight options, and then the oversight as a collective good challenge and the related 

incentive challenge. Thereafter, the paper suggests how to explain variation in oversight options and 

presents the specific Nordic parliamentary context as well as the investigation. Thereafter the paper 

presents the results and concludes on the oversight design for the five Nordic state parliaments.  

 

Parliamentary oversight 
 
This article focuses on parliamentary oversight but distinguishes between oversight and scrutiny 

related activity, which in the literature often are used interchangeably. Scrutiny is often referred to as 

control activity related to legislative proposals1. This article refers to oversight as control of 

government´s actions related to already passed legislation. McCubbins and Schwartz define oversight 

in the following way: “….attempts to detect and remedy executive-branch violations of legislative 

goals …” (1984:165). In other words, the use of the term oversight is used for MPs opportunities and 

attempts to make sure that government adheres to passed legislation and ex-ante defined discretion2 

decided by parliament, and not on options and attempts to control the policy process and scrutinize 

policy proposals. For parliament and MPs to conduct parliamentary oversight, MPs need to be 

ensured monitoring mechanisms to receive information about government actions, to be able to 

 
1 Scrutiny is, however, also typically used to describe audit activity in parliament, but according to this paper´s 

definition this type of activity is oversight activity. 
2 Discretion can be defined as the net of initial delegation to the agent minus the administrative and oversight 

mechanisms established (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999). 
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demand explanations, and to sanction government behaviour (Kiewiet & McCubbins, 1991; Lupia, 

2003, Bovens et al., 2014).  

Parliamentary oversight requires as a basic precondition that parliament is independent 

of government. In a parliamentary context the traditional power theory of two separate powers is 

rarely used. Instead, there is an understanding of the existence of different modes of executive-

legislative relations defined as distinct patterns of interaction. In addition to the dominant “inter-

party” mode where members of a party interact with members from other parties, there is a so-called 

“non-party” mode where members of government face and interact with members of parliament 

(King, 1976; Andeweg and Nijzink, 1995). In parliament, MPs face these different modes related to 

different institutional settings that support different roles and need to decide how to adhere (West, 

2018). The modes can be seen as a “gear box” that MPs shift between according to the issues and 

interests at hand (Andeweg 1992, in Damgaard 2000:268). Damgaard (2000) states that individual 

MPs can be expected to operate within the inter-party mode on highly controversial issues but shift 

to the non-party mode if legislative oversight is crucial, or if parliament as an institution is involved.  

This “non-party” institutional mode is, however, rather loosely anchored in institutional 

oversight tools. King (1976) mainly focuses on select committees in a Westminster context and 

Andeweg and Nijzink (1995) focus on general parliamentary institutional characteristics like agenda 

control, MPs bill initiative right, and recording of individual MP votes. Except for the ad-hoc 

committee these non-party mode indicators are not tools that specifically relate to the facilitation of 

oversight tasks.  

Wiberg (1994) discusses different oversight goals (based on MacMahon 1943; Rockman 

1984), from implementation of policy according to parliamentary intent/discretion, to determine the 

impact and efficiency of policy, to prevent waste, to prevent discretionary abuse on the administrative 

as well as political level and represent public interests by monitoring and constraining agency-



Work in progress 

 
 

6 
 

clientele relations. In parliaments, MPs have access to different parliamentary instruments to access 

information and demand explanations related to these different oversight goals. Also, parliaments are 

assisted by different types of decentral control institutions, like the Ombudsman and an Audit General 

institution (West, 2018).  

MPs can typically individually raise parliamentary questions to access information, 

demand explanations and publicly shame government. Rasch argues that parliamentary questions are 

among the less costly and dramatic mechanism to secure compliance with legislative intent 

(1994:248-249). Still, we also know that it primarily is an oppositional activity (Dandoy, 2011; 

Martin & Vanberg, 2014; Green-Pedersen & Mortensen, 2010; Mattson, 1994; Rasch, 1994; Helander 

& Isaksson, 1994; Damgaard, 1994; Maor, 1999), but also that questions are used for multiple 

different purposes (Bailer, 2011). 

MPs can settle ad-hoc committees or investigative committees - that hold extensive rights 

and authority to call witnesses and to read government paper - to investigate specific cases and hold 

hearings on certain issues. Yet, these instruments are often followed by some majority requirements 

and are often ineffective as oversight tools (Müeller & Strøm, 2004) and the same applies for the No 

Confidence Vote (Bergman et al 2003). Still, there is also the standing committee system to consider, 

which nevertheless is most frequently associated with the legislative scrutiny type of activity. Related 

to this, previous research has addressed the scrutiny related control rights, like the options available 

for obtaining information, the rights of committees to compel witnesses, to summon ministers and 

government officials, and to demand documents. Also, research has focused on variation in the 

committee strength across country cases (Mattson & Strøm, 1995; Martin & Vanberg, 2011, 2020; 

Sieberer, 2011; Zubek, 2020). Still, this paper will address the specific options for conducting 

oversight activity within the standing committee system. 
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Parliamentary oversight and the collective good challenges 

In their classic work on parliamentary oversight, McCubbins & Schwartz (1984) distinguish between 

the famous police patrol and fire alarm types. Oversight is costly and the principal wants to maximize 

its efficiency relative to its cost (Strøm 2000:272). Therefore, MPs will prefer the Fire Alarm type of 

activity where MPs can make use of information from third parties, citizens and interest groups or 

install external control processes over the continuous time-consuming police patrol where MPs do 

the monitoring work themselves (McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984).  Building on this, West (2018, 

2020) stresses that different types of decentral control institutions, like the Ombudsman and Audit 

General, are more credible Fire Alarm institutions but at the same time to a lesser degree link to voter 

group interests. Also, the importance of focusing on the link between the Fire Alarm reporting 

information and the MP response, the MP Firefighting activity. In other words, how and to what 

extent do MPs use reporting information on government´s mal-administration. 

