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Foreword

Two of today’s central concepts are collaboration and benefit fraud.
Authorities and other actors have a need to find convenient forms of
collaboration in order to solve their tasks. One such area of collabora-
tion is fraud against the benefits and insurances of the Swedish Social
Insurance Agency; a problem that has received ever increasing notice in
recent years. We are talking about crime against the welfare systems,
and how the Social Insurance Agency, the Police Service and the Prose-
cution Authority can collaborate effectively.

In the Swedish county Vistmanland, the prosecutors, police and So-
cial Insurance Agency took the initiative of meeting regularly in order to
discuss, at an overall level, reports and investigation of fraud against the
Social Insurance Agency. Reporting routines and other methods were
improved. The Social Insurance Agency appointed special officials to
handle these matters, and the Police and the Prosecution Authority ap-
pointed special police staff and prosecutors in a similar way. These per-
sons also attended a joint training course in order for the officials of the
Social Insurance Agency to get a more in-depth insight into the roles of
the police and the prosecutors, and for the police and prosecutors to
learn about the tasks of the Social Insurance Agency and the social insu-
rance systems. This form of collaboration was called “the Vistmanland
model”, and has since spread across the country.

As commissioned by the Delegation against Incorrect Payments (“the
FUT Delegation”), the Swedish National Council for Crime Prevention
(“Bra”) has evaluated the Vistmanland model and made study visits to
the counties of Vistmanland and Skane. The project has also glanced at
another form of collaboration, SAMEB, Collaboration against Econo-
mic Crime, in order to investigate similarities with and differences from
the Vistmanland model.

The evaluation was carried out at Brad’s division for Research into
Economic and Organised Crime, by the researchers Isabel Schoultz,
Sandra Aslund and Mattias Fristrom under the management of Lars
Korsell, LLD.

The investigators would like to thank the people who have participa-
ted in interviews and in other ways helped the work. Great thanks also
to Professor Antoinette Hetzler and Professor Goran Ahrne, at the De-
partments of Sociology at Lund University and Stockholm University
respectively. They have scrutinized the report from a scientific perspec-
tive. Valuable contributions have also been provided by Anna Pauloff,
Investigator at the Swedish Agency for Public Management and Arletta
Plunkett and Johanna Skinnari, Investigators, at Bra. Thanks also to
Astrid Eklund, Deputy Prosecutor and Nicklas Lagrell, Appeal Court
Prosecutor at the Swedish Prosecution Authority’s Development Centre
in Stockholm, Kristina Padrén, Principal Secretary of the FUT Delega-
tion, Stefan Eurenius, Section Manager and Christina Kiernan, Admi-



nistrator at the National Swedish Police Board, Karin Everbrand and
Kajsa Wikstrom, Administrators at the head office of the National Soci-
al Insurance Agency, Goran Wictorin, Development Manager, and Go-
ran Rask, Administrator at the Social Insurance Agency in Vistmanland
County, Rune Engstrom, Detective Inspector, and Rolf Nilsson, Inspec-
tor, from the Vistmanland Police Authority, Anders Jakobsson, Chief
Prosecutor at the Visterds Prosecutors Office and Anders Nord, Inspec-
tor at the Police Authority in Skéne, for their views.

Stockholm, March 2009
Jan Andersson

Director General Lars Korsell
Unit Manager



Introduction

Cheating against the benefit systems and fraud against the National So-
cial Insurance Agency today make newspaper headlines. But it has not
always been the case. A few years ago, the Social Insurance Agency, the
Police Service and the Prosecution Authority in Vistmanland started to
collaborate in the processing of reports of benefit fraud. This collabora-
tion was called “the Viastmanland model”. Since 2006, it has spread
across the entire country.