Nevertheless, the basic challenge when it comes to oversight activity is the incentive 

challenge. The principle in parliament consists of a varying number of political parties typically 

considered as collective actors where co-partisans have identical preferences (Tsbelis 2002, Sieberer 

2011). Parliamentarians have a limited request for oversight information related to their fellow party 

members in government (Strøm, 2000, in Winzen 2012). This means that MPs from political parties 

in government lack incentives to engage and the opposition MPs incentives are to engage in blame 

games (Weaver, 1986), damage government reputation and inflict cost (Maor, 1999; Mayhew, 1974; 

West, 2018). MPs are agents for strong political parties and pursue party goals of votes, policy, and 

office (Strøm, 1990; Müller & Strøm, 1999), and this might not always go hand in hand with oversight 

tasks. 

Oversight benefits are more of a side-effect from the oppositional partisan motivated 

control activity (Rasch 1994; West, 2018, 2020a). Also, it is a challenge that parliamentary oversight 
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to a lesser extent relates to party goals compared to the policy scrutiny task. In other words, 

parliamentary oversight probably is the most challenged parliamentary activity. In general, MPs will 

only use time and effort on oversight activity related to bureaucracy or agency breaches if a minister 

is implicated, if the related policy issue is salient or if there is media attention (West, 2018). 

Parliamentary oversight is a collective goods problem (Mayhew 1974, Rasch 1994). 

According to Mancur Olsen (1965: 2) there is no individual incentive to act to obtain a collective 

good. Even though the good might be valuable to the group, the individual will not be willing to bear 

any of the costs. Therefore, in a large group, “selective” incentives are needed for a rational individual 

to act in a group-oriented way.  

Mayhew, however, argues that MPs counting on a long-term parliamentary career have 

interest in maintaining its prestige as an institution and refer to the challenge as institutional 

maintenance (Damgaard 2000 refers to Donald Matthews 1960:101-2 reference “institutional 

patriotism”). If members only - and this argument also applies for political parties - focus on pursuing 

their own electoral goals, the parliamentary prestige and power is at stake (1974: 145). Based on 

Olsen, Mayhew argues in favour of control committees for the conduction of oversight tasks as the 

way to secure parliamentary institutional maintenance. He stresses the need to establish a system of 

“selective incentives” to induce at least some members to work toward keeping the parliamentary 

institution in good repair (1974: 149). This means that the congressional Mayhew classic states that 

parliamentary oversight is a task for a few “good” (incentivized) MPs. 

It is, however, clear that the rational choice institutionalist approach assumes that it is 

possible for actors to take collectively superior courses of action. Still, this requires institutional 

arrangements that structure interactions and reduces uncertainty about the corresponding behaviour 

of others and allows ‘gains from exchange’ (Hall & Taylor, 1996). This means that depending on the 

institutional settings it is possible to induce more than a few MPs to engage in oversight tasks. Also, 
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previous research shows effect from an institutionalized parliamentary control process on the control 

behaviour by dampening the partisan logic (West, 2018, 2021). Also, Ostrom (2000) presents an 

overview of different experimental research that questions Olson´s singular rational egoist player 

type. Ostrom (2000) refers to effects of information, institutional rules, trust, sanctions, benefits, 

framing, and institutional learning. However, to be fair, Olsen in fact states that institutional or 

procedural arrangements can lead to different outcomes (1965: 35), and that goals like social status 

and acceptance (critique from the sociological new institutionalism variant) are individual non-

collective goods that function as “selective incentives”. In other words, depending on the institutional 

settings, it is possible to induce more than a few MP to take on oversight tasks. 

 

Explaining oversight institutions 

There are, however, circumstances that create more favourable options for parliamentary oversight. 

These circumstances are coalition governments and intra-party conflict, which increase the demand 

for more detailed oversight information (Saalfeld, 2005). Under coalition governments, government-

supporting groups need to pay more attention to government policy (Martin and Vanberg 2004, 2005, 

in Winzen 2012). Also, Strøm et al (2010) states that the greater the preference diversity between 

coalition parties, the greater the need for coalition parties to oversee each other´s behaviour.  

The basic assumption is that party groups have a basic demand for being informed, but 

this might also be secured by intra-party processes. The question here is when does this need from 

party groups to be informed turn into demands for formal oversight options. Saalfeld (2005) and 

Winzen (2012) stress that under majority government conditions the decisive factor is when do 

government-supporting parliamentary party groups demand oversight institutions, since the 

assumption it that the opposition cannot credibly oppose the creation of oversight institutions. 

Opposition parties benefit from oversight institutions by getting access to information and limits the 
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possibility for government to bypass parliament, still they might not be allowed to design the 

oversight mechanisms according to their preferences (but this changes under minority rule). Another 

factor relates to intra-party level and therefore conflicts with the collective actor assumption but is 

that the party backbenchers in parliament to a higher degree have an interest in using oversight 

institutions to access information (Saalfeld, 2000). Government supporters (backbenchers within 

parties as well as coalition partners on the party level) need to avoid losing votes because of 

government policy (Winzen, 2012: 303). In other words, even in majority systems party groups will 

request some formal oversight institutions. 

However, under minority rule this request strengthens. Here, the opposition is the 

parliamentary majority and can create oversight institutions to ensure their information and 

participation. Damgaard (2000: 273) states that minority governments change the logic and that this 

was not considered related to the previous mentioned parliamentary modes. Still, Winzen (2012) did 

not find evidence of a systematic connection between the frequency of minority rule and the strength 

of oversight institutions related to formal oversight institutions in EU affairs. Still, of relevance to 

this paper´s oversight focus, Winzen (2012) reports that government-supporting groups only demand 

information not means to constrain the government (for this, intra-party channels are preferred), that 

government supporters create oversight institutions to enhance electoral security (government cannot 

bypass them completely and backbenchers can prevent electoral damaging policy decisions).  

Nevertheless, empirically there are frequent references to the Danish and Norwegian 

cases as examples of a strong position for parliament due to the minority condition (Winzen 

2012:307; Saalfeld 2000, Maor 1999, Strøm 1990: 235, Damgaard 1990). Damgaard (1994: 46) states 

that on the whole and compared with other parliaments, the Danish Folketing is extremely well 

equipped with control and question opportunities and procedures. Damgaard (1994: 51) states the 

importance of the 1972 reform where the new specialized committees were given agenda setting 
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instruments in terms of being able to investigate or deal with matters on their own initiative. 

Therefore, the expectation is that there are more oversight options under minority compared to 

majority governments and that the oversight options include more than a few MPs in control 

committees.  

This paper will, however, include the degree of political party competition/political 

fragmentation as a factor that influences the existence of oversight options. Damgaard (1994: 56) 

refers to the increase in multipartyism and higher level of party competition in the Danish case 

following the 1973 so-called “earthquake” election and relates this to the increase in parliamentary 

activity. The increase in parliamentary activity applies, however, for other cases as well and is more 

like a general trend (…). Here, focus is on if the degree of political party competition can explain 

differences within the minority and majority systems where a higher degree of political fragmentation 

is linked to more oversight options within the minority/majority system cases. 

 

The Nordic parliamentary context 

The empirical cases for this paper´s exploration of parliamentary oversight design are the five Nordic 

parliaments. In general, the Nordic countries are commonly referred to as “most similar” cases. 

Similar institutional settings are for instance PR election systems, multiparty systems, and traditions 

for coalition governments (Esiasson & Heidar, 2000; Bergman & Strøm, 2011). In addition, all five 

countries are unicameral systems (Rasch, 2011)3 and cases of parliamentary systems with cabinet 

accountability. Though, Finland and Iceland do have presidential system characteristics with some 

presidential veto powers4. From Lijphart (1999: 246) we know them as the “consensual democracies”, 

but while the Scandinavian countries - Denmark, Norway, and Sweden - are known for the frequent 

 
3 Formally Norway has two (Lagting and Odelsting), which however in practice function as one (Strøm & Narud 2003). 
4 For Iceland, the president can veto policy acts by calling a referendum (Kristjánsson 2003), and in the Finnish case the 

president can delay implementation for three months (Raunio and Wiberg 2003). For Finland, Raunio (2011) states that 

constitutional changes have strengthened parliamentary democracy elements. 
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use of minority governments, the pattern for Finland and Iceland is majority governments (Rasch, 

2011). Overall, it is possible to distinguish between the somewhat stronger parliamentary cases in the 

Scandinavian countries and somewhat weaker Finland and Iceland cases: “The government holds a 

stronger position vis-à-vis parliament in Finland and Iceland than it does in Denmark, Norway, and 

Sweden” (Esaiasson & Heidar 2000: 420).  

For parliament, the Nordic countries are known for institutionally strong “working” 

parliaments (Arter, 1999; Esaiasson & Heidar, 2000; Bergman & Strøm, 2011; Sieberer, 2011; Rasch, 

2011)5, but also for strong political parties that to a high degree influence parliamentary activity 

(Bille, 2000; Hagevi, 2000; Heidar, 1995; Wiberg, 2000: in Heidar 2000:184; Hardarson, 1997; Strøm 

& Bergman, 2011) with strong voting discipline (Jensen, 2000)6. Strøm & Bergman (2011: 357-358, 

378) refer to this combination as unique, considering that the typical correlation is strong parliaments 

and weak parties and vice versa (Bergman & Strøm, 2011:19-20). 

This paper focuses specifically on the committee system, typically assessed as the most 

important parliamentary institution (Weingast & Moran, 1983; Mattson & Strøm, 1995). The 

committees typically have a party composition that mirrors the parent chamber (Mattson & Strøm, 

1995; Martin, 2014), which means the same partisan logic. This implies a challenge for oversight 

activity (Maor, 1999), but due to the higher degree of specialization compared to the plenary, the 

committees are still thought to be the most effective controllers (Mattson & Strøm, 1995; Sieberer, 

2011: 738; Müeller and Sieberer, 2014: 314; Martin & Vanberg, 2014), still this assessment is often 

stated in relation to scrutiny activity. Overall, for the Nordic standing committee systems, they are 

 
5 There are though some reservations made to the strong parliamentary image for the Icelandic and Finnish case. 

Kristjanson & Indridason (2011) refute that parliament has substantial influence on policymaking, and Raunio (2011) 

states that the oppositions in Finland are weak considering the tendency for surplus/oversized coalitions, but 

parliamentary committees still are very strong on information rights.  
6 Heidar concludes that party groups are very important in all the Nordic parliaments, but that there are indications that 

they are weaker in Finland and Iceland compared to the three Scandinavian countries (2000: 208-209). 
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specialized with jurisdictions defined by subject matter that tend to parallel the ministerial 

organization, which supports the informational committee perspective (Krehbiel, 1991), but at the 

same time the proportional allocation rule for committee seats supports the partisan committee 

perspective (Cox & McCubbins, 1993).  

From the institutional parliamentary committee research, there are some differences to 

consider. Sieberer´s (2011) multidimensional analysis shows that when comparing scrutiny influence 

related to policymaking to general ex-post control strength, the Danish case for instance is rather 

weak on policy influence, but strong on ex post, and while Sweden has the strongest committee 

scrutiny powers, the case is weakest on ex post control powers7. This indicates that scrutiny and 

oversight powers are seen as substitutable. Yet, Sieberer´s (2011) focus on ex post oversight task are 

only partly committee related (committee powers, parliamentary questions, structure of committee 

system, and external parliamentary support bodies: audits and ombudsman).  

 

Design (not finished) 

For the investigation, the project applies a comparative cross-section focus. The cases are the five 

state parliaments in the Nordic region: Stortinget (169 MPs) in Norway, Riksdagen (349 MPs) in 

Sweden, the Eduskunta (200 MPs) in Finland, Folketinget (179 MPs) in Denmark, and Alþingi (63 

MPs) in Iceland. The investigation focuses on the options and the variation in options for MPs to 

conduct parliamentary oversight tasks as different from parliamentary scrutiny tasks in a standing 

committee context.  