The Vistmanland model aims to make the handling of crimes re-
ported by the Social Insurance Agency more efficient. What differs from
the handling of fraud against the Social Insurance Agency is that the
report is sent straight to the prosecutor instead of to the police. The
prosecutor heads the preliminary investigation throughout the investiga-
tion period. The police investigate the suspicion of crime, contact emp-
loyers and others and interviews the person suspected. The Vistman-
land model is based on three important corner stones:

e Specially appointed officials at the Social Insurance Agency wri-
te the crime reports. Then specially appointed prosecutors recei-
ve the reports and decide whether a preliminary investigation is
to be started or not. Specially appointed police then carry out
the criminal investigation (see Figure 1).

e The specially appointed officials, prosecutors and police attend
a joint training course covering social insurance policies, fraud
and criminal cases.

e The specially appointed officials, prosecutors and police meet at
regular intervals in order to discuss common issues concerning
benefit fraud.

Social Insurance Agency |:> The Prosecution Authority <:> The Police
Control groups Appointed Prosecutor Appointed Police

Common educations and meetings

Figure 1. Ideal format for the Vastmanland model.

A contributory cause for the creation of the Vastmanland model is a
changed attitude to benefit fraud. In recent years, from 2005 and on-
wards, the pendulum can be said to have swung round to a situation
where benefit payments are to be more controlled, and benefit fraud is
to be reduced. It has become more legitimate to talk about frauds being
perpetrated against the benefits of the welfare state. As Korsell et al
(2008) expresses it: “Benefit recipients, who previously were the pets of
the welfare society, have in a short time been transformed into step-
children.” The intentional errors in the safety systems are estimated at



SEK 10 billion per year (FUT, 2007).1 What lit the touch paper and
became the starting point for the Vistmanland model was the Swedish
television programme “Uppdrag granskning”, which in early 2005 sho-
wed a series of programmes about how little control was exercised over
benefit cheats (SVT, 25 January 2005). One of the viewers was the
Chief Prosecutor in Visterds, who was struck by the fact that the Social
Insurance Agency reported few frauds. He therefore contacted the Social
Insurance Agency to discuss the routines for reporting. This was the
starting pistol for the collaboration that later came to be called the
Vistmanland model. It attracted attention in several parts of the coun-
try, and politicians and officials travelled to Vistmanland to see and
learn.

In May 2006, a joint strategy against benefit fraud was launched. The
strategy document was signed by the Director General of the National
Social Insurance Agency, the Prosecutor General and the National Poli-
ce Commissioner. The aim was to introduce the Viastmanland model in
all counties.

At the same time as the Vistmanland model was introduced in all
counties, the Social Insurance Agency received increased resources and
employed 300 people to reinforce the control operation (Forsdkrings-
kassans RB 2005; ESV 2007:19; prop. 2005/06:1; prop. 2006/07:1).
The goal of the Social Insurance Agency to report all suspected crimes
together with the additional control operation resulted in a dramatic
increase in reports of suspected crimes against the Social Insurance
Agency. The number of reported crimes against the Social Insurance
Agency increased by just over 300 percent between 2006 and 2007.

Fraud against the Social Insurance Agency

The crimes with which this report is concerned are essentially frauds, as
defined in Chapter 9, Clause 1 of the Penal Code (BrB). However, for
crimes committed as from 1 August 2007, new regulations apply. There
is today special legislation regulating crimes against the social insurance
system, and other compensation and benefit systems. This is gathered
together in the new Benefit Crime Act (2007:612). As this study concen-
trates on circumstances during the first half of 2007 and earlier, the stu-
dy does not cover the new legislation.

Fraud means somebody misleading somebody else, in this case the
Social Insurance Agency, to act in a way to leads to a gain for him or
her, and to damage to the body misled, in this case the Social Insurance
Agency. By giving incorrect information and in this way misleading the
Social Insurance Agency, the perpetrator is gaining incorrect compensa-
tion. One example of when liability for fraud comes into question is
when somebody deliberately gives incorrect income information which

1 There are differing views about the scope of the errors, and how they should be calculated
(IFAU, 2006; IFAU 2007; Johansson, to be published, Bra, 2008).



is of significance for a benefit. The incorrect information entails mislea-
ding the Social Insurance Agency, and the information causes an admi-
nistrator wrongly to decide on a payment. This entails that the Social
Insurance Agency is damaged through the incorrect payment and the
person misleading the Social Insurance Agency gains the corresponding
profit from the crime.