The investigation distinguishes between MPs oversight options in the standing policy 

committees and MPs oversight options in specific oversight committees as well as select committees 

 
7 Also, Hagevi (2000) ranks the Swedish committees as the strongest and the Danish as the weakest. Zubek (2020), 

however, demonstrates a continuous increase in strength over time for the Danish case. Nevertheless, these different 

measures to a high extent focus on the legislative scrutiny task 
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or investigative committee option. Do the committees have agenda setting powers that make it 

possible for them to raise oversight issues and to what extent do the committees use these options. 

Moreover, the investigation focuses on Fire Alarm reporting information from Audit general and 

Ombudsman institutions and how this is treated in parliament. Based on the findings, the paper makes 

an assessment to what extent the oversight design has few or many options and hereby signals that 

the oversight task is for accordingly a few MPs in a control committee or for the average MP to take 

on.  

Following this assessment, the paper looks for explanations due to majority and minority 

system cases as well as variation within these two groups due to differences in levels of political party 

fragmentation and differences in political party variation in government coalitions. Data on 

fragmentation are from the WHO GOVERNS database8 and on parties in government coalitions the 

ParlGov database9.   

For the information on the parliamentary institutions, the date is secondary sources in 

terms of previous investigations, the standing orders for the five parliaments as well as the 

parliamentary webpages. In addition, information is gained by requests to and visits to parliament 

(two parliamentary visits in August 2021). In addition, country experts for the respective cases are 

consulted (before the paper is finished) on the findings as well as the interpretation.  

 

 

 

 

 
8 Source: Casal Bértoa, F. (2021): Database on WHO GOVERNS in Europe and beyond, PSGo. Available at: 

whogoverns.eu. Effective number of parliamentary parties. 
9 Döring, Holger and Philip Manow (2020). Parliaments and governments database (ParlGov): Information on parties, 

elections and cabinets in modern democracies. 

 

https://whogoverns.eu/
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Findings (preliminary) 

 
This section presents the findings on oversight options for the standing policy committees as well as 

control committees. For the standing policy committees, the investigation shows limited options for 

oversight activity for most of the country cases and a dominant focus on policy scrutiny activity. For 

the oversight options, there is no reference to any investigative powers or agenda setting instruments 

for the Swedish standing policy committees10 and only limited options for the Norwegian committees 

that have limited agenda setting options except for the option to hold hearings, which the committees 

also make use of (Rommetvedt, 2021), see table 1 in the appendix. In the same way, the Finnish 

Eduskunta has a dominant focus on the law-making process and scrutiny activity. The committees 

have limited agenda setting powers to facilitate oversight activity and even though they can hold 

hearings they tend not to make use of this opportunity11. For the Icelandic case, the standing 

committees have an agenda setting instrument in terms of a right to examine matters (provision 26, 

1). This instrument is intended to provide information on committee topical matters or concerns 

related to certain events and often used for matters concerning the government´s execution of 

legislation. Still, this activity does not go beyond information gathering meetings with experts and 

other interested parties12. For the Danish standing policy committees, the committees have a much 

stronger oversight image. The committees have a strong agenda setting instrument in the committee 

question option, which only requires one MP to initiate, and this option is used to a very high degree, 

see table 1 in the appendix. The question is presented in writing and is answered in a written format 

or as an oral response in a closed or open committee meeting known as “samråd” (standing orders 

§8.6 and 8.8). Moreover, this “samråd” option is primarily an information seeking activity, but can 

 
10 Source: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/, October 11, 

2021. 
11 Source: Deputy Secretary General and committee secretary, visit in Eduskunta August 24, 2021. 
12 Source: committee secretary, in e-mail 12.10.2021. 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/
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be followed up by a decision/statement, which do some extent is used, see table 1 in the appendix 

(beretninger)13. In other words, the Danish standing committee systems seems to deviate from the 

policy committees in the other four Nordic countries when it comes to oversight options and focus. 

Nevertheless, that the Danish policy committees are different has been indicated by previous research, 

considering Mattson & Strøm`s (1995) committee classification of the Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian, 

and Swedish committee systems as specialized, uni-functional committees, but the Danish case as 

specialized, multifunctional committees. Also, Wiberg´s (1994, 1995) investigation of the 

parliamentary question types of states that of the Nordic countries only the Danish policy committees 

have the committee question option. For this study, there are no traces of later implementation of the 

committee question option for any of the other four parliaments. 

Specific control committees are a common feature of standing committee systems that in 

focus and functions deviate from the policy scrutiny committees14 and all the five Nordic parliaments 

have some variant of a general control committee. Norway has a “Control and Constitution 

committee”, Sweden has a “Committee on the Constitution”, Denmark has a “Standing Order 

Committee”, Iceland has a ”Constitutional and Supervisory Committee”, and Finland has a 

“Constitutional Law Committee”. Here, the question is if any then what oversight related options do 

these committees have and what type of activity do they conduct. First and foremost, the investigation 

shows that these committees have multiple different types of tasks and several of these tasks are not 

specifically oversight related, like overseeing constitutional and elections issues, conducting different 

organizational tasks, conducting appointment tasks (Ombudsman and Audit General), and approval 

of or to comment on certain assembly activity. The committees, however, also have specific oversight 

related tasks, like to initiate and/or conduct investigations, tasks related to investigative committees, 

 
13 Source: committee secretaries, visit in the Folketing, August 27, 2021. 
14 Typically, parliaments also have foreign affairs and EU affairs committees that in powers and tasks deviate from the 

policy scrutiny committee within the committee system. This is, however, not the focus in this paper. 
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to treat reporting information from audits and Ombudsman, and to treat minister responsibility issues. 

There are, however, some important differences between these cases to consider. 