Misleading does not have to be an active deed, such as giving infor-
mation. It can also be done by not giving information, despite being li-
able to do so. When necessary information about changed circumstan-
ces, for instance, is not provided, the Social Insurance Agency is misled
and pays compensation on incorrect grounds.

According to the Penal Code, a person committing fraud can be jai-
led for at most two years. If the crime is insignificant, it is considered to
be a fraudulent misdemeanour, punishable by a fine or jail for at most
six months (Chapter 9, Clause 2). If the crime is serious, it is considered
as a serious fraud, punishable by prison for at least six months and at
most six years (Chapter 9, Clause 3). However, instead of a prison sen-
tence, a common sanction for fraud against the Social Insurance Agency
is a conditional sentence combined with a fine proportional to the of-
fender’s daily income.

For liability for fraud to come into question, the prosecutor has to be
able to prove that the crime is deliberate. This means that the criminal
act has been committed consciously or intentionally. Liability for fraud
is conditional on the objective requisites2 being covered by the perpetra-
tor’s intent. It is not possible to judge a person to be liable for fraud be-
cause someone has been paid too much compensation as a result of neg-
ligence, or because the person did not know about certain obligations in
conjunction with the compensation. Carelessness is thus not sufficient.
It must be possible to prove that the perpetrator has committed the act
intentionally. This intent must cover all elements of the criminal act.

The great problem with fraud crime is to prove the intent. The actual
circumstances surrounding what really occurred are often a lesser pro-
blem. The assessment of the intent is complicated by the fact that the
rules concerning social insurance can be difficult to understand.

The difficulty in proving intent has meant that several assessors have
considered that the fraud regulations do not work quite as they should.
Proposals have therefore been made that negligence should be sufficient
for judging that a person has misled the Social Insurance Agency or
some other payment-issuer within the compensation and benefit systems
(Ornemark Hansen, 1995). This criticism against the intention require-
ment has led to the new Benefit Crime Act (2007:612).

: Objective requisites are the prerequisites for the punishability of a criminal act.



Aim and issues

The aim of the study is to evaluate the Viastmanland model, which is a
collaboration between the Social Insurance Agency, the Prosecution
Authority and the Police (see Vedung, 1998; Statskontoret 2001:22; Bra
2000:5). In order to make a more in-depth analysis of authority colla-
boration to fight crime, the regional Collaboration Against Economic
Crime, SAMEB, are also studied. The main issues are:

What effects have the Vistmanland model had on the handling of crime
reporting by the Social Insurance Agency?

What are the formal goals of the Vastmanland model and how have
these goals been made operational in Skane and Vidstmanland counties?
What types of fraud against the Social Insurance Agency are handled
and prioritized within the Vistmanland model?

Method

The evaluation was done in Vistmanland and Skane counties. Two
counties were selected to enable comparison and to cover variations in
the implementation of the model. Interviews with officials in both coun-
ties form the basis for the evaluation.

Interviews

In total, 48 interviews with staff at both administrator and manager
level were carried out. Most were officials within the Social Insurance
Agency, the Police and the Prosecution Authority. The Collaboration
Body Against Economic Crime, SAMEB, has also been studied in order
to draw parallels between the two models for collaboration. Persons
from authorities that are party to different forms of collaboration
within SAMEB, such as the County Administrative Board, the Police,
the Prosecution Authority, the County Employment Board, the Enfor-
cement Service, the Swedish Customs and the National Tax Board have
been interviewed. On 1 August 2007, the Benefit Crime Act came into
force ((SOU 2006:48; prop. 2006/07:80). This regulates not just crimes
against the Social Insurance Agency, but also other authorities, such as
unemployment benefit societies and municipalities (maintenance sup-
port in the form of income support). This places demands on collabora-
tion with more actors than in the original Vastmanland model, and the-
refore interviews have also been held with officials working for these
stakeholders: municipal social services, the Central Student Grants
Committee (CSN), various unemployment benefit societies, the Premi-
um Pension Authority (PPM) the Swedish Migration Board and Swe-
den’s Public Employment Service in order to discuss existing and possib-
le future forms of collaboration against benefit fraud.
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Investigation of reported crimes