The Norwegian control committee has very strong powers related to oversight tasks, 

considering the strong initiative right as well as strong minority rights (1/3 of the members can initiate 

the investigative activity). Interestingly, the structure of the committee has been changed several 

times over time and there have been previous experiences with placing oversight tasks in the policy 

committees, which, however, was deemed unsatisfying (Narud & Strøm, 2011). MPs were more 

interested in policy making and neglected the oversight function (Grønlie 2014: 143ff, in 

Rommetvedt 2021: 18). Narud & Strøm (2011) stress the importance of the 1992 implemented 

changes where the control committee assignment was made equal to the other committees in Norway, 

which means only one committee seat for each MP (perfect specialization).  

The Icelandic control committee has powers related to oversight tasks and the initiative 

rights are also combined with strong minority rights. Related to the practice of these rights, these 

powers are used for matters requiring more extensive investigation or in case of ministers facing 

serious criticism. Nevertheless, reports are on some challenges due to overlap or lack of clear 

distinctions between the oversight committee and the regular policy committees´ oversight15.  

The Swedish control committee also has strong investigative powers. The control 

committee can ask written questions and call ministers as well as staff to meet on any issue where the 

committee is the agenda setter (KU-utfrågningar). Here, the committee can decide to make the 

investigative process in public. There is also another options making it possible for an individual MP 

to “turn in” government ministers to the committee if they believe mistakes have been made, and then 

the committee investigates the allegations (KU-anmälningar)16. 

 
15 Source: committee secretary, in e-mail 12.10.2021. 
16 Source: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/, October 11, 

2021. 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/
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The Danish version of a central control committee is not so much an oversight committee 

as a supervisor of standing committee activity and coordination. The committee title is the “Standing 

orders committee”. Still, one of the committee’s tasks is to treat questions regarding minister 

responsibility issues, issues related to investigative committees as well as conclusions from these 

committees. However, recently, the Folketing has implemented changes and established an 

investigative sub-committee to the control committee, which clearly strengthens the committee’s 

oversight image. The sub-committee can conduct preliminary investigations using written committee 

question and closed “samråd” meetings. The sub-committee formulates recommendations for the 

standing order committee on conclusions as well as on the need of further investigations using other 

investigative options. These other options consist of independent legal investigations, professional 

expert investigations, investigative committees settled by the Minister of Justice, or a new 

investigative committee option anchored in parliament that has a shorter timeframe and finishes the 

work within a year (granskningskommission)17. 

The Finnish central control committee to a very limited extent focuses on oversight issues 

even though they have initiative powers to treat minister responsibility questions and do comment on 

responsibility issues raised by parliament. Still, an iterative process applies for the control committee 

related to reports from the Ombudsman and the Chancellor of justice. Still, the overarching focus of 

this committee is not oversight activity, but to treat constitutional issues related to law drafting. For 

the Finnish parliamentary oversight, the audit (PAC) committee is a more vital committee to consider 

and the only committee with agenda setting oversight powers. The PAC committee has powers to 

initiate investigations and use external experts. Also, in their reporting activity to the assembly, they 

can formulate demands to government, including to correct mistakes and demands to write a report 

 
 
17 Source: Folketinget 2020-21, Decisionproposal B 287. 
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to parliament on certain cases or issues. In the Finnish case, there is no opportunity for neither ad-

hoc committees nor investigative committees18. 

The other four parliaments also have PAC functions, which, however, are designed in 

different ways. In addition to the Finnish case also the Danish has a specific PAC committee (Public 

Accounts Committee)19, which treat the reports from the Audit General institution. For Iceland and 

Sweden, the PAC function is part of the Finance committee´s task and in the Norwegian case, the 

PAC function is a task for the before mentioned oversight committee (table 4.1 in Korff, 2018). Still, 

the audit control process also includes other parliamentary actors. In the Danish case, the Finance 

Committee treats the report and PAC comments; in the Finnish, Norwegian, and Swedish case, the 

audit reports and PAC comments are discussed in a plenary session, and this sometimes also applies 

for the Icelandic case (table 4.2 in Korff 2018).  

For the Ombudsman institution, all the countries´ institutions report to parliament. Still, 

the Swedish and Finnish Ombudsman institutions have powers to prosecute, which means that these 

institutions to a higher extent are institutions with sanctioning powers than decentral parliamentary 

control institutions, where the MPs have the sanctioning powers (West, 2018). For the relation to 

parliament, the Danish Ombudsman institution has a rather close institutional link to the law 

committee in the Folketing, which also holds a hearing in relation to the Ombudsman report 

(Interview, in West, 2018), while for Norway, Finland as well as Sweden the annual reports are 

deliberated in parliament (Lane, 2000; Modeen, 2000; for Iceland, Legal act no. 85/1997).  

Overall, the results show that all the five cases have some variant of an oversight 

committee as part of the standing committee systems, but that there is variation in tasks, powers, and 

focus. The Norwegian, Swedish and Icelandic control committees have strong investigative initiative 

 
18 Source: Deputy Secretary General and committee secretary, visit in Eduskunta August 24, 2021. 
19 However, for the Danish case, PAC committee members do not have to be MPs 
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rights, while the Finnish control committee lacks an initiative right, which nevertheless the Finish 

PAC committee has. The Danish control committee has had a weaker oversight focus, which, 

however, just recently has been substantially strengthened. Also, the Danish case to a much higher 

degree facilitates oversight activity in the standing policy committees and also has a multitude of 

different ad-hoc investigative options. For an overview of the overall results, see table 3. 

 

Table 1: Conditions for oversight tasks within the committee system, overall results (some 

missing data issues) 

Characteristics Denmark Finland Iceland Norway Sweden 

Oversight in 

policy 

committees 

Strong options Weak options Some option Weak options Weak options 

Options for 

control 

committee 

Some 

(recently 

substantially 

increased) 

Limited 
 

Strong 

initiative 

Strong 

initiative 

Strong 

initiative 

PAC committee Strong 

initiative 

Strong 

initiative 

In policy 

committee 

In control 

committee 

In policy 

committee 

Ad-hoc 

investigative 

options 

Strong Weak    

Overall, options Multiple 

options for 

many MPs 

Options for a 

few MPs 

 Strong options 

for a few MPs 

Strong options for 

a few MPs 

 

 

Explaining oversight options (not finished) 

The previous section presented the findings on oversight options and demonstrated variation across 

the five Nordic parliaments. These countries are as mentioned often referred to as most similar 

systems, but here there is some variation that requires some further explanation. 
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A common understanding when it comes to parliamentary oversight is as previously 

presented that minority government systems have stronger oversight options compared to majority 

government systems. This investigation´s results to some extent confirms these assumptions, but at 

the same time also demonstrates variation within the group of minority system cases since the Danish 

case has a rather different oversight design compared to the other two minority system cases. The 

Danish case to a much higher degree seems to facilitate multiple oversight options, while the two 

other cases to a higher extent leave oversight tasks for a few MPs in control committees.  

Denmark has had the highest share of minority cabinets in the post war period, 83 

compared to 56 (N) and 73 (S). Also, Norway has had periods with majority parliamentarism. In 

addition, Denmark has more frequently had minority coalitions than the other two cases, which 

mainly have had one party minority coalitions (Rasch, 2011). Another fact is that the Danish case has 

a more fragmented political system considering the higher number of effective parties, today as well 

as considering over time (for over time see figure 1 in the appendix). Table 2 shows the most recent 

value as well as the mean for the historic period. In other words, the degree of political party 

competition is higher in the Danish case (more data on political party competition has to be included 

to confirm this expectation) 

Table 2: Effective number of political parliamentary parties 

Countries Effective number of 

parties, mean for 

time-period 

Recent value 

Finland 5,0 6,4 (2019) 

Iceland 3,9 6,5 (2017) 

Denmark 4,3 5,9 (2019) 

Norway 3,6 5 (2017) 

Sweden 3,5 5 (2014) 

 

…….. 

 

 

Conclusion 
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This paper has focused on the question about parliamentary oversight in a parliamentary system 

context. The paper has treated the oversight challenge as a collective good challenge and related to 

this discussed incentive challenges and institutional requirements to overcome this challenge. 

Empirically, the investigation focuses on the five Nordic state parliamentary cases, often referred to 

as most similar systems, that share a strong partisan logic and are known to have strong parliaments, 

but as demonstrated in this paper´s investigation vary in parliamentary oversight design. Overall, the 

results show that the Scandinavian minority system cases are stronger on oversight mechanisms 

compared to the Finnish and Icelandic majority systems, but also shows variation within the minority 

system countries. The more politically fragmented Danish case to a higher degree leaves oversight 

options for the average MP, while the Norwegian and Swedish case to a higher degree and in the 

same way as the majority systems leave oversight tasks for a few “good” MPs in oversights 

committees.   

… 

Overall, this paper has revealed variation in empirical parliamentary design of importance to 

oversight tasks. Hereby, this paper provides more information on different oversight options and 

decisions on designs. This paper does, however, not say anything about the effects of these differences 

on the outcome of oversight processes and initiated oversight activity. Still, this paper provides 

information on existing variation in design and facilitates a follow up investigation to test for effects 

of these differences.  

 

 

 

References (Not updated) 
 
Andeweg, Rudy B. and Nijzink, Lia (1995). ”Beyond the Two-Body Image: Relations Between Ministers and 

MPs” in Döring, Herbert ed. (1995): Parliaments and Majority Rule in Western Europe, Frankfurt: Campus 

Verlag. 

 

Arter, David (1999). Scandinavian Politics Today. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 



Work in progress 

 
 

23 
 

 

Bergman, Torbjörn & Strøm, Kaare (2011). The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and Parliamentary 

Democracy in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

 

Bovens, Mark; Goodin, Robert and Schillemans, Thomas (2014). Public Accountability. In Bovens, M.; 

Goodin, R. and Schillemans, T. eds.: The Oxford Handbook of Public Accountability, Oxford University Press, 

1-23.  

 

Cox, G. W. and McCubbins, M. D (1993). Legislative Leviathan: Party Government in the House, Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

 

Dowding, Keith (1996): Power. Buckingham: Open University Press. 

 

Epstein, David and O’Halloran, Sharyn (1999). Delegating Powers: A Transaction Cost Politics Approach to 

Policy Making under Separate Powers, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Esaiasson, Peter and Heidar, Knut eds. (2000). Beyond Westminister and Congress: The Nordic Experience. 

The Ohio State University Press. 

 

 

Hagevi, Magnus (2000). Nordic Light on Committee Assignments. In Esaiasson, Peter and Heidar, Knut eds., 

Beyond Westminister and Congress: The Nordic Experience. The Ohio State University Press. 

 

Hall, Peter A. and Taylor, R. (1996). Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms, Political Studies, 

44:5, 936-957. 

 

Hardarson, Ó (1997) Iceland. In D. A. Kaple ed. World Encyclopedia of Political Systems and Parties, 3rd ed. 

New York: Facts on File. 

 

Heidar, K. 1995. Partigrupperne på Stortinget. Norsk Statsvitenskapelig Tidsskrift 11:277-97 

 

Heidar, K (2000) Parliamentary Party Groups. In P Esaiasson and K Heidar Beyond Westminister and 

Congress, Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 183-210. 

 

Heidar, Knut; Damgaard, Erik; Esaiasson, Peter; Hardarson, Ólafur Th.; Raunio, Tapio (2000). “Five Most 

Similar Systems?”. In Esaiasson, Peter and Heidar, Knut eds. Beyond Westminister and Congress: The Nordic 

Experience. The Ohio State University Press, p. 17-51. 

 

Jensen, Torben K. (2000). “Party Cohesion”. In Esaiasson, Peter and Heidar, Knut eds. (2000). Beyond 

Westminister and Congress: The Nordic Experience. The Ohio State University Press, p. 210 – 236. 