In addition to interviews, a total of 185 reported crimes (preliminary
investigations) have been analysed. The aim was to study they types of
matters handled within the collaboration between the Police Service, the
Prosecuting Authority and the Social Insurance Agency (see von Lampe,
2003). The study of preliminary investigations only covers crimes disco-
vered. It is probable that crimes that never become known to the autho-
rities look rather different (Bra 2007:4; Korsell, 2003). Preliminary in-
vestigations have been gathered from the Police Service in Skane and
Vistmanland counties for the periods before and after the introduction
of the Viastmanland model.

Statistics and register study

In order to measure the effects of the Vistmanland model, statistical
information has been gathered from the Social Insurance Agency, the
Prosecuting Authority and the Police Service. The statistics have been
processed and information about the number of reports made, cases
arising, handling times and number of prosecutions3 have been produ-
ced. Bra’s own statistics for crimes reported and number of orders of
summary punishment4 have also been used to describe the development
of fraud against the Social Insurance Agency.

In order to carry out a register study, personal identification numbers
have been picked from the preliminary investigations. A total of 130
personal identification numbers have been run against Brd’s register
over suspected and prosecuted persons. The run against the suspicion
register covers suspicions registered between 1995 and 2006. The prose-
cution register covers a longer period, 1973 to 2006, and entails that
people are not just suspected, but also found guilty of crimes. The aim
of the register run was to investigate whether the persons concerning
whom a preliminary investigation was started in relation to benefit fra-
ud had been suspected of or punished for other crimes before.

*The analysis of effects is based on the statistics from the Prosecution Authority. Here, prosecu-
tion means that a person has been charged, which does not necessarily mean that the person
has also been found guilty. Decisions to prosecute also include orders of summary punishment
issued and waivers of prosecution issued. Bra defines the concept of prosecution slightly differ-
ently: a person must have been found guilty in a district court, have received an approved order
of summary punishment or waiver of prosecution in order to be considered prosecuted (Bra
2006). Bré's prosecution statistics are based on people and not on decisions, but these are not
divided up in such a way that fraud against the Social Insurance Agency can be separated out.
For this reason, the statistics of the Prosecution Authority were used instead.

4 Orders of summary punishment mean that a fine or conditional judgement issued by a prose-
cutor can be issued for crimes punishable by a fine.
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Results

Effects

In order to describe the effects of the Vastmanland model, a comparison
of the years 2004 and 2007 was made, aimed at covering the period
before and after the collaboration started. When the result emerged
from the preliminary investigations analysed, cases from 2004 were
compared with cases from 2006/2007.

In general, it was difficult to determine if a result is an effect of the
Vistmanland model or of other changes occurring within the authorities
or society as a whole.

The Vastmanland model was expected to lead to more reports, inc-
reased prosecution, higher quality of the reports from the Social Insu-
rance Agency and quicker processing and shorter through-put times at
the Social Insurance Agency, the Police Service and the prosecutors’
chambers (Swedish Prosecution Authority). Have these expectations
been realized?

This study had no opportunity to answer the question whether colla-
boration has led to reduced fraud — which is also mentioned as an ex-
pected effect — as this would require a comprehensive investigation of
possible changes to actual criminality.

More crimes reported

Statistics from both the Social Insurance Agency and Bra show that the
number of reported fraud crimes against the Social Insurance Agency
increased between 2004 and 2007. According to the Social Insurance
Agency’s own statistics, in 2004, the administrators made 930 crime
reports in the whole of the country. This can be compared with 4,769
reports in 2007. The increase of the number of crimes reported was gre-
ater in Vastmanland county than in Skdne county when comparing on
the basis of reported frauds against the Social Insurance Agency per
100,000 inhabitants.

The increase is primarily related to increased resources together with
a goal of reporting all suspected crimes, factors which lie outside the
collaboration. However, the Vistmanland model may have stimulated
the Social Insurance Agency’s administrators to report more crimes
when they knew that the suspicion of crime would have a greater chan-
ce of being investigated by the police and prosecutors, compared to the
situation before the collaboration.

The great influx of reports from the Social Insurance Agency has cre-
ated negative reactions in some police and prosecutors. The cause of the
negative reactions is put down to a lack of resources.

Improved processing

The processing of the Social Insurance Agency's cases has become more
efficient since the Vistmanland model was introduced as a result of bet-
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ter reporting and having appointed persons working specifically with
these cases. Clear directives from prosecutors also facilitates the police
work.

However, calculating average processing times at each authority does
not provide any clear-cut information about the effects of the Vastman-
land model. Processing times at the Social Insurance Agency have incre-
ased slightly, probably as a result of older cases being processed when
the control operation was strengthened. The through-put times at the
Prosecution Authority and the Police Service have fallen in Skdne coun-
ty, but is unchanged in Viastmanland county.

Increased numbers but a smaller proportion of prosecutions

After the introduction of the Vistmanland model, the number of deci-
sions to prosecute increased greatly throughout the country; 326 deci-
sions in 2004 and 1587 decisions in 2007 based on the statistics of the
Prosecution Authority. Bra’s statistics for orders of summary punish-
ment for fraud against the Social Insurance Agency show a large increa-
se, from 53 orders in 2004 to 619 in 2007.

However, the proportion of decisions to prosecute compared to all
completed decisions5 has fallen in the country as a whole. The deve-
lopment in Skéne is similar to that of the country as a whole, while in
Vistmanland county, the number of decisions to prosecute out of all
completed decisions between 2004 and 2006 increased. The increase in
the proportion of cases prosecuted in Vistmanland up to and including
2006 is probably a result of the number of orders of summary punish-
ment increasing, at the same time as the inflow from the Social Insuran-
ce Agency did not increase. When the inflow of cases then increased in
2007, as a result of the reinforced control operation at the Social Insu-
rance Agency, the number of prosecutions fell heavily, from just over 70
percent in 2006 to less than 40 percent in 2007.

The reduction in the proportion of decisions to prosecute that can be
discerned in the country started before the Vistmanland model was in-
troduced, and the explanation should therefore be looked for elsewhere.
Between 2006 and 2007, there was a reduction, both in the country as a
whole and Skane and Vistmanland counties, and was probably a result
of the inflow of reports increasing from the Social Insurance Agency,
some of which were not classified as crimes.

®The number of decisions relates to decisions not to start a preliminary investigation, decisions
to stop a preliminary investigation, decisions not to make a charge and decisions to take legal
action. A decision to prosecute relates to an approved order of summary punishment, a decision
to make a charge and a waiver of prosecution. As previously mentioned, in accordance with the
measurement method used by the Prosecution Authority, legal action does not necessarily mean
that the person has been found guilty, but also includes legal action where the person has been
found not guilty.
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What is reported is important for increased prosecutions

An increased number of reported crimes and a reduced proportion of
decisions to prosecute lead to the conclusion that it is the selection pro-
cess (which type of benefit fraud to report) within the Social Insurance
Agency, and not the number and quality of the crime reports, that pri-
marily lead to more cases leading to prosecution. It is thus a question of
what the Social Insurance Agency reports, and not what their reports
look like, that determine whether the reports will lead to a prosecution.