 

Kiewiet, D. Roderick and McCubbins, Mathew D. (1991): The Logic of Delegation, University of Chicago 

Press. 

 

King, Anthony (1976). “Modes of Executive-Legislative Relations: Great Britain, France and West Germany”, 

Legislative Studies Quarterly, 1:1, 11-36. 

 

Korff, Gitte (2015). “Parlamentarisk revision i Norden – en sammenligning med særlig vægt på de danske 

statsrevisorer”, in Elm-Larsen & Korff (eds.): Offentlig revision i det 21. århundrede, Karnov Group Denmark 

A/S, København. 

 



Work in progress 

 
 

24 
 

Korff, G. (2018). The parliamentary public accounts committees in the Nordic countries and regions – 

Denmark, Faroe Islands, Finland, Greenland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and Aalans Islands. In R. Stapenhurst 

& B. Larson (Eds.), Beyond Westminster: A global perspective on public governance and accounts,  40–57. 

Canadian Audit and Accountability Foundation. 

 

Krehbiel, K. (1991): Information and Legislative Organization, Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

 

Kristjánsson, Svanur & Indridason, Indridi H. (2011). Iceland. Dramatic Shifts. In Bergman, Torbjörn & 

Strøm, Kaare (2011). The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and Parliamentary Democracy in Nordic 

Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

 

Lane, Jan-Erik (2000): “The Ombudsman in Denmark and Norway”, in Gregory & Giddings ed.: Righting 

Wrongs – the Ombudsman in six Continents, Amsterdam: IOS Press, 143-155. 

 

Lijphart, Arend (1999). Patterns of Democracy. Yale University Press. 

 

Lupia, Arthur (2003). “Delegation and its Perils”, in Strøm, Kaare; Müller, Wolfgang C.; Bergman, Torbjörn 

(2003): Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies, Oxford University Press. 

 

Maor, M. (1999). “Electoral competition and the oversight game: A transaction cost approach and the 

Norwegian experience, European Journal of Political science, vol. 28: 165-79. 

 

Martin, Lanny W. & Vanberg, Georg (2014). “Legislative Institutions and Coalition Government”, in Martin, 

S.; Saalfeld, T., and Strøm, K. W.: The Oxford Handbook of Legislative Studies, Oxford University Press, 436-

455. 

 

Martin, Lanny W. & Vanberg, Georg (2011). Parliaments and Coalitions. The Role of Legislative Institutions 

in Multiparty Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Martin, Lanny W. & Vanberg, Georg (2020). Coalition Government, Legislative Institutions, and Public Policy 

in Parliamentary Democracies, American Journal of Political Science, 64: 2, 325-340. 

 

Martin, Shane (2014). “Committees”, in Martin, S.; Saalfeld, T., and Strøm, K. W.: The Oxford Handbook of 

Legislative Studies, Oxford University Press, United Kingdom, 352-371. 

 

Mattson, Ingvar and Strøm, Kaare (1995). “Parliamentary Committees”, in Herbert D. (ed.): Parliaments and 

Majority Rule in Western Europe, Frankfurt: Campus, 249–307. 

 

Mayhew, David (1974). Congress: The Electoral Connection, New Haven: Yale University Press. 

 

McCubbins, Mathew D. and Thomas Schwartz (1984). “Congressional Oversight Overlooked: Police Patrols 

versus Fire Alarms”. American Journal of Political Science, 28: 1, 165-179. 

 

Modeen, Tore (2000): “The Swedish and Finnish Parliamentary Ombudsmen”, in Gregory & Giddings ed.: 

Righting Wrongs – the Ombudsman in six Continents, Amsterdam: IOS Press, 315-323. 

 

Müeller, Wolfgang C. and Strøm, Kaare (1999). Policy, Office, or Votes? How Political Parties in Western 

Europe Make Hard Decisions, Cambridge University Press. 

 

Müeller, Wolfgang C. and Strøm, Kaare (2004). Servants or Oligarchs? Politicians and Parties in Parliamentary 

Democracies, Tidsskrift for Samfunnsforskning, 45:2, 421-458. 

 



Work in progress 

 
 

25 
 

Müeller, Wolfgang C. (2000). “Political parties in parliamentary democracies: Making delegation and 

accountability work”, European Journal of Political Research, 37, 309-333. 

 

Narud, Hanne Marthe & Strøm, Kaare (2011). Norway. From Hønsvaldian Parlamentarism Back to 

Madisonian Roots. In Bergman, Torbjörn & Strøm, Kaare (2011). The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and 

Parliamentary Democracy in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

 

Olsen, Mancur (1965). The Logic of Collective Action. Harvard University Press. 

 

Ostrom, Elinor (2000). Collective Action and the Evolution of Social Norms. The Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 14: 3, 137-158. 

Pelizzo, R., & Stapenhurst, R. (2008). Public accounts committees. In R. Stapenhurst, R. Pelizzo, D. Olson 

& L. Trapp (Eds.), Legislative oversight and budgeting. A world perspective (pp. 117–128). The World 

Bank. 

 

Rasch, Bjørn Erik (2011): “Why Minority Governments? Executive-Legislative Relations in the Nordic 

Countries”, in Persson, Thomas and Wiberg, Matti (eds.): Parliamentary Government in the Nordic Countries 

at a Crossroad, Santérus Academic Press, Sweden.  

 

Rasch, Bjørn Erik (2014): “Institutional Foundations of Legislative Agenda-Setting”, in Martin, S.; Saalfeld, 

T., and Strøm, K. W.: The Oxford Handbook of Legislative Studies, Oxford University Press, 455-481. 

 

Raunio, Tapio & Wiberg, Matti (2003): Finland: Polarized Pluralism in the Shadow of a Strong President. In 

Strøm, Kaare; Müeller, Wolfgang C.; Bergman, Torbjorn (eds.): Delegation and Accountability in 

Parliamentary Democracies, Oxford University Press. 