The Social Insurance Agency and other payment-issuing actors sho-
uld therefore make a clearer selection of which cases to report. Before a
report is made to the police or prosecutor, a summary assessment sho-
uld be made whether the act which is subject to suspicion of crime was
deliberate or not.

Selection - controls, amounts and perpetrators

Selection is a concept used to illuminate how some cases are prioritized
ahead of others, for instance. In the control and judicial chain, there is
always a form of selection of cases; a selection based on different fac-
tors, which is carried out by each of the authorities when processing a
case. The selection can be likened to a moving assembly line, where the
cases pass from one decision-maker in an authority to another decision-
maker at the next authority. Along the line, cases are then removed if
they do not meet the standard or do not fit for other reasons.

The handling of the Social Insurance Agency’s cases forms the basis
for the Vistmanland model. The selection of cases by the Social Insu-
rance Agency to put forward to the prosecutor and police influences
greatly how the Viastmanland model is perceived.

Fraud is usually classified as a crime of investigation and interven-
tion, which means that a considerable proportion become known to the
police through various control measures (Korsell, 2003; Bra 2004). It is
therefore very important where the Social Insurance Agency introduces
its control resources. In other words, where the spotlight is aimed, crime
will also be detected, while other areas remain in the dark.

Collaboration between authorities based on the Vistmanland model
is based on prosecutors being the recipients of reports and heading the
preliminary investigations. This makes it possible for prosecutors at an
early stage to “filter” out cases that are not assessed to be worthy of
taking any further.

From the preliminary investigations reviewed, conclusions can be
drawn about the amounts the cases concern. In 2004, the average
amount was around SEK 20,000-30,000.6 In 2006/2007, most of the
amounts were around SEK 1,000-3,000.7 The larger amounts concer-
ned almost exclusively types of cases other than temporary parental be-

®The highest amount in 2004 was SEK 700,000 and the lowest SEK 1,600.
"The highest amount in 2006/2007 was SEK 160,000 and the lowest SEK 600.
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nefit (TFP)8, such as, for instance, sickness benefit and housing benefit.
The higher amounts often relate to longer periods. Of the lower
amounts, the majority are suspected frauds against TFP. The analysis of
the preliminary investigations gives clear signals that during 2004, sus-
pected crimes involving much higher amounts were reported than hap-
pened in 2006/2007. It appears not just to be a question of more suspec-
ted crimes involving lower amounts being reported, but that the majori-
ty of cases related to amounts that are ten times smaller in 2006/2007
than in 2004.

The cases that will be processed by the collaborating authorities are
primarily dependent upon the type of case (e.g. TFP) checked by the
Social Insurance Agency. In addition to this, there are other factors that
affect which cases are selected, such as lack of resources. In the end, it is
mainly TFP with smaller amounts that are handled in the decision-
making chain. These are often considered to be easy to investigate, but
it can sometimes be difficult to prove that the act was done deliberately.

In order to investigate which perpetrators are selected — discovered,
reported, investigated and prosecuted — the persons suspected of frauds
and who are included in the first selection of preliminary investigations
have been compared with both the register of suspected persons and the
register of prosecuted persons. The register run carried out gives a pictu-
re of the persons included in preliminary investigations from 2006/2007
being suspected or prosecuted for other crimes to a lesser extent that
those included in preliminary investigations in 2004. This change is
hardly an effect of the Vastmanland model, but is connected to the con-
trol of TFP, where parents of young children are checked. A greater va-
riation is the controls of the Social Insurance Agency would probably
increase the chances of sorting out larger scale frauds and possibly also
more organized frauds. The cases that were then selected would also
show greater variation and probably also have a broader preventative
effect (see Korsell and Nilsson, 2003).

Goals and resources govern the collaboration

Collaboration means that several authorities with different goals have to
agree to achieve common goals. The officials interviewed tended to see
the goals as unclear, sometimes contradictory and rarely in accord with
the goals of the other authorities. For example, prosecutors and police
in Skédne interpreted the goals as them having to prioritize the Social
Insurance Agency cases ahead of other crimes.

The choice by the Social Insurance Agency of what to control deter-
mines the cases handled within the Vistmanland model. When the Soci-
al Insurance Agency received extra resources, and chose to control the
temporary parental benefit, it was primarily these reported crimes that
were processed by the police and prosecutors. Fraud involving tempora-

® TFP is a compensation paid when nursing a sick child (VAB).
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ry parental benefit is characterized by the amounts often being small,
and the perpetrators being “ordinary parents with young children”. The
fact that the Social Insurance Agency did not formulate which cases
were to be reported in accordance with the Viastmanland model caused
a negative attitude among some police and prosecutors, who considered
that too great a focus was put on less serious criminality.

Also, many administrators at the Social Insurance Agency interpreted
it that “all” incorrect payments were to be reported, not just suspected
crimes. This generated a large amount of reported crimes, which the
prosecutors and police considered that they could not cope with.

Different goals, resources and priorities can thus have a negative ef-
fect on the collaboration. Increased resources for the Social Insurance
Agency created increased workloads for prosecutors and police. A good
dialogue within the collaboration reduces the risk of misunderstandings
between the authorities. Within SAMEB, the problem has been solved
through meetings between the heads of the authorities to discuss the
resources available for different projects.

Consistently introduced corner stones lead to good collaboration

In general, the goals of the Viastmanland model, the officials appointed
and the joint training are considered to be positive. Having specially
appointed administrators creates efficiency in handling cases, many of
those interviewed considered. The joint training gives the officials op-
portunities for increased understanding of each others’ roles in society.
It also provides an opportunity for the judicial system to learn more
about social insurance, and for the Social Insurance Agency to write
better crime reports. In Vistmanland county, the officials also have joint
meetings, where there is room to solve any collaboration problems.

When different authorities collaborate, problems can arise in the
form of differences in working methods, function in society and tradi-
tion. What this study has shown is that these problems can be solved.
Where collaboration is close, communications are also good. However,
it is important that the authorities do not confuse their roles. For ex-
ample, it is a problem if prosecutors work too closely with the Social
Insurance Agency.

Collaboration against benefit fraud differs between the two counties.
In Vistmanland, the three corner stones have been consistently introdu-
ced. There, the officials at the Social Insurance Agency, as well as the
police and the prosecutors, consider that the collaboration is working
well. In Skéne, there is some lack of appointed persons within the poli-
ce, which also means that not all police personnel have done the joint
training. Furthermore, in Skdne there have not been joint meetings at
administrator level to the same extent as in Vistmanland. In Skine,
more people had a negative attitude to the Vistmanland model than in
Vistmanland. The collaboration thus works better if the three corner
stones are consistently introduced.
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The Vistmanland model has led to better quality reporting by the
Social Insurance Agency, and to these being handled more efficiently by
the police and prosecutors. This is an effect that can be put down to the
three corner stones of the model, among others.

Conclusions

Obstacles to collaboration, but also opportunities

The Vistmanland model can be described as a simple and purposeful
method of handling, in the control and legal chain, the suspicions of
crime that arise and are reported. The model is powerful, as it increases
the motivation of the administrators at the Social Insurance Agency to
report suspicions of crime, and for police and prosecutors to investigate
and prosecute crimes. The limitation of the Vistmanland model is still
that crimes are reported without any consideration for the goals and
resources of the collaborating authorities.

Unclear goals are an obstacle to collaboration

The first obstacle to collaboration identified by the investigation thus
relate to the goals of the Vistmanland model and where these stand in
relation to the individual goals of the authorities. What should be parti-
cularly considered is that goals formulated at a higher level may be in-
terpreted differently at administrator level.