 

Raunio, Tapio (2011). Finland. Moving in the Opposite Direction. In Bergman, Torbjörn & Strøm, Kaare 

(2011). The Madisonian Turn: Political Parties and Parliamentary Democracy in Nordic Europe. Ann Arbor: 

University of Michigan Press. 

 

Sieberer, Ulrich (2011). “The Institutional Power of Western European Parliaments: A Multidimensional 

Analysis”, West European politics, 34(4): 731-754.  

 

Strøm, Kaare W. (1990). “A Behavioral Theory of Competitive Political Parties”, American Journal of 

Political Science, 34: 2, 565-598. 

 

Strøm, Kaare W. (2003). “Parliamentary Democracy and Delegation”. In Strøm, Kaare; Müeller, Wolfgang 

C.; Bergman, Torbjorn (eds.): Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies, Oxford 

University Press. 

 

Strøm, Kaare W. & Narud, Hanne Marthe (2003). “Norway: Virtual parliamentarism”. In Strøm, Kaare; 

Müeller, Wolfgang C.; Bergman, Torbjorn (eds.): Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary 

Democracies, Oxford University Press. 

 

Tsebelis, G. (2002): Veto Players, Russel Sage Foundation: New York, Princeton University Press. 

 

Zubek, Radoslaw (2020). “Committee strength in parliamentary democracies: A new index”, European 

Journal of Political Research, doi: 10.1111/1475-6765.12426 

 

Weaver, R. Kent (1986). “The Politics of Blame Avoidance”, Jnl Publ., 6, 4: 371-398. 

 



Work in progress 

 
 

26 
 

West, Hallbera (2018). MP Firefighting: When do MPs hold government accountable? Politicas ph.d.-serie, 

Institut for Statskundskab, Aarhus Universitet. 

 

West, Hallbera (2020a). "MP Firefighting and the Partisan Logic", Scandinavian Political Studies, 43(1): 1-

23.  https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12157 

 

West, Hallbera (2020b). "MP Firefighting and the Institutional Logic", Legislative Studies, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13572334.2020.1818927. 

 

Weingast, Barry R. and Mark Moran (1983). Bureaucratic Discretion or Congressional Control? Regulatory 

Policy-making by the Federal Trade Commission, Journal of Political Economy, 91(5): 765–800. 

 

Wiberg, Matti (1995). Parliamentary Questioning: Control by Communication. In Döring, Herbert (ed.): 

Parliaments and Majority Rule in Western Europe, Frankfurt: Campus Verlag.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12157
https://doi.org/10.1080/13572334.2020.1818927


Work in progress 

 
 

27 
 

Appendix: 
 

Table 1: Overview of oversight related parliamentary activity 2010-2020 (missing data) 

 Denmark20 Norway21 Sweden22 Finland23 Iceland24 

Annual Control 

committee meeting 

activity, 2010-2020 

2019-20: 18 Control 

committee: 32-35 

Control 

committee 

average 

571(183-651) 

Audit 

committee 

average 63 

(19-102) 

 

Committee Hearings  2018-19:106 

2019-20:94 

   

Committee 

questions/investigations 

Com Q 

2019-20: 

13.670 

(Alm. del) 

 

Com cases 

2019-20: 14 

    

Formal critique of 

ministers 

1990-2015: 

3925 

    

Control committee 

investigations (2010-

20, average) 

2019-20: 1 

inv. 

Hearings 5-6 

Recommendations 

39-42  

374/11 =34 

(total cases 

6.724/11=611) 

32/11=3  

Investigative 

committees 

1999-2015: 

826 

  0  

NCV (passed) 3(3) 

Latest in 

1975 

 12 (1) 48  

      

 

 

 

 

 

 
20 Source (will be expanded to cover 2010-20 period): Annual Report 2019-20: table 7. Beretninger (samråd with a 

conclusion, more than an information seeking activity). Control committee: p. 72 and table 8a. Committee Q: table 9. 
21 Source Rommetvedt 2021: Meetings pr. Year 2009-13 and 2013-17. Total numbers of hearings 2018-19, 2019-20, 

control committee recommendations 39-42. Parliamentary webpage challenges. 
22 Reports, control committee, 2010-2020: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-

lagar/?utskott=ku&doktyp=bet&sort=datum&sortorder=desc&datum=2010-01-01&tom=2020-12-31&q=&p=1&st=2, 

search conducted October 11, 2021. Total number of cases 6.724. No Confidence votes: 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/, October 11, 

2021. 
23 No investigative committee since the 1960s. No confidence votes are held in relation to the use of interpellations. There 

are additional options for no confidence votes, but no offical records. Are often used by the opposition. The number of 

control committee cases are cases when the committee has issued a statement to the government according to section 47 

of The Constitution of Finland. Source:  Timo Tuovinen, Deputy Secretary General, Eduskunta, August-September 2021. 
24 Have contacted parliament for options to access this type of information. 
25 Source: Folketingets Oplysning, opdateret marts 2015. 
26 Source: Justitsministeriet, letter dated December 11, 2015. 

https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/?utskott=ku&doktyp=bet&sort=datum&sortorder=desc&datum=2010-01-01&tom=2020-12-31&q=&p=1&st=2
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/?utskott=ku&doktyp=bet&sort=datum&sortorder=desc&datum=2010-01-01&tom=2020-12-31&q=&p=1&st=2
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/sa-funkar-riksdagen/riksdagens-uppgifter/kontrollerar-regeringen/


Work in progress 

 
 

28 
 

Figure 1: Political party polarization, number of effective parties in parliament. Values for the 

five Nordic countries over time27 
 

 

 

 
*Observations: 154. Mean 4.07, std. deviation: 0.956 

 

 

 

 

 
27 Source: Casal Bértoa, F. (2021): Database on WHO GOVERNS in Europe and beyond, PSGo. Available at: 
whogoverns.eu. Effective number of parliamentary parties. 
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