A clear illustration is provided by the goals of the Social Insurance
Agency, with a high ambition in terms of the number of reports, where
the administrators interpreted this as “everything” was to be reported,
including incorrect payments. There was to be no room for investigating
whether the action was deliberate or not. The consequence was that the
balances increased at the police and prosecution authorities, and the
trust in the Vastmanland model was impaired.

Another example is that police and prosecutors in Skéne interpreted
that the Viastmanland model entailed giving benefit fraud a higher prio-
rity than had been the intention. This led to the legitimacy of the colla-
borative project diminishing. The aim of the Vastmanland model must
be interpreted as giving a reasonable priority to benefit fraud. Previous-
ly, these crimes had received unfair treatment from the legal system.

The conclusion is therefore that the formulation of plain and clear
goals is important in order to avoid incorrect interpretation. The
authorities’ goals in relation to the collaboration should therefore be in
accord with each other, which is a failing of the Vistmanland model.
Goals may of course be formulated centrally, but many times there must
still be room to adapt the goals at county level.

More thorough grounds for reporting crime

The cases that are handled within the Vistmanland model are conting-
ent upon the controls by the Social Insurance Agency. For instance,
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when the Social Insurance Agency invests heavily in checking up on in-
correct payments of TFP, it is mainly TFP that is reported to the judicial
system.

In this investigation, it is clear that the Social Insurance Agency’s
considerable control of TFP affected the working situation of the police
and prosecutors, with growing caseloads as a result. In Skane, were coll-
laboration was not established as early as in Vastmanland, the TFP ini-
tiative meant that the police and prosecutors questioned the Vistman-
land model. They questioned all TFP cases involving small amounts.

As one stage in the survey about the Vistmanland model carried out
earlier, the Swedish Prosecution Authority presented recommendations
about amount limits (Aklagarmyndigheten 2007:21). When these are
implemented, the problem arising as a result of the selection by the So-
cial Insurance Agency will probably be reduced.

One of the expected effects of the Vastmanland model was that the
number of crimes reported by the Social Insurance Agency would incre-
ase, which also happened. As we know, this led to increased workload
for police and prosecutors, who had difficulty processing all the reports.
The Social Insurance Agency has now become more selective about
what is reported. This study shows the importance of the new crime-
reporting authorities, the employment benefit societies and municipaliti-
es, also making a clear choice of what to report on. The selection, and a
summary investigation into whether the act of the perpetrator was deli-
berate, will lead to fewer, but more substantial reports of crimes, which
will take up less resources in the judicial system. It is thus not about car-
rying a criminal investigation, but to produce more thorough back-
ground material for the crime-fighting authorities, where one of the
tasks of the prosecutors is to test the issue of intention.

There is reason to assume that it is not how the reports are formula-
ted, but what they are reporting that is important for whether this will
lead to more prosecutions or orders of summary punishment. A better
selection in reporting should therefore lead to more prosecutions and
fewer cases being written off.

A common forum: the fourth corner stone

If the goals of the authorities were more in accord, and if consideration
is taken of the resources of each other, more favourable conditions are
created for collaboration in accordance with the Vastmanland model.
One way of achieving this is by introducing a common forum at county
level for discussions between heads of authorities. Inspiration can be
found in Collaboration against Econimic Crime, SAMEB, where the
collaborating managers can formulate goals and consider the resources
available to the other authorities in order to fulfil the goals for collabo-
ration and the controls the payment-issuing authorities are to carry out.

The common forum can be developed into the fourth corner stone of
the Vistmanland model.
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More actors to collaborate with

As a result of the Benefit Crime Act, more actors will need to collabora-
te. In an extended collaboration model, with other payment-issuing
authorities and with unemployment benefit societies and municipalities,
benefits should be gained from the three corner stones of the Vistman-
land model, and a fourth be added. Due to various geographic divisions
— some actors are locally based, county-wide or centrally located — the
corner stones should be introduced based on the need to collaborate.
However, the emphasis should be on the appointed persons at each
authority, to make it clear who should be contacted.
